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Section 1.0  Introduction 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

The Final Environmental Impact Report (Final Focused EIR) for the CenterPark Specific Plan Project has 

been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 indicates that the contents of a Final EIR shall consist of: 

(a) Environmental Impact Reports shall contain the information outlined in this article, but the format 

of the document may be varied. Each element must be covered, and when these elements are 

not separated into distinct sections, the document shall state where in the document each 

element is discussed.  

(b) The EIR may be prepared as a separate document, as part of a general plan, or as part of a project 

report. If prepared as a part of the project report, it must still contain one separate and 

distinguishable section providing either analysis of all the subjects required in an EIR or, as a 

minimum, a table showing where each of the subjects is discussed. When the Lead Agency is a 

state agency, the EIR shall be included as part of the regular project report if such a report is used 

in the agency’s existing review and budgetary process. 

(c) Draft EIRs shall contain the information required by Sections 15122 through 15131. Final EIRs shall 

contain the same information and the subjects described in Section 15132.  

(d) No document prepared pursuant to this article that is available for public examination shall 

include a “trade secret” as defined in Section 6254.7 of the Government Code, information about 

the location of archaeological sites and sacred lands, or any other information that is subject to 

the disclosure restrictions of Section 6254 of the Government Code. 

The Final Focused EIR includes all of these required components. 

In accordance with § 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City of Ontario (City), as the lead agency for 

the proposed Project, evaluated comments received on the Draft Focused EIR (State Clearinghouse 

No. 2025060731) and has prepared responses to the comments received. The preceding Table of Contents 

and Section 1.0 provides a list of all persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft 

Focused EIR. Section 2.0 includes the Responses to Comments received on the Draft Focused EIR. It should 

be noted that responses to comments also result in various editorial clarifications and corrections to the 

original Draft Focused EIR text. Added or modified text is shown in Section 3.0: Errata, by underlining 

(example) while deleted text is shown by striking (example). The additional information, corrections, and 

clarifications are not considered to substantively affect the conclusions within the Focused EIR. This 

Response to Comments document is part of the Final Focused EIR, which includes the Focused EIR 

pursuant to § 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

After review and discussion by City staff and the City Planning Commission, responses to comments will 

be sent to commenting agencies and individuals. This satisfies the requirement of Section 21092.5 of CEQA 

to send responses to the public agency comments received on the Draft Focused EIR at least 10 days prior 

to Project approval. This document includes responses to all written and verbal comments received on 

the Draft Focused EIR. 
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1.2 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL FOCUSED EIR 

This Final Focused EIR provides the requisite information required under CEQA and is organized as follows: 

 Section 1.0 Introduction. This section provides an introduction to the Final Focused EIR, including 

the requirements under CEQA, the organization of the document, as well as brief summary of the 

CEQA process activities to date. 

 Section 2.0 Response to Comments. This section provides a list of agencies and interested 

persons commenting on the Draft Focused EIR; copies of comment letters received during the 

public review period, and individual responses to written comments. To facilitate review of the 

responses, each comment letter has been reproduced and assigned a number. Individual 

comments have been numbered for each letter, and the letter is followed by responses with 

references to the corresponding comment number. 

 Section 3.0 Errata to the Draft Focused EIR. This section details changes to the Draft Focused EIR. 

1.3 CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR A FINAL FOCUSED EIR 

As described in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15088, 15089, 15090 and 15132, the Lead Agency must evaluate 

comments received on the Draft Focused EIR and prepare written responses and consider the information 

contained in a Final Focused EIR before approving a project. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a) outlines parameters for submitting comments, and reminds persons 

and public agencies that the focus of review and comment of Draft Focused EIRs should be: 

“…on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing possible impacts on the 

environment and ways in which significant effects of the project might be avoided or 

mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives 

or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant 

environmental effects. At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of 

a Focused EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible. …CEQA does not 

require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and 

experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters. When responding to 

comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do 

not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort 

at full disclosure is made in the Focused EIR.” 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(c) further advises: 

“Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or 

references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 

supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall 

not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.”  
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Section 15204(d) also states: 

“Each responsible agency and trustee agency shall focus its comments on environmental 

information germane to that agency’s statutory responsibility.”  

Section 15204(e) states: 

“This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on the 

general adequacy of a document or of the lead agency to reject comments not focused as 

recommended by this section.” 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 recommends that where a response to comment makes important 

changes in the information contained in the text of the Draft Focused EIR, the Lead Agency either revise 

the text of the Draft Focused EIR or include marginal notes showing that information. The Final  Focused 

EIR for the Project has been prepared in accordance with CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 indicates 

that the contents of a Final Focused EIR shall consist of: 

 “The Draft Focused EIR or a revision of the draft; 

 Comments and recommendations received on the Draft Focused EIR either verbatim or in 

summary; 

 A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft Focused EIR; 

 The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 

consultation process; and 

 Any other information added by the Lead Agency.” 

The City has evaluated comments on environmental issues from persons who reviewed the Draft Focused 

EIR and has prepared a written response, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a). Pursuant to 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b), the City provided written responses to comments to any public agency 

that commented on the Draft Focused EIR, at least ten (10) days prior to the City Council consideration of 

certifying the Focused EIR as adequate under CEQA. Written responses to comments will also be provided 

to non-public agency individuals, organizations, and entities that commended on the Draft Focused EIR. 

In addition, the Final Focused EIR will be made available to the general public at the City’s Planning Division 

office and on the City’s website a minimum of 10 days prior to the City Council public hearing. 

The Final Focused EIR, along with other relevant information and public testimony at the Planning 

Commission and City Council public hearings, will be considered by the City’s Council. 

1.4 CLARIFICATIONS, AMPLIFICATIONS AND MODIFICATIONS TO THE 

DRAFT FOCUSED EIR 

Section 3.0, Errata to the Draft Focused EIR, details the proposed changes to the Draft Focused EIR. In 

response to public comments, text changes have been made to Draft Focused EIR sections to clarify and 

amplify the analysis or mitigation measures, and to make insignificant modifications to the Draft Focused 

EIR. This information does not rise to the level of significant new information as the resulting impact 

analysis and alternatives considered remain essentially unchanged, and no new or more severe impacts 
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have been identified. These changes do not warrant Draft Focused EIR recirculation pursuant to California 

Public Resources Code §21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines §15088.5.  

CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 describes when a Focused EIR requires recirculation prior to certification, 

stating in part: 

“(a)  A lead agency is required to recirculate a Focused EIR when significant new information is added to 

the Focused EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the Draft Focused EIR for public 

review under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term "information" 

can include changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other 

information. New information added to an Focused EIR is not "significant" unless the Focused EIR is 

changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a 

substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such 

an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to 

implement. “Significant new information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure 

showing that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 

measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 

measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 

previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 

project’s proponents decline to apply it. 

(4) The Draft Focused EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 

that meaningful public review and comment were precluded (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish 

and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043). 

(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the Focused EIR merely clarifies 

or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate Focused EIR.” 

As discussed herein and as elaborated upon in the respective Response to Comments, none of the 

clarifications or changes made in the Errata reflect a new significant environmental impact, a “substantial 

increase” in the severity of an environmental impact for which mitigation is not proposed, or a new 

feasible alternative or mitigation measure that would clearly lessen significant environmental impacts but 

is not adopted, nor do the Errata reflect a “fundamentally flawed” or “conclusory” Draft Focused EIR. In 

all cases, as discussed in individual responses to comments, master responses and Draft Focused EIR 

Errata, these minor clarifications and modifications do not identify new or substantially more severe 

environmental impacts that the City has not committed to mitigate. Here, the public has not been 

deprived of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 

Project or an unadopted feasible Project alternative or mitigation measure. Instead, the information 

added supports the existing analysis and conclusions, and responds to inquiries made from commenters. 

Therefore, this Final Focused EIR is not subject to recirculation prior to certification. 
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Section 2.0  Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) states that: “The lead agency shall evaluate comments on 

environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft Focused EIR and shall prepare a 

written response. The Lead Agency shall respond to comments that were received during the noticed 

comment period and any extensions and may respond to late comments.” In accordance with these 

requirements, this section of the Final Focused EIR provides the City of Ontario’s responses to each of the 

comments on the Draft Focused EIR received during the public comment period. 

Comment letters and specific comments are given letters and numbers for reference purposes. Where 

sections of the Draft Focused EIR are excerpted in this document, the sections are shown indented. 

Changes to the Draft Focused EIR text are shown in underlined text for additions and strikeout for 

deletions. 

The following is a list of agencies and persons that submitted comments on the Draft Focused EIR during 

the public review period: December 29, 2025, through February 12, 2026.  

2.1 INTRODUCTION TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comments have been numbered as shown below, with responses to each comment following the 

respective comment letter. 

Letter Date Received Organization/Name 

Local 

L1 December 30, 2025 Mary Ann Ruiz 

L2 February 13, 2026* 
City of Chino 

Warren Morelion, Director of Development Services 

L3 February 12, 2026 
City of Eastvale 

David Murray, City Planner 

Tribe 

T1 December 30, 2025 
Ft. Yuma Quechan Indian Tribe 

H. Jill McCormick, Historic Preservation Office 

T2 December 30, 2025 
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

Anthony Kline, Cultural Resources Analyst 

T3 January 6, 2026 
Cahuilla Band of Indians 

BobbyRay Esparza, Cultural Director 

T4 January 8, 2026 
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 

Sophia Pina 

State 

S1 December 31, 2025 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 

Dave Kereazis, Associate Environmental Planner 

S2 January 9, 2026 
State Water Resources Control Boards 

Lori Schmitz, Environmental Scientist 
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Letter Date Received Organization/Name 

S3 February 12, 2026 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

Kim Freeburn, Environmental Program Manager 

Private Party  

P1 February 3, 2026 
Edison Ranch LLC 

Eric S. Chavez, Manager/Agent 

Organizations/Agencies 

O1 February 12, 2026 

Supporters Alliance for Environmental  

Responsibility (“SAFER”) 

Kylah Staley, Lozeau Drury LLP 

O2 February 12, 2026 

Western States Regional Council of Carpenters (“WSRCC”) 

Omar Corona, Attorneys for Western States Regional Council of 

Carpenters 

O3 February 17, 2026* 
Southern California Edison 

Stevi N. Luevano 

*Received after the closure of the public review period on February 12, 2026.  
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Comment Letter L1 – Mary Ann Ruiz

 

 

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mary Ann Ruiz <ruizmaryann@gmail.com>
Tuesday, December 30, 2025 5:27 PM
Navarro, Reyna
Re: Project Notice CenterPark Specific Plan (PSP24-002)

Tha kyou I found it on ceqanet

Mary Ann Ruiz

On Tue, Dec 30, 2025 at 5:24 PM Navarro, Reyna <Reyna.Navarro@kimley-horn.com> wrote:

Hi Mary Ann,

Apologies for this error. I have contacted them to Let them know the link is not working. You can use this 
following link to view the EIR for now, until the city fixes their website link. https://kimley-
horn. securevdr.com/d-s7d93bc7a71714a8386713e6c89f69c76

Thank you and have a great day,

Reyna Navarro
Kimley-Horn | 27290 Madison Ave. Ste. 300. Temecula, CA 92590
Direct: 951 534-5400 | Office: 951 888-8978

From: Mary Ann Ruiz <ruizmaryann@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 30, 2025 11:06 AM
To: Navarro, Reyna <Reyna. Navarro@kimley-horn.com>
Subject: Re: Project Notice CenterPark Specific Plan (PSP24-002)

You don't often get email from rui2maryann@Rmail.com. Learn why this is important

it does direct me to the page but the link to the eir does not work , I get this error.



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-4 

 

  

11:05

content.ontariog

404
a 
cont.

404
Publi

(basic_page)

CITY OF

ONTARIC



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-5 

 

V

Mary Ann Ruiz

OnTue, Dec 30, 2025 at 10:23 AM Navarro, Reyna <Reyna.Navarro@kimley-horn.com> wrote:

Hi Mary Ann,

The provided link should redirect you to the City's Community Development-Environmental 
Documents page. If you are not redirected via the provided link, please attempt to access the DFEIR 
via this link: https://www.ontarioca.gov/government/community- 
development/plann ing/environmental-documents.

Thank you.

Reyna Navarro
Kimley-Horn | 27290 Madison Ave. Ste. 300. Temecula, CA 92590
Direct: 951 534-5400 | Office: 951 888-8978

a
co nt.

From: Mary Ann Ruiz <ruizmaryann@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 30, 2025 9:38 AM
To: Navarro, Reyna <Reyna.Navarno@ikirnlev-horn.com>
Subject: Re: Project Notice CenterPark Specific Plan (PSP24-002)

You don’t often get email from ruizmaryann@ogmail.com Learn why this is important

Ms. Navarro -

The link in the document for the DEIR does not work. Can you province a working 
link to the DEIR? Thank you.

On Mon, Dec 29, 2025 at 8:37 PM Navarro, Reyna <Reyna.Navarrc@kimley-horn.com> wrote:

3
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Project Notice CenterPark Specific Plan (PSP24-002) 

if you wish to submit comments, please be sure to submit them by February 12, 2026, at 5:30PM to ensure 
they get considered in the review process. Please refer to this project by the Project Number. If you have no 
comment, a reply is not necessary.

Rafael Torres, Assistant Planner

P: (909) 395-2036

E: rtorres@ontarioca.gov

Thank you for your attention to this notice.

Reyna Navarra
Kim ley-Horn | 27290 Madison Ave. Ste. 300, Temecula, CA 92590
Direct 951 534-5400 | Office: 951 888-8978

a
co nt

Mary Ann Ruiz

4
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Responses to Comment Letter L1 – Mary Ann Ruiz 

Response L1 – a  

Comment noted for the record. This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue or concerns 

about the adequacy of the Draft Focused EIR. Therefore, no further action is needed.   
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Comment Letter L2 – City of Chino 

  

EUNICE M ULLOA /1
1

CURTIS BURTON
Mayor Pro Tem

KAREN C COMSTOCK
CHRISTOPHER FLORES
MARC LUCIO
Council Members

DR LINDA REICH
City Manger

CITY of CHINO

February 12, 2026

Sent Via Email and US Mail:
rtorres@ontarioca gov

Rafael Torres
City of Ontario Planning Department
303 East B Street
Ontario. CA 91764

Re: NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT FOCUSED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
Center Park Specific Plan Project State Clearinghouse No. 2025060731

Dear Rafael:

This letter is in response to an email regarding a Notice of Availability of a Draft Focused EIR for the 
Center Park Specific Plan Thank you for giving the City of Chino the opportunity to review the 
information and provide comments.

The City of Chino requests that the City of Ontario continue to comply with all mitigation measures 
outlined in The Ontario Plan (TOP) 2050 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) related 
to the Center Park Specific Plan area We also ask that the City of Chino continues to be notified of 
public hearings pertaining to any legislative or entitlement actions related to the Center Park Specific 
Plan

If you have any questions, please contact Chris Cortez, Assistant Planner, by email at 
ccortez@cityofchino.org, or by phone at 909-334-3525.

Sincerely,

Warren Morelion. AICP
Director of Development Services 

cc: Michael Hitz, AICP, Principal Planner

13220 Central Avenue. Chino. California 91710 
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 667, Chino, California 91708-0667

(909) 334-3250 • (909) 334-3720 Fax
Web Site w w w .city ofchino org
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Responses to Comment Letter L2 – City of Chino 

Response L2 – a  

Comment is introductory and general in nature and does not raise a significant environmental issue or 

concerns about the adequacy of the Draft Focused EIR. Therefore, no further action needed. 

Response L2 – b  

Comment is noted for the record. The comment makes no specific claim regarding the validity of the Draft 

Focused EIR. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), a lead agency is only required to 

evaluate and respond to comments raised on environmental issues, and thus no further response is 

necessary. The City of Ontario will coordinate with the City of Chino regarding the CenterPark Specific 

Plan. Therefore, no further revision to the analysis in the Draft Focused EIR is required. 

Response L2 – c  

This comment summarizes the comments that proceeded and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue or concerns about the adequacy of the Draft Focused EIR. As such, no further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter L3 – City of Eastvale 

 

  

(2)CITY OF EASTVALE
12363 Limonite Avenue | Suite 910 | Eastvale, CA 91752
951.361.0900

February 12, 2026

Rafael Torres, Assistant Planner
City of Ontario Planning Department
303 East "B” Street
Ontario, CA 91764

Sent via email to: rtorres&) ontarioca.gov

RE: NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY (NOA) FOR THE CENTER PARK SPECIFIC PLAN DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT

Dear Mr. Torres:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Availability (NOA) for the City of Ontario's Specific Plan 
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). Eastvale values its relationship with neighboring jurisdictions and 
is notopposed to development of this site; however, this project has the potential to generate traffic and air quality 
impacts in Ontario and Eastvale. The City of Eastvale offers the following comments for your consideration:

• CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Exemption Checklist: The NOA states that the "DEIR and all documents 
referenced in the DEIR are available for public review" on the City's website. The CEQA Guidelines Section 
15183 Consistency Analysis for the project is listed as Appendix F in the Draft Focused EIR. However, this 
document is not included in the appendices available on the City of Ontario's website. Please provide the 
15183 Consistency Analysis for the City of Eastvale's review.

• Transportation: Senate Bill 743 eliminates level of service (LOS) as a basis for determining significant 
transportation impacts under CEQA and provides a new performance metric, vehicle miles traveled (VMT). 
However, it is understood that the City of Ontario uses LOS to assess a project's consistency with TOP 2050 
Mobility Element Policy M-1.5, and to determine project-specific transportation improvements. The City of 
Eastvale provided a comment on the NOP that the City of Ontario should consider the project's potential 
impact on Eastvale's maintained roadways and intersections. Based on our review, the Focused EIR did not 
analyze roadway and intersection impacts. As the 15183 Consistency Analysis is not provided, it is 
undetermined whether or not this analysis was conducted. The City of Ontario should consider the project's 
potential to impact City of Eastvale maintained roadways and intersections, mainly Limonite Avenue and 
Archibald Avenue.

• Cumulative Impacts: Eastvale provided a comment on the NOP that the City of Ontario should consider and 
incorporate the City of Eastvale's recently adopted General Plan update ("Eastvale 2040") when reviewing 
cumulative effects of the specific plan. After reviewing the Draft Focused EIR, it appears the cumulative 
analysis did not incorporate Eastvale 2040. The City should consider Eastvale 2040 in its analysis of 
cumulative impacts. Eastvale 2040 is available on the City of Eastvale's website at: 

.https://www.eastvaleca.gov/our-city/what-s-new/eastvale-2040

if needed, City of Eastvale staff would be happy to meet to discuss these comments, potential solutions that address 
concerns for both cities, and initiate dialogue concerning fare share costs for any potential mitigations. Please feel 
free to contact me at (951) 703-0488 or dmurray@eastvaleca.gov with any follow up.
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Y
We look forward to working cooperatively with the City of Ontario on regional issues that affect our respective 
communities.

Sincerely,
d
cont.

David Murray 
City Planner

Page 2 of 2
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Responses to Comment Letter L3 – City of Eastvale 

Response L3 – a  

Comment is noted for the record. The City has provided access for the CenterPark Specific Plan (File No. 

PSP24-002) Draft Focused Environmental Impact Report Appendix F: CEQA Guidelines 15183 Consistency 

Analysis, under “Center Park Specific Plan Draft Focused EIR Appendices 1b” on the City’s website; see 

here for access: https://www.ontarioca.gov/government/community-

development/planning/environmental-documents.  

Response L3 – b  

Comment is noted for the record. The City has provided access for the CenterPark Specific Plan (File No. 

PSP24-002) Draft Focused Environmental Impact Report Appendix F: CEQA Guidelines 15183 Consistency 

Analysis, under “Center Park Specific Plan Draft Focused EIR Appendices 1b” on the City’s website; see 

here for access: https://www.ontarioca.gov/government/community-

development/planning/environmental-documents. See Appendix I: Traffic Analysis of Appendix F, for the 

Project’s potential impacts on roadways and intersections within the City of Eastvale. As shown in Table 

1-3 of the Traffic Analysis, Archibald Avenue and Limonite Avenue were shown to perform at acceptable 

levels of service (LOS), until 2050 without and with Project, which forecast LOS deficiencies. Therefore, 

the recommended improvement strategies identified within the Traffic Analysis would be implemented 

to achieve acceptable LOS at these intersections. The Project responsibility towards these improvements 

is a fair share payment and implementing the recommended improvements needed to accommodate site 

access and maintain acceptable peak hour operations for the Project; see Table 1-4 of the Traffic Analysis 

for the recommended improvements. 

Additionally, the City received the City of Eastvale’s comment letter on July 14, 2025. The comments 

provided were addressed and included within the Draft Focused EIR Appendix F 

Response L3 – c  

On July 14, 2025, the City of Eastvale commented on the Project’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) during the 

public scoping period for the Focused EIR. The comment is provided in Draft Focused EIR Appendix A: 

Notice of Preparation and Scoping Meeting Materials. The NOP comment states that: “The Focused EIR 

and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Exemption Analysis should describe potential cumulative impacts 

resulting from the proposed project together with all other reasonably foreseeable, planned, and 

approved future projects producing related or cumulative impacts. To that end, the DEIR should consider 

and incorporate the City of Eastvale’s General Plan (“Eastvale 2040”) when evaluating cumulative effects 

of the Specific Plan Amendment” (City of Eastvale, 2025). Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, an 

assessment of traffic within the Draft Focused EIR would only be required should there be substantial 

evidence that the Project may have a significant effect on that environmental resource. As discussed in 

the CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Consistency Analysis, provided as Draft Focused EIR Appendix F, the 

Project is consistent with the land use and development intensity envisioned by the City’s TOP 2050 Land 

Use Plan. Therefore, Project impacts concerning traffic were anticipated by the TOP 2050 Supplemental 

https://www.ontarioca.gov/government/community-development/planning/environmental-documents
https://www.ontarioca.gov/government/community-development/planning/environmental-documents
https://www.ontarioca.gov/government/community-development/planning/environmental-documents
https://www.ontarioca.gov/government/community-development/planning/environmental-documents
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EIR. As further described in Draft Focused EIR Appendix F, the Project would not result in any peculiar or 

cumulatively considerable traffic impacts beyond those analyzed in the TOP 2050 Supplemental EIR. 

The commenter states the Draft Focused EIR appears to not have incorporated the Eastvale 2040 General 

Plan into the cumulative analysis. See Appendix I of the Draft Focused EIR Appendix F for analysis of 

cumulative impacts including the Project. A cumulative project list was developed for the purposes of the 

Traffic Analysis through consultation with planning and engineering staff from the City of Ontario and the 

neighboring jurisdictions of the City of Chino and City of Eastvale. The cumulative projects listed are those 

that would generate traffic and would contribute to study area intersections. Exhibit 4-6 of the Traffic 

Analysis illustrates the cumulative development location map. A summary of cumulative development 

projects and their proposed land uses are shown in Table 4.3 of the Traffic Analysis. Cumulative projects 

have been included for the long-range forecasts developed from San Bernardino County Transportation 

Analysis Model (SBTAM) based on a comparison of a project’s location within a Transportation Analysis 

Zone (TAZ) and the current socio-economic data (SED) within the TAZ. The SED data was reviewed to 

ensure that the cumulative projects are accounted for within the traffic model. 

Response L3 – d  

This comment summarizes the comments that proceeded and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue or concerns about the adequacy of the Draft Focused EIR. As such, no further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter T1 – Yuma Quechan Indian Tribe 

 

 

From: Jill Mccormick <historicpreservation@quechantribe.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 30, 2025 5:59 AM
To: Navarro, Reyna <Reyna.Navarro@k m ey horn com>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL]:Project Notice CenterPark Specific Plan (PSP24-002)

You don't often get email from historicprese rva tio n@quech a iiti-ibe.com. Learn why this in important

Good morning,
This email is to inform you that the Historic Preservation Office of the Ft. Yuma Quechan Tribe does not wish to 
comment on this project. We defer to the local Tribes and support their determinations on this matter.

H. Jill McCormick, M.A. 
Historic Preservation Office 
ft. Yuma Quechan Indian Tribe 
P.O. Box 1899
Yuma, AZ 85366-1899
Office: 760-919-3631
Cell: 928-920-6521

From: Navarro, Reyna <Reyna. Na varro (Skim I ey-horn.com>
Sent: Monday, December 29, 2025 9:37 PM
To: Navarro, Reyna <Reyna. Nava rro@ kimley-horn .CO m>
Subject: [EXTERNAL]: Project Notice CenterPark Specific Plan (PSP24-002)

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 
the sender and know the content is safe.

Project Notice CenterPark Specific Plan (PSP24-002)
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If you wish to submit comments, please be sure to submit them by February 12, 2026, at 5:30PM to ensure 
they get considered in the review process. Please refer to this project by the Project Number. If you have no 
comment, a reply Is not necessary.
Rafael Torres, Assistant Planner
P: (909) 395-2036
E: rtorres@ontarioca.gov

Thank you for your attention to this notice.
Reyna Navarro
Kimley-Horn | 27290 Madison Ave. Ste. 300, Temecula, CA 92590
Direct: 951 534-5400 | Office: 951 888-8978

2
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Responses to Comment Letter T1 – Yuma Quechan Indian Tribe 

Response T1 – a  

Comment is noted for the record. No further response is required.   
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Comment Letter T2 – Agua Caliente Cahuilla Band of Indians  

 

 

   

From: THPO Consulting <ACBCI-THPO@aguacaliente.net>
Sent: Tuesday, December 30, 2025 1:55 PM
To: Navarro, Reyna <Reyna.NavarrotakimleY-horn.com>
Subject: RE: Project Notice CenterPark Specific Plan (PSP24-002)

I You don't often get email from aebd-Chpo@aguacallcnte.net Learn why this Is Important 

Greetings,

A records check of the Tribal Historic Preservation Office's cultural registry revealed that this project 
is not located within the Tribe’s Traditional Use Area. Therefore, we defer to the other tribes in the 
area. This letter shall conclude our consultation efforts. a

Thank you,

geC"LG,,
/ \ C

VCAHUS

Anthony XCine
Cultural Resources Analyst
akline@aquacaliente.net
C; (760) 413-5836 | D: (760) 883-1139
5401 Dinah Shore Drive, Palm Springs

From: Navarro, Reyna <Reyna.Navarro@kimley horn.com>
Sent: Monday, December 29,2025 8:37 PM
To: Navarro, Reyna <Reyna.Navarro@kim ey-horn.com>
Subject: Project Notice CenterPark Specific Plan (PSP24-002)

This email was sent by a person from outside your organization. Please verify the authenticity of this email before taking further 
action.

Project Notice CenterPark Specific Plan (PSP24-002)

If you wish to submit comments, please be sure to submit them by February 12,2026, at 5:30PM to ensure 
they get considered in the review process. Please refer to this project by the Project Number. If you have no 
comment, a reply is not necessary.
Rafael Torres, Assistant Planner
P: (909) 395-2036
E: rtorres@ontarioca.gov

Thank you for your attention to this notice.

Reyna Navarro
Kimley-Horn | 27290 Madison Ave. Ste. 300, Temecula, CA 92590
Direct: 951 534-5400 | Office: 951 888-8978



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-20 

Responses to Comment Letter T2 – Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 

Response T2 – a  

Comment is noted for the record. No further response is required.   
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Comment Letter T3 – Cahuilla Band of Indians 

 

 

From:
Sent 
To:

BobbyRay Esparza <besparza@cahuilla-nsn.gov>
Tuesday, January 6, 2026 11:58 AM
Rafael Torres

Cc David F. Eoff IV; Bauer, Cameron; Thomas, Kevin; Mauck, Jessica
Subject: Re; Project Notice CenterPark Specific Plan (PSP24-002)

Hello,

The Cahuilla Band has received the DFEIR and will review for any comments, concerns or questions. Thank 
you.

a

Respectfully,

Bobby Ray Esparza
Cultural Director
Cahuilla Band of Indians
Office; 951-763-5549
Cell: 760-423-2773
Fax: 951-763-2808
Email: besparza@cahuill a-n sn. gov

"NOTICE: This communication may contain information that is proprietary, privileged, confidential, or otherwise 
legally exempt from disclosure, it is intended exclusively for the use of the individual or entity to which it is 
addressed, if you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to read, print, retain, copy, or disseminate 
this message or any part of it. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by e- 
mail and delete all copies of the message.'1

From: Rafael Torres <RTorres@ontarioca .gov>
Sent: Tuesday, January 6, 2026 11:47 AM
To: BobbyRay Esparza <besparza@cahuilla-nsn.gov>
Cc: David F. Eoff IV <DEofflV@ontarioca.gov>; Cameron.Bauer@kimley-horn.com <cameron.bauer@kimley- 
horn.com>; Thomas, Kevin <Kevin.Thomas@kimley-horn.com>; Mauck, Jessica <Jessica.Mauck@kimley-horn.com> 
Subject: Project Notice CenterPark Specific Plan (PSP24-002)

You don't often get email from rtorres@ontarioca.gov. Learn why this is important
Good morning BobbyRay,

Please see the link below to the Draft Focused Environmental Impact Report (DFEIR) Appendices for 
CenterPark Specific Plan. Appendix B (Page 92) of the document provides the Cultural Resources 
Assessment Report associated with the Project.

CenterPark Specific Plan Draft Focused EIR Appendices - reduced.pdf
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Let me know if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Rafael Torres
Assistant Planner
Planning Department
303 East B Street. Ontario, CA 91764
P: (909) 395-2979
E: rtorres@ontarioca.gov 
www.ontarioca .gov

1.
CITY OF Ade 

ONTARIO 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

USA 
TODZ

TOP
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PLACES

2
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From: BobbyRay Esparza <bes parza@ca huil la-nsn .gOV>
Sent: Monday, January 5; 202611:05 AM
To: Navarro, Reyna <Reyna.Navarro@kimley-horn.com>
Subject: Re: Project Notice CenterPark Specific Plan (PSP24-002)

You don't often get email from besparzaccahulla nsn.gov. Learn why this is important [a ka.ms]

Good morning.

The Cahuilla Blind has received your project notice and Cahuilla would like to request all cultural materials 
associated with the project for review.

Respectfully,

BobbyRay Esparza
Cultural Director
Cahuilla Band of Indians
Office: 951-763-5549
Cell: 760-423-2773
Fax: 951-763-2808
Email: besparza@ cahiiilla-nsro.gov

"NOTICE: This communication may contain information that is proprietary, privileged, confidential, or otherwise 
legally exempt from disclosure. It is intended exclusively for the use of the individual or entity to which it is 
addressed. if you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to read, print. retain, copy, or disseminate 
this message or any part of it. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by e- 
mail and delete all copies of the message."

From: Navarro, Reyna <Reyna.Navarro@kimley horn.com>
Sent: Monday, December 29,2025 8:37 PM
To: Navarro, Reyna <Reyna.Navarro(8)k imley-horn.com>
Subject: Project Notice Cent er Park Specific Plan (PSP24-002)

Some people who received this message don't often get email from reyna.navarro@kimley-horn.com.
Learn why this is important [aka.msl
Project Notice CenterPark Specific Plan (PSP24-002) 

1
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if you wish to submit comments, please be sure to submit them by February 12,2026, at 5:30 PM to ensure 
they get considered in the review process. Please refer to this project by the Project Number. If you have no 
comment, a reply is not necessary.
Rafa el Torres, Assistant Planner
P: (909) 395-2036
E: rtorres@ontarioca.gov

Thank you for your attention to this notice.
Reyna Navarro
Kim ley-Horn | 27290 Madison Ave. Ste. 300, Temecula, CA 92590
Direct: 951 534-5400 | Office: 951 888-8978

2
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Responses to Comment Letter T3 - Cahuilla Band of Indians 

Response T3 – a  

Comment is noted for the record. No further response is required.   

Response T3 – b  

Comment is noted for the record. The commenter confirmed receipt of the Project notice and requested 

all cultural materials associated with the Project for review on January 5, 2026. Requested Project 

materials and documentation were provided by the City on January 6, 2026, via email to the commenter. 

As of January 6, 2026, the commenter confirmed receipt of the Project materials for review. No further 

response is required. 
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Comment Letter T4 – Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 

 

From: Andy Salas <admin@gabrielenoindians.org>
Sent: Thursday, January 8, 2026 4:52 PM
To: Rafael Torres <RTorres@ontarioca.gov>
Cc: Andy Salas <chairman@gabrielenoindians.org>; Sophia Pina <sophia pina@gabrielenokizh.org>
Subject: Draft Focused EIR - Center Park SP Project I Tribal Consultation and Mitigation Measures

CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER

Dear Rafael,

Following a review of the Draft Focused Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Center Park 
SP Project, the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation notes that the document does 
not reference tribal consultation or include the mitigation measures previously submitted under AB 
52.

To ensure the accuracy of the administrative record, please provide clarification on the following:

1. Confirmation that the City received the Kizh Nation's substantial evidence and AB 52 
mitigation measures transmitted on August 13, 2025.

2. Whether the omission of the tribal consultation discussion and Kizh Nation mitigation 
measures from the Draft Focused EIR was intentional or inadvertent.

3. The City's reasoning for not incorporating the Tribe’s confirmed mitigation measures into 
the Draft Focused EIR, or an explanation of how and where the City intends to address 
them prior to certification.

b

c

As consultation and agreed-upon mitigation measures are essential components of the CEQA 
record, their absence raises concerns regarding the completeness of the environmental document.

We look forward to your prompt response to ensure this matter is addressed appropriately.

Best regards, 
Sophia Pina

i
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From:
TO!
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Gabrielend Administration
Rafael Torres
Re: Center Park SP Project City of Ontario 
Wednesday, August 13, 2025 3:57:04 PM 
~WRD0012.i00
imjgeOOl png 
image002.png
Center Park SP Project andf

Hello Rafael Torres

Thank You for your email. We can utilize the same mitigation measures for this project. Down below are the same 
measures just titled with the correct project name.

Best regards,
Brandy Salas

Tribal Administrative Coordinator
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation
PO Box 393
Covina, CA 91723
Office: 844-390-0787
website: www.gabrielenoindians.org[gabrielenoindians.org]

IB

The region where Gabrieleho culture ibriredfor more than twelve fbousandyean encompassed most ofLos Angeles County, 
more than half of Orange County and portions of Riverside and San Rernanlino counties. It was the labor of 
the Gabrieleho who built the missions, ranchos and the pueblos of I sis Angeles. They were trained in the trades, and they 
did the construction and maintenance, as well as the farming and managing herds of livestock. The Gabrieleho are the ones 
who did all this work, and they really are the foundation of the early economy of the Los Angeles area. That's a contribution 
that Lais Angeles has not ncogni^ed-the fact that in its early decades, without the Gabrieleho, the community simply would 
not have survived.

On Wed, Aug 13,2025 at 3:37 PM Rafael Torres <RTorres@ontarioca.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon Brandy,

Wanted touch basis with you on the request to consult for the above Project (PSP-24-002) in the 
City of Ontario. Back in 4/1/2025, we were able to complete consultation with Gabrieleno Band of 
Mission Indians - Kizh Nation under SB 18, under the provided migration measures utilized for a 
nearby project (see attachments).
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My question, would we be able to apply the same mitigation measures as part of the consultation 
request under AB 52? Provided that it’s the same project before you.

If you can let me know what direction is needed for the project consultation request under AB 52.

Thank you in advance.

Rafael Torres

Assistant Planner

Planning Department

303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 
91764

P: (909) 395-2979

E: rtorres@ontarioca.gov

www.ontarioca.gov

a

From: Gabrieleno Administration <admin@gabrielenoindians.org>
Sent: Thursday, June 26, 2025 3:31 PM
To: Rafael Torres <RT orres@ontarioca gOV>
Subject: Re: Center Park SP Project City of Ontario

Hello Rafael

We can set up a time in August but if it is too far out we are providing an option to go 
through consultation via email. We can provide substantial historical information, maps, 
and mitigation measures. Please let us know what works best for you.

Best regards,
Brandy Salas

Tribal Administrative Coordinator
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation
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From: Gabrieleno Administration
To: Rafael Torres
Subject: Re: Tribal Consultation Request
Date: Wednesday, February 26, 2025 11:02:31 AM
Attachments: image001ong

image003.ong

Best regards. 
Brandy Salas

Tribal Administrative Coordinator
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation
PO Box 393
Covina, CA 91723
Office: 844-390-0787
website: www.gabrielenoindians.org[gabrielenoindians.org]

The region where Gabrieleno culture thrired for more than twelve thousandyears encompassed most of I JOS Angeles 
County, more than half of Orange County and portions of Riverside and San Bernardino counties. It was the 
labor of the Gabrieleno who built the missions, ranchos and the pueblos of I JOS Angeles. They were trained in the 
trades, and they did the construction and maintenance, as well as the farming and managing herds of livestock. Tlx 
Gabrieleno are the ones who did all this work, and they really are the foundation of the early economy of the IM 
Angeles area. That's a contribution that I JOS Angeles has not recognisyd-tlx fact that in its early decades, without 
the Gabrieleno, the community simply would not have survived.

On Wed, Feb 26, 2025 at 10:59 AM Gabrieleno Administration
<admin @ gabrielenoindians.o rg> wrote:

Dear Rafael Torres,

On behalf of the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians Kizh Nation, we are writing to initiate 
formal consultation under Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) regarding the proposed Centerpark SPA 
project within our ancestral territory. Our Tribe maintains a profound cultural and historical 
connection to this area, and we seek to ensure that our heritage is respected and preserved 
throughout the project’s development.

In our previous collaboration on the 10391 Eucalyptus Ave, we established specific mitigation 
measures under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to protect tribal cultural 
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resources. These measures were mutually agreed upon and effectively implemented to 
safeguard our ancestral heritage.

We kindly request that the City utilize these established mitigation measures per CEQA to 
protect our lasting resources. We believe that maintaining consistent protective protocols 
will facilitate a smoother review process and prevent potential delays, ensuring that both the 
Chy’s development objectives and our cultural preservation goals arc met harmoniously.

Please contact us at 1(844)390-0787or via email at admin@gabrielenoindians.org to schedule the 
consultation meeting. We look forward to your prompt response and to continuing our 
cooperative relationship.

Best regards,
Brandy Salas

Tribal Administrative Coordinator
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation
PO Box 393
Covina, CA 91723
Office: 844-390-0787
website: www.gabrielenoindians.org[gabrielenoindians.org]

The region where Gabrieleno culture thrivedfor more than twelve thousand years encompassed most of Los 
Angeles County, more than half of Orange County and portions of Riverside and San Bernardino counties. It 
was the labor of the Gabrieleno who built the missions, ranchos and the pueblos of Los Angeles. They were 
trained in the trades, and they did the construction and maintenance, as well as the farming and managing herds 
of livestock. The Gabrieleno are the ones who did all this work, and they really are the foundation of the early 
economy of the Los Angeles area. 1 bat r a contribution that Los Angeles has not recogni^ed-thefact that in its 
early decades, without the Gabrieleno, the community simply would not have survived.

On Wed, Feb 26, 2025 at 8:49 AM Rafael Torres <RTorres@ontarioca.gov> wrote:

Good morning,

Would like to ask on your availability to consult for the coming project of CenterPark.
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Also, what the preferred method of consultation would be.

Best Regards,

Rafael Torres

Assistant Planner

Q

City of Ontario | Planning Department 

303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764 

' (909) 395-2979 | E rtorres@ontarioca.gov 

www.ontarioca.gov

From: Gabrieleno Administration <admin@gabrielenoindians org>
Sent: Friday, February 21, 2025 1:00 PM
To: Rafael Torres <RTorres@ontarioca.goy>
Subject: Re: Tribal Consultation Request

Hello Rafael

Thank you for your email. Please see the attachment below.

Best regards,
Brandy Salas
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Also, what the preferred method of consultation would be.

Best Regards,

Rafael Torres

Assistant Planner

Q

City of Ontario | Planning Department 

303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764 

' (909) 395-2979 | E rtorres@ontarioca.gov 

www.ontarioca.gov

From: Gabrieleno Administration <admin@gabrielenoindians org>
Sent: Friday, February 21, 2025 1:00 PM
To: Rafael Torres <RTorres@ontarioca.goy>
Subject: Re: Tribal Consultation Request

Hello Rafael

Thank you for your email. Please see the attachment below.

Best regards,
Brandy Salas
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Tribal Administrative Coordinator
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation

PO Box 393
Covina, CA 91723

Office; 844-390-0787

website: www.gabrielenoindians.org [gabrielenoindians.org]

The region uhm Gabrieleno culture thrived for wore than twelve thousand years encompassed most of Los 
Angeles County, more than half of Orange County and portions of Riverside and San Bernardino counties. It 
was the labor of the Gabrieleno who built the missions, ranchos and the pueblos of Los 2 Ingeles. They were 
trained in the trades, and thy did the construction and maintenance, as well as the farming and managing 
herds of livestock. The Gabrieleno are the ones who did all this work, and they really are the foundation of the 
early economy of the Los Angeles area. That’s a contribution that Los Angeles has not recogni^ed-the fact 
that in its early decades, without the Gabrieleno, the community simply would not have survived.

On Wed, Feb 5, 2025 at 4:02 PM Rafael Torres < R To rres@on ta r i oca .go v> wrote:

Good afternoon.

I am following up to ask if the letter sent from out office via email on 12/19/24 
regarding Tribal Consultation was received on your end. Your acknowledgement of 
receipt of the letter is appreciated.
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Should you have any questions, feel free to reach out to me.

Sincerely,

Rafael Torres

Assistant Planner

ID

City of Ontario | Planning Department

303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764

T (909) 395-2979 | E rtorres@ontarioca.gov

www.ontarioca.aov

From: Rafael Torres
Sent: Thursday, December 19,2024 4:46 PM
To: admin@gabrielenoind ians.org
Subject: Tribal Consultation Request

Good evening,

Please see attached letter from our office regarding Tribal Consultation.
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Sincerely.

Rafael Torres

Assistant Planner

City of Ontario | Planning Department

303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764

T (909) 395-2979 | E rtorres@ontarioca.gov

www.ontarloca.aov
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Responses to Comment Letter T4 - Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 

Response T4 – a  

Comment noted for the record. The City evaluated the applicability of AB 52 consultation in connection 

with preparation of the Draft Focused EIR. Assembly Bill (AB) 52 dictates a government-to-government 

consultation process that applies at the project level when a project may result in a significant impact to 

Tribal Cultural Resources, as defined by Public Resources Code Section 21074. The Project’s less than 

significant impacts related to Tribal Cultural Resources are analyzed in the Draft Focused EIR Appendix F: 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Consistency Analysis. Additionally, the Project includes a Specific Plan and, 

as such, is subject to consultation requirements under Senate Bill (SB) 18, which applies to the adoption 

or amendment of general plans and specific plans.  

As of August 13, 2025, the City of Ontario (City) received the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh 

Nation’s substantial evidence and requested mitigation measures. On August 13, 2025, the City followed 

up with the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation on the request to consult for the above 

Project (PSP-24-002) in the City. The City stated that on April 4, 2025, the City was able to complete 

consultation with Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation under SB 18, referencing the provided 

mitigation measures utilized for a nearby project (Walker Ranch Specific Plan). The City asked if these 

same mitigation measures provided by the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation, could be 

utilized as part of this consultation request. On August 13, 2025, the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians 

– Kizh Nation responded, stating that the City can utilize the same mitigation measures used for the nearby 

project, for the CenterPark Project, and provided the same measures just titled with the correct project 

name.  

Response T4 – b  

Comment noted for the record. As discussed in Draft Focused EIR Section 4.2: Historic Resources, this 

section analyzes historic resources only, as impacts to archaeological and tribal cultural resources were 

determined to be adequately addressed in the City’s TOP 2050 and associated Supplemental EIR (“TOP 

EIR”). Historic resources are cultural resources that are considered significant and eligible for listing on 

the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). Refer to Section 4.2.6: Impacts and Mitigation, for 

legal definitions and significance thresholds associated with historic resources. Archaeological resources, 

paleontological resources (which are the fossilized remnants of plants and animals), and Tribal Cultural 

Resources are analyzed in the Project’s Draft Focused EIR Appendix F: CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 

Consistency Analysis; see Draft Focused EIR Section 4.2: Historic Resources and Draft Focused EIR 

Appendix F: CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Consistency Analysis, Sections 4.5: Cultural Resources and 

4.18: Tribal Cultural Resources, for further information.  

As discussed in the Draft Focused EIR Appendix F, in accordance with SB 18, the City sent Tribal 

consultation letters to the Native American Tribes, including the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians–Kizh 

Nation. The Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation responded and has requested mitigation 

measures, in conformance with the mitigation requirements set forth in the TOP 2050 Supplemental EIR, 

be applied to the Project. The recommended mitigation measures provided by the Gabrieleño Band of 

Mission Indians – Kizh Nation are included as MM TCR-3 through MM TCR-5 within Appendix F. Project 

findings are consistent with those of TOP 2050. In compliance with State law, the mitigation measures 
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requested for inclusion by the Consulting Tribes are intended to implement the policies and mitigation 

requirements set forth in the TOP 2050 Supplemental EIR. No substantial new information has been 

identified which results in an impact which is new or substantially more severe than anticipated by the 

TOP 2050 Supplemental EIR, and feasible mitigation measures contained within or consistent with the 

TOP 2050 Supplemental EIR (MMs 5-3, 5-4, TCR-1, and TCR-2), would be applied to the Project. 

Response T4 – c 

See Response T4 – b above. 

Response T4 – d  

See Response T4-a and T4-b, above. As noted above, the City has imposed all requested mitigation 

measures consistent with the TOP 2050 Supplemental EIR on the Project. 
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Comment Letter S1 – California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

 

Department of Toxic Substances Control

Yana Garcia
Secretary for 

Environmental Protection

Katherine M. Butler. MPH. Director 
8800 Cal Center Drive

Sacramento, California 95826-3200
dtsc.ca.gov

SENT VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

0
Gavin Newsom 

Governor

December 31,2025

Rafael Torres 
Assistant Planner 
City of Ontario 
303 East B Street
Ontario, CA 91764 
rtorres@ontarioca.gov

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE CENTERPARK SPECIFIC 

PLAN DATED DECEMBER 24, 2025, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER 

2025060731

Dear Rafael Torres ,

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) reviewed the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (DEIR) for the Centerpark Specific Plan (Project). The Project consists of 

a Specific Plan to allow for residential and mixed-used retail/office development on 29 

parcels covering approximately 257 34 acres The development would include up to 

250,919 square feet of commercial retail/office uses, up to 4,293 residential units across 

medium density and mixed-use residential uses, 67.26 acres of open space 

parkland/non-recreation uses and associated on-site and off-site infrastructure 

improvements. DTSC recommends and requests consideration of the following 

comments:

1. When agricultural crops and/or land uses are proposed or rezoned for residential 

use, several contaminants of concern (COCs) can be present. The Lead Agency 

shall identify the amounts of Pesticides and Organochlorine Pesticides (OCRs) 

historically used on the property. If present, OCPs requiring further analysis are 

dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane, toxaphene, and dieldrin. Additionally, any level
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Rafael Torres
December 31,2025
Page 2

of arsenic present would require further analysis and sampling and must meet 

approved local area baselines or thresholds. If they do not, remedial action must 

take place to mitigate them below those thresholds. Additional COCs may be 

found in mixing/loading/storage areas, drainage ditches, farmhouses, or any 

other outbuildings and should be sampled and analyzed. If smudge pots had 

been routinely utilized, additional sampling for Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons 

and/or Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons may be required. These recommendations 

should be adhered to and become part of the environmental document. Please 

refer to the DTSC's Human and Ecological Risk Office (HERO) webpage for the 

most recent guidance and screening levels.

a
cont.

2. DTSC recommends all imported soil/fill material be tested to ensure all COCs 

meet screening levels as outlined in DTSC's Preliminary Endangerment 

Assessment Guidance Manual. Furthermore, DTSC advises referencing the 

DTSC Information Advisory Clean Imported Fill Material Fact Sheet if importing 

soil/fill is necessary. To minimize the possibility of introducing contaminated 

soil/fill material, there should be documentation of the origins of the soil/fill 

material and, if applicable, sampling be conducted to ensure that the imported 

soil/fill material is suitable for the intended land use. The sampling should include 

analysis based on the source of the soil/fill and knowledge of prior land use.

3. The City of Ontario should consider soil testing as mentioned in comment #1. If, 

in the event any COC results are above DTSC residential screening levels, 

DTSC recommends the City of Ontario address the contaminations within the 

Project area through an Environmental Site Assessment and/or receive oversight 

from a self-certified ocal agency, DTSC or Regional Water Quality Control 

Board. If entering into one of DTSC's voluntary agreements, please note that 

DTSC uses a single standard Request for Lead Agency Oversight Application for 

all agreement types. Please apply for DTSC oversight using this link: Request for 

Agency Oversight Application. Submittal of the online application includes an 

agreement to pay costs incurred during agreement preparation. If you have any
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V

questions about the application portal, please contact the relevant Regional 

Brownfield Coordinator for your Project.

DTSC would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the 

CenterPark Specific Plan. Thank you for your assistance in protecting California's 

people and environment from the harmful effects of toxic substances. If you have any 

questions or would like clarification on DTSC's comments, please respond to this letter 

or via our CEQA Review email for additional guidance.

c
co nt.

Sincerely,

Dave Kereazis
Associate Environmental Planner
HWMP-Permitting Division - CEQA Unit 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov
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Rafael Torres
December 31, 2025
Page 4

cc: (via email)

Governor’s Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation
State Clearinghouse
state.clearinghouse@lci.ca.gov

Kevin Thomas
Project Manager
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. / Consulting Firm 
kevin.thomas@kimley-horn.com

Jason Lee
VP
Ontario Ranch Venture I & II. LLC / Project Applicant 
jasonl@rccdinc.com

Tamara Purvis
Associate Environmental Planner
HWMP - Permitting Division - CEQA Unit
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Tamara.Purvis@dtsc.ca.gov

Scott Wiley
Associate Governmental Program Analyst
HWMP - Permitting Division - CEQA Unit
Department of Toxic Substances Control
Scott.Wilev@dtsc.ca.gov
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Bauer, Cameron

From:
Sent
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Attachments:

Rafael Torres <RTorres@ anta rioca.gov>
Wednesday, January 7,2026 3:01 PM
Bauer, Cameron
Thomas, Kevin; Mauck, Jessica
FW: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the CenterPark Specific Plan SCH 
#2025060731
DTSC Comments - CenterPark Specific Plan_ADA.pdf

Please see response from The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) on the DEIR.

Sincerely,

Rafael Torres
Assistant Planner
Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
P; (909) 395-2979
E: rtorres@ontarioca.gov
www.ontarioca.gov

N
CITY OF _ 

ONTARIO 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

USA 
TOD/

TOP
WORK 
PLACES

From: CEQAReview <ceqareview@dtsc.ca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 31, 2025 9:43 AM
To: Rafael Torres <RTorres@ontarioca.gov>
Cc; 5tatexlearinghouse@lci.ca.gov; kevin.thomas@kimley-horn.com; jasonl@rcedinc.com; Purvis, Tamara@DTSC
<Tamara.Purvis@dtsc.ca.gov>; Wiley, Scott@DTSC <Scott. Wiley@dtscxa.gov>; Kereazis, Dave@DTSC
<Dave.Kereazis@dtsc.ca.gov>
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the CenterPark Specific Plan SCH #2025060731

CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER

Dear Rafael Torres,

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the CenterPark Specific Plan. Attached are DTSC's comments for 
consideration.

DTSC would like to thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR for the CenterPark 
Specific Plan. Thank you for your assistance in protecting California’s people and environment 
from the harmful effects of toxic substances.

i
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[dtsc.ca.gov]

CEQA Unit
HWMP-Permitting

Department of Toxic Substances Control 
California Environmental Prolection Agency 

CEQAReview@dtsc.ca.gov

2



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-45 

Responses to Comment Letter S1 – California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Response S1 – a  

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was completed in March 2025 for the Ownership Area 1 

development area in accordance with most recent guidelines and screening levels provided by the 

Department of Toxic Substances Control at the time of completion. As identified in the Draft Focused EIR 

Appendix F: CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Consistency Analysis, the amount of OCPs historically used 

on the property were recorded and documented within Appendix F: Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessment of Draft Focused EIR Appendix F. Ownership Area 2 is being evaluated only at a programmatic 

level based on available information from TOP 2050, and there are no specific development proposals at 

this time.  

For Ownership 1, limited soil sampling was conducted and reported slightly elevated levels of dieldrin. 

However, it was determined that clearing and grading of the property would reduce the dieldrin level 

below screening levels, therefore unrestricted use of the property is warranted. Therefore, the Project’s 

impacts with respect to Ownership Area 1 would be within the limit of impacts identified in the TOP 2050 

Supplemental EIR.  

Response S1 – b  

Comment noted for the record. As discussed in the Draft Focused EIR Appendix F: CEQA Guidelines Section 

15183 Consistency Analysis, earthwork for the Project would include grading, trench excavation, pipe 

subgrade preparation, pipeline bedding placement and trench backfill, as well as roadway pavement 

construction; see Appendix E: Geotechnical Investigation of Draft Focused EIR Appendix F. The Project is 

required to adhere to the recommendations listed within Appendix E, on treatment of imported soil/fill 

material and outlines procedures for the fill material ensuring it suitability for the intended land use. These 

recommendations are incorporated as Conditions of Approval. See Section 3.0: Errata of the Final Focused 

EIR.  

Response S1 – c  

See Response S1-a above. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was completed for Ownership Area 1 

of the Project site and soil testing was conducted; see Appendices E and F to Draft Focused EIR Appendix F. 

Trace to low concentrations of OCPs were detected in the sampled locations, below residential screening 

levels, except for one location which reported slightly elevated dieldrin. However, considering this was an 

isolated area, the clearing and grading of the property was determined to reduce the dieldrin level below 

screening levels. 

Response S1 – d  

This comment summarizes the comments that proceeded and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue or concerns about the adequacy of the Draft Focused EIR. As such, no further response is necessary.  
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Comment Letter S2 – State Water Resources Control Boards 

 

Bauer, Cameron

From: Schmitz, Lori@ Waterboards <Lori.Schmitz@waterboards.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, January 9, 2026 12:58 PM
To: Rafael Torres <RTorres@ontarioca.gov>
Cc: Thomas Lambertson <TLambertson@ontarioca gov>
Subject: RE: City of Ontario, Central Park Specific Plan, Specific Reservoir, Well, and Treatment Water System
Infrastructure analysis

From: Bauer. Cameron
Sent:
To:

Wednesday, February 11, 2026 9:56 AM
Wallace, Sabrina (Tamimi)

Subject: FW: City of Ontario, Central Park Specific Plan, Specific Reservoir, Well, and 
Treatment Water System Infrastructure analysis

CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER

Rafael,

Thanks for this information!

The Central Park Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report mentions that as a part of the 
Backbone Infrastructure, the master planned 925 PZ reservoir shall be constructed on the City- 
owned reservoir site as directed by the City (PDF page 43). And well supply and any drinking 
water treatment necessary for the 925 PZ shall be constructed to supply the 925 PZ reservoir 
(PDF page 43).

The well and treatment location and number was unspecified, but it seems like construction and 
operation of this infrastructure (925 Reservoir, well, and treatment) would be further analyzed in 
your City’s City of Ontario Water, Recycled Water, Sewer, and Drainage Master Plans Updates, 
MND now in circulation here: https://ceqanet.lci.ca.qov/2025120702 [ceqanet.lci.ca.gov]

Please let me know if that is not otherwise the case or if this infrastructure's construction and 
operation has been analyzed or will be analyzed in another document.

Thanks!

Lori Schmitz

From: Rafael Torres <RTorres@ontarioca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 8, 2026 8:56 AM
To: Schmitz, Lori@Waterboards <Lori.Schmitz@waterboards.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: City of Ontario, Central Park Specific Plan, Initial Study Needed

I
 Caution: External Email. Use caution when clicking links or opening attachments. When in doubt, contact DIT or use the Phish 
Alert Button.

Hello Lori,
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Pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 15063(a), an Initial Study is not required fora 
project where an agency has decided to prepare an EIR. Additionally, the City used a CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15183 environmental checklist to document how other environmental topics (with 
the exception of historic resources and biological resources) are adequately addressed in the City's 
TOP 2050 EIR and are therefore not necessary to address in the Draft Focused EIR.

Below is the link to the documents associated with the Project (CenterPark Specific Plan).

https://ceqanet.lci.ca.gOv/2025060731/2 [ceqanet.lci.ca.gov]

Under attachment CenterPark Specific Plan Draft Focused EiR Appendices, direct to Appendix F - 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Consistency Analysis (Page 1983) of the document.

Let me know if you have any further questions.

Sincerely,

Rafael Torres
Assistant Planner
Planning Department
303 East B Street, Ontario, CA 91764
P: (909) 395-2979
E: rtorres@ontarioca.aov
www.ontarioca.aov

1
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From: Schmitz, Lori@Waterboards <Lori.Schmitz@waterboards.ca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 7, 2026 11:20 AM
To: Rafael Torres <RTorres@ontarioca.gov>
Subject: City of Ontario, Central Park Specific Plan, Initial Study Needed

CAUTION - EXTERNAL SENDER

Rafael,

The City of Ontario circulated a Notice of Preparation through the State Clearinghouse for the Center 
Park Specific Plan. The initial study was not attached to the circulation. The City is now circulating 
the EIR but still has not attached the initial study for the Project.

Please send me the initial study for the Central Park Specific Plan.

Thanks!

Lori Schmitz

2
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Water Boards

Lori Schmitz
Environmental Scientist

DIVISION OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
Administration/Operator Certification Branch | Loans & Grants / Environmental / Special 
Project Review

Email: Lori.Schmitz@waterboards.ca.gov
Phone: +1 (916)449-5285

State Water Resources Control Boards
1001 I Street, Sacramento CA 95814
Website: www waterboards ca.gov [waterboards.ca.gov]

Follow: X [x.com] | YouTube [voutube.com] | Facebook [facebook.com] | Linkedin 
[linkedin.com]

3
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Responses to Comment Letter S2 – State Water Resources Control Boards 

Response S2 – a  

Comment noted for the record. The construction and operation of required water infrastructure is 

analyzed within the City’s Water Master Plan Update, for which an MND is now in circulation (State 

Clearinghouse #2025120702). These are regional facilities for which the Project will be contributing fair 

share/fees (addressed in the City’s Development Agreement with the Project Applicant). Further, the 

Euclid Mixed Use Specific Plan EIR (State Clearinghouse #2023020281), along with the broader The 

Ontario Plan 2050 Supplemental EIR, addresses connections to the 925 PZ reservoir. As determined in the 

City’s Water, Recycled Water, Sewer, and Drainage Master Plans Updates Initial Study and Mitigated 

Negative Declaration (IS/MND), impacts to utilities were determined to have a less than significant impact.  
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Comment Letter S3 – California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 

State of California - Natural Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
Inland Deserts Region
3602 Inland Empire Boulevard, Suite C-220
Ontario. CA 91764
www.wildlife.ca.gov

______ GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor
VALERIE TERMINI, Acting Director

February 12, 2026

Rafael Torres 
Assistant Planner 
City of Ontario 
303 East “B” Street 
Ontario, CA 91761

Dear Mr. Torres:

CENTERPARK SPECIFIC PLAN (PSP24-002) (PROJECT) 
DRAFT FOCUSED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DFEIR) 
SCH# 2025060731

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a Notice of Availability of 
a DEIR from the City of Ontario for the Project pursuant the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.1 CDFW previously submitted comments in 
response to the Notice of Preparation of the DEIR.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those 
activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife, Likewise, we 
appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that 
CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its own 
regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code.

CDFWROLE

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those 
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State. (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7, 
subd. (a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd. (a).) 
CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and 
management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically 
sustainable populations of those species. (W., § 1802.) Similarly, for purposes of CEQA, 
CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biological expertise during public agency 
environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that 
have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381.) CDFW expects that it may need 
to exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. As proposed, for 
example, the Project may be subject to CDFW's lake and streambed alteration regulatory 
authority. (Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et seq.) Likewise, to the extent implementation of the 
Project as proposed may result in “take” as defined by State law of any species protected 
under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), 
the project proponent may seek related take authorization as provided by the Fish and 
Game Code.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY

Location: The Project site is located on 29 existing parcels totaling 257.34 acres in the 
southwestern portion of the City of Ontario, in San Bernardino County. The proposed 
Project site is bound to the north by a Southern California Edison (SCE) easement located 
approximately 330 feet north of Edison Avenue, Walker Avenue on the east, Eucalyptus 
Avenue on the south. Campus Avenue on the west, and bisected by Edison Aveue.

Project Description: The Project consists of a Specific Plan to allow for a 
residential and mixed-used retail/office development across 29 parcels and 22 planning

' CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq. The "CEQA Guidelines" 
are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000. 
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Rafael Torres, Assistant Planner
City of Ontario
February 12, 2026
Page 2

areas within a 257.24-acre site. The Project site is comprised of two “Ownership Areas". 
Ownership Area 1 of the Project includes Planning Areas 5 and 7 through 18, which would 
allow for the development of up to 3,095 residential dwelling units, 210,544 square feet of 
mixed-use commercial/retail uses, and 55.98 acres of open-space parkland and non- 
recreational uses. Ownership Area 2 of the Project includes Planning Areas 1 through 4. 6, 
and 19 through 22, which would allow for the development of up to 1,198 residential 
dwelling units and 11.28 acres of open-space parkland and non-recreational uses. No 
development has been proposed for Planning Areas within Ownership Area 2 at this time 
and are anticipated to be developed at a future date.

Timeframe: Anticipated timeline: 2026 - 2029

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to assist the City of Ontario in 
adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or potentially significant, 
direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources. Editorial comments or 
other suggestions may also be included to improve the document.

Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or 
USFWS?

COMMENT 1: Table 4.1-2: Special Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring in 
the Site Vicinity

Section #4.1.2 Environmental Setting, Page # 4.1-6 - 4.1-10

Issue: The DFEIR does not accurately identify the status of certain special-status 
wildlife species that the Project may have a significant, or potentially significant, 
impacts on.

Specific impact: Table 4.1-2 depicting the special-status wildlife species that have the 
potential to occur on the Project site has incorrect status listings for multiple species. 
The following species have an incorrect Federal or State Status listed: Burrowing owl 
(Athene cunicularia), Northerwestern San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus fallax 
fallax), San Bernardino kangaroo rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus), Stephens’ 
kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephens), and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus 
californicus bennettii).

The above species' incorrect status listing may result in inadequate analysis of certain 
species and/or may result in a less meaningful consideration of significant impacts to 
the special-status wildlife species under CEQA.

Evidence impact would be significant: Compliance with CEQA is predicated on a 
complete and accurate description of the environmental setting that may be affected by 
the proposed Project. CDFW is concerned that the assessment of the existing 
environmental setting with respect to special-status wildlife species has not been 
adequately analyzed in the DFEIR. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15380, 
Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 670.5 and Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations Sections 
17.11 or 17.12, the status of certain species under the California Endangered Species 
Act (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 ef seq.) and Federal Endangered Species Act qualifies 
those species as an endangered, rare, or threatened species under CEQA.

Recommended Revision: CDFW recommends the list be reassessed and updated. 
Specifically, CDFW recommends the following revisions: update burrowing owl to be 
identified as a Candidate species pursuant to CESA, remove state status of Species of 
Special Concern from Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse and San Diego black­
tailed jackrabbit, update San Bernardino kangaroo rat to be identified as an 
Endangered species pursuant to CESA, and update Stephens' kangaroo rat to be 
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Rafael Torres, Assistant Planner
City of Ontario
February 12, 2026
Page 3

identified as a Federally Threatened species under the Federal Endangered Species 
Act (in addition to its status under CESA).

COMMENT 2: California Endangered Species Act

Section 4.1.3, Regulatory Setting, Page 4.1-13

Issue: The DFEIR does not adequately identify the Project's significant, or potentially 
significant, impacts to species pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act.

Specific impact: The DFEIR's California Endangered Species Act paragraph states 
that, "CESA does not include listing provisions for invertebrate species", On May 31, 
2022, California's Third District Court of Appeal issued a published opinion reversing 
the judgement of Almond Alliance of California et al. v. Fish and Game Commission et 
al. The appeal determined that invertebrate species may be listed as endangered or 
threatened species under CESA. Invertebrate species, specifically those that fall under 
CESA protection, have not been identified and discussed in this Draft Focused 
Environmental Impact Report (DFEIR) and thus were not thoroughly reviewed nor 
surveyed within the proposed Project area. Table 4.1-2 of the DFEIR does correctly list 
the status of Crotch's bumble bee as a state candidate, but it is not discussed 
elsewhere within the remaining document. The Project may result in temporal or 
permanent, and potentially significant, impacts to invertebrate species listed under 
CESA.

Certain invertebrate species, such as Crotch's bumble bee (Bombus crotchii), have 
been granted CESA candidacy under the 2022 appeal and therefore receive the same 
protections as threatened and endangered species. As mentioned in the 2025 CDFW 
comment letter to the NOP for this Project, there are documented sightings of Crotch's 
bumble bee near the proposed Project area. However, the only mention of Crotch’s 
bumble bee is in Table 4.1-2 and it presumes the species to have no potential for 
occurrence because of the lack of suitable food sources. Because of the incorrect 
statement of invertebrate species under the Regulatory Setting of the DFEIR, certain 
species may not have been correctly identified as Special-Status Wildlife Species and 
therefore, were not fully analyzed and surveyed to determine if the project would have 
a substantial adverse effect on the species. Lastly, Crotch's bumble bee are generalist 
foragers documented to use a wide variety of flowering plants for their nectar and 
pollen sources. If flowering vegetation exists within the Project area, there is suitable 
foraging habitat for Crotch's bumble bee.

Evidence impact would be significant: Compliance with CEQA is predicated on a 
complete and accurate description of the environmental setting that may be affected by 
the proposed Project. CDFW is concerned that the assessment of the existing 
environmental setting with respect to species pursuant CESA has not been adequately 
analyzed in the DFEIR due to its inaccuracy.

The California Court of Appeal ruled in Almond All. Of California v. Fish and Game 
Comm’n (2022),79 Cal.App.5th 337,336 (Case No.C093542) that, "the Commission 
may list any invertebrate as an endangered or threatened species under [Fish and 
Game Code sections) 2062 and 2067, if the invertebrate meets the requirements of 
those statues, and thus may also designate any invertebrate as a candidate species 
under section 2068, if the species or subspecies may otherwise qualify as endangered 
orthreated species ’. Take of any endangered, threatened, or candidate species that 
results from the Project is prohibited, except as authorized by State law (Fish & G. 
Code, §§ 86, 2062, 2067, 2068, 2080, 2085; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 786.9), 
Consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15380, and Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 
670.5, the status of the certain invertebrate species under the California Endangered 
Species Act (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.) qualifies those species as an 
endangered, rare, or threatened species under CEQA. Inadequate avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures for impacts to sensitive or special status species 
could result in the Project having a substantial adverse direct, indirect, and cumulative 
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effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species by CDFW.

Recommended Revision: CDFW recommends that the DFEIR revise the California 
Endangered Species Act section of the Regulatory Setting, 4.1.3, to include 
invertebrate species. CDFW also recommends that a habitat assessment and species­
specific surveys be conducted for CESA invertebrate species that may occur within the 
proposed Project area. If invertebrate species are detected, an impact analysis, along 
with the appropriate minimization and avoidance measures should be included in the 
FDEIR. If invertebrate species under CESA cannot be fully avoided, Project activities 
shall be postponed until appropriate authorization (i.e., a finalized CESA ITP under Fish 
and Game Code section 2081) is obtained.

COMMENT 3: Biological Resource Survey

Section # 4.1.4, Impact Thresholds and Significance Criteria, Page # 4.1-17

Issue: The DFEIR does not adequately identify the Project's significant, or potentially 
significant, impacts to biological resources.

Specific impact: The DFEIR analysis and conclusion relies on one general 
reconnaissance level survey of the Project site to identify special status species, 
vegetation communities, and habitats that could support special status species.

Per the Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant 
Populations and Natural Communities (CDFW, March 2018)2, botanical field survey 
visits should be spaced throughout the growing season and multiple visits to the project 
area are usually required to capture the floristic diversity at a level necessary to 
determine the presence of special-status plant species. The 2024 June general field 
investigation of Ownership Area 1 was outside the bloom period, and towards the end 
of the bloom period, for several of the special-status plant species.

CDFW is concerned that the singular field investigation on June 13,2024, is insufficient 
in timing and outdated, and thus is inadequate to rely upon to properly identify special 
status species, vegetation communities, and habitats that support special status wildlife 
and may not reflect current occupancy of sensitive or listed species.

CDFW maintains, as noted in the Center Park Specific Plan NOP Comment Letter, that 
focused species-specific surveys should be conducted by a qualified biologist at the 
appropriate time of year and day when the sensitive species are active or otherwise 
identifiable. In addition to rare plants and sensitive vegetation communities, species­
specific surveys should be conducted for special status species that may occur within 
the Project site, including burrowing owl, Crotch’s bumblebee, and tricolored blackbird.

Recent surveys during the appropriate times of the year are needed to identify potential 
impacts to biological resources; inform appropriate avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures; and determine whether impacts to biological resources have been 
mitigated to a level that is less than significant Additionally, the DFEIR should 
acknowledge that if any areas within the Project site are left vacant or left graded and 
inactive in the interim period between construction phases, environmental conditions 
may change. Grading and leaving a site inactive may result in the area becoming 
occupied by wildlife that utilize disturbed areas.

The lack of focused surveys does not provide the DFEIR an adequate biological 
baseline due to its inadequate plant and wildlife inventory, observation of migratory 
birds that utilize the site, and observation of nesting or breeding species that utilize the 
site. Additionally, the lack of focused surveys hinders the analysis of impacts to special­
status species. Reconnaissance surveys can be used to gather general information

2 California Department of Fish and Wildlife. March 20, 2018. Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts 
to Special Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities. Special Status Native Plant 
Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities (ca,aov).
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v
about habitat, but it should not be used to determine the presence or absence of 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species. The failure to locate a known special 
status species occurrence during one field season does not constitute evidence that 
the species' occurrence no longer exists at a location, particularly if adverse conditions 
are present.

Evidence impact would be significant: Compliance with CEQA is predicated on a 
complete and accurate description of the environmental setting that may be affected by 
the proposed Project CDFW is concerned that the assessment of the existing 
environmental setting with respect to biological resources has not been adequately 
analyzed in the DFEIR. Impacts to special status species should be considered 
significant under CEQA unless they are clearly mitigated below a level of significance. 
Without an accurate biological baseline of present candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species and the delay in development of species avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures, it is unclear if the mitigation measures proposed to be 
implemented for the Project will avoid, minimize, or mitigate the impacts to a level 
below significant adverse effect

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s) to reduce impacts to 
less than significant: CDFW recommends the inclusion of the following new 
mitigation measure, BIO-6 in the DFEIR (edits are in bold): d

cont.
Mitigation Measure MM BIO-6 (New):

Prior to commencing ground-disturbing activities within the Center Park Specific 
Plan, including staging and storage, a complete and recent inventory will be 
completed, including rare, threatened, endangered, and candidate species, 
Species of Special Concern (SSC) and California Fully Protected Species (Fish 
and Game Code § 3511), and any other species not included in a specific listing 
but that can be shown to meet the criteria of a rare or endangered species (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15380), for which suitable habitat is present within or adjacent to 
the Project. The inventory should address seasonal variations in use of the 
Project area and should not be limited to resident species. Focused species­
specific surveys, completed by a qualified biologist and conducted at the 
appropriate time of year and time of day when the sensitive species are active or 
otherwise identifiable are required. Acceptable species-specific survey 
procedures should be developed in consultation with CDFW and the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, where necessary. Note that CDFW generally considers 
biological field assessments for wildlife to be valid for a one-year period, and 
assessments for rare plants may be considered valid for a period of up to three 
years. Some aspects of the proposed Project may warrant periodic updated 
surveys for certain sensitive taxa, particularly if the Project is proposed to occur 
over a protracted time frame, or in phases, or if surveys are completed during 
periods of drought.

COMMENT #4: Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia)

Section 4.1.6, Impacts and Mitigation Measures, Page 4.1-21 - 4.1-25

Issue: The DFEIR does not adequately identify the Project's significant, or potentially 
significant, impacts to burrowing owl.

Specific impact: The 2025 DFEIR includes impacts to biological resources identified in 
the biological report prepared by Cadre Environmental in 2024. However, the DFEIR 
fails to update burrowing owl (BUOW) as a candidate species under the California 
Endangered Species Act (CESA) in the DFEIR’s following sections: Special-Status 
Wildlife Species, Impact Thresholds and Significance Criteria, Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures, and Cumulative Impacts. Specifically, Pg. 4.1-22 of the DFEIR states that. 
"While the species [BUOW] is not protected by state or federal endangered species 
acts..." which is contradictory to BUOW’s current status as a candidate species under
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CESA. CDFW is concerned that the DFEIR does not adequately assess impacts to 
BUOW as a CESA candidate species and is also concerned that the associated 
mitigation measures were not updated to reflect BUOWs CESA candidacy status.

CDFW agrees with the consultant’s analysis that BUOW has a moderate potential for 
occurring on the Project site. However, CDFW is concerned that the single field 
investigation on June 13, 2024 did not adequately account for potential burrowing owl 
on site and that the survey is outdated to reflect current potential occupancy. Burrowing 
owls frequently move into disturbed areas since they are adaptive to highly modified 
habitats34. Focused surveys for the species following a CDFW approved guideline, or 
similar approach, were not conducted prior to the release of the DFEIR and therefore 
the DFEIR does not adequately analyze impacts, nor provide adequate minimization 
and mitigation measures, to the candidate species which is afforded the same 
protections of an endangered or threatened species under CESA.

As noted in the DFEIR, BUOW use predominantly open land such as grassland, 
agriculture, and play habitats, and can often occur in less than optimal habitat. The 
2024 Biological Resource Technical Report noted that suitable burrows larger than 4 
inches in diameter and foraging habitat for BUOW were documented within and 
adjacent to the east of Ownership Area 1. The DFEIR, under MM BIO-4, states that 4 
focused BUOW surveys will be conducted prior to construction, anticipated to begin 
2026, between the months of February and July. While CDFW agrees that focused 
surveys should be conducted prior to construction, this level of surveys should also be 
conducted in advance of the CEQA document to aid in the determination of impacts 
and to identify appropriate and commensurate mitigation.

The current Mitigation Measure BlO-4 (MM BlO-4) will not adequately reduce impacts 
to BUOW to less than significant. Given the proposed Project activities, anticipated 
timeline, and current minimization measures, to the Project may not be able to fully 
avoid take as defined in Fish and Game Code section 86.

Evidence impact would be significant: Compliance with CEQA is predicated on a 
complete and accurate description of the environmental setting that may be affected by 
the proposed Project. CDFW is concerned that the assessment of the existing 
environmental setting with respect to burrowing owl has not been adequately analyzed 
in the DFEIR.

On October 10, 2024, the California Fish and Game Commission accepted a petition to 
list Western Burrowing Owl as endangered under CESA, determining the listing “may 
be warranted" and advancing the species to the candidacy stage of the CESA listing 
process. As a candidate species, Western Burrowing Owl is granted full protection of a 
threatened species under CESA. If Project activities could result in take, appropriate 
CESA authorization (i.e., Incidental Take Permit under Fish and Game Code section 
2081) should be obtained prior to commencement of Project activities. Take of any 
endangered, threatened, or candidate species that results from the Project is 
prohibited, except as authorized by State law (Fish & G. Code, §§ 86, 2062, 2067, 
2068, 2080, 2085; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 786.9). Take of individual burrowing owls 
and their nests is defined by Fish and Game Code section 86, and prohibited by 
sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513. Inadequate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures for impacts to sensitive or special status species could result in the Project 
having a substantial adverse direct, indirect, and cumulative effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 
special-status species by CDFW.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure to reduce impacts to less 
than significant: CDFW recommends that prior to adoption of the DFEIR, focused

3 Chipman, E. D., N. E. McIntyre, R. E, Strauss, M, C, Wallace, J. D, Ray, and C, W. Boal, 2008, Effects of 
human land use on western burrowing owl foraging and activity budgets. Journal of Raptor Research 42(2): 
87-98.
4 Coulombe. H. N. 1971, Behavior and population ecology of the Burrowing Owl, Speotyto cunicularia, in the 
Imperial Valley of California. Condor 73:162—176
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breeding and non-breeding surveys for burrowing owl be conducted on the Project site 
by a qualified biologist to establish the environmental baseline of resident and 
migratory individuals. It is important to note that according to the 2012 Staff Report, 
passive relocation (also known as exclusion) is not a take avoidance, minimization, or 
mitigation method and is considered a potentially significant impact under CEQA. 
Because appropriate focused surveys were not conducted prior to circulation of the 
DFEIR, the DFEIR may not adequately identify potentially significant impacts. CDFW 
recommends the DFEIR be revised and recirculated following completion of surveys so 
that results and appropriate specific avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures 
can be included, to ensure that impacts to burrowing owls are reduced to less than 
significant. However, if the City chooses not to follow this path, CDFW recommends the 
following revisions to MM BIO-4 (edits are in strikethrough and bold) to ensure an 
adequate assessment is completed and CESA authorization is obtained, if needed. If 
the DSEIR is recirculated without addressing these mitigation concerns, CDFW 
recommends the impact analysis to BUOW be elevated to Potentially Significant 
Impacts.

s 
cont.

Mitigation Measure # BIO-4:

Focused and Preconstruction Burrowing Owl Surveys. Focused surveys for 
burrowing owl will be conducted in accordance with the March 7, 20122, CDFW staff 
report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation prior to vegetation removal or ground- 
disturbing activities for all phases of Project construction, Specifically, a total of 
four (4) surveys will be conducted: 1) at least one site visit between February 15th and 
April 15th, and 2) a minimum of three (3) surveys, at least three weeks apart, between 
April 15th and July 15th, with at least one visit after June 15th. A report of the findings 
prepared by a qualified biologist shall be submitted to the City of Ontario prior to any 
permit or approval for ground disturbing activities. The Designated Biologist shall 
provide CDFW a GIS or KMZ map of BUOW burrow complex(es) and atypical 
burrows (e.g. culverts, buckled concrete, etc.) The map shall be at a scale of 
1:24,000 or finer to show details and shall show locations of all BUOW sightings 
and labeled If sightings were potential burrows, occupied burrows, satellite 
burrows, areas of concentrated burrows, and BUOW sign. Locations 
documented by use of GPS coordinates must be collected in NAD83 datum. The 
map shall include an outline of the Project Area, a title, north arrow, scale bar, 
and legend.

A 14-day burrowing owl preconstruction survey will also be conducted immediately 
prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing construction to ensure protection for this 
species. The survey will be conducted in compliance with CDFW guidelines (CDFW 
2012). A report of the findings prepared by a qualified biologist shall be submitted to the 
City of Ontario prior to any permit or approval for ground disturbing activities.

If burrowing owls are detected en-site during the fecused surveys or 14-day 
precenstructien purvey efforts, during the brooding season (February 1st to August 
31st) than construction activities shall bo limitod to beyond 300 foot of tho active 
burrows until a qualified biologist hue confirmed that nesting efferts uro complete or not 
initiated. In addition to monitoring brooding activity, if censtrustien io prepesed to bo 
initiated during the brooding seasen or active relecation is propesed, a burrowing owl 
felecatien plan will bo develeped and approved by tho City of Ontario, CDFW and 
USFWS,

If burrowing owl occupancy is confirmed, and if Project activities may impact 
burrowing owl, including burrow exclusion and closure, the Project Proponent 
shall begin early coordination with CDFW for appropriate CESA authorization 
(i.e., Incidental Take Permit (ITP) under Fish and Game Code section 2081) prior 
to commencement of Project activities. The ITP application shall describe, at a 
minimum, project activities and equipment, proposed avoidance/buffers, 
temporary and permanent impacts, monitoring, relocation and/or translocation, 
and minimization and compensatory mitigation actions. ITP compensatory 
mitigation will be fulfilled by one or more of following options: 1) Permittee­
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responsible mitigation land acquisition or 2) Conservation or Mitigation Bank 
credits (if available).

COMMENT # 5: Crotch’s bumble bee {Bombus crotchii)

Section 4.1.6, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Issue: The DFEIR does not adequately identify the Project’s significant, or potentially 
significant, impacts to Crotch's bumble bee.

Specific impact: Crotch’s bumble bee was not identified as a CESA candidate species 
within the DFEIR and was not specifically surveyed for prior to the distribution of the 
DFEIR. CDFW is concerned that the DFEIR does not sufficiently identify potential 
Project impacts to Crotch's bumble bee and does not provide appropriate mitigation 
measures to fully mitigate impacts to less than significant. The Project has the potential 
to result in take of Crotch’s bumble bee and has the potential to cause permanent or 
temporary loss of Crotch’s bumble bee habitat.

Table 4.1-2 concludes that the species has no potential to occur on-site based on the 
assumed lack of suitable food sources and heavily disturbed conditions. CDFW notes 
that there are 2 CNDDB occurrences for crotch's bumble bee within 1 mile of the 
project area. A queen’s dispersal distance averages around 10 km (6.2 miles)5'6'7 and 
the foraging range for bumble bee's is averaged at roughly 1-2 km (0.62-1.24 miles) 
from the nest in a single trip89 10. As noted in comment #3 above, CDFW is concerned 
that the general field investigation conducted in June 2024 may not have thoroughly 
inspected the area for both Crotch's bumble bee and the plants the species relies upon 
for habitat and therefore a full impact analysis, and associated mitigation measures are 
not included in the DFEIR. Project activities may result in take of Crotch's bumble bee 
from collapsing burrows, entombment, displacement, dust from Project operations, and 
vegetation removal that reduces foraging and nesting habitat. The Projects DFEIR’s 
lack of impact analysis and associated mitigation measures may result in significant 
impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee under CEQA.

Crotch’s bumble bee occurs primarily in California, including the Mediterranean region, 
Pacific Coast, Western Desert, Great Valley and adjacent to foothills through most of 
southwestern California11. Crotch's bumble bee are generalist foragers and have been 
reported visiting a wide variety of flower plants. The plant families most commonly 
associated with Crotch’s bumble bee observations or collections from California include 
Fabaceae, Apocynaceae, Asteraceae, Lamiaceae, Boraginaceae and Asclepiadaceae. 
This is not a comprehensive list, and the species has been observed foraging and 
utilizing areas with high levels of disturbance and nonnative plant species. Ground 
disturbance (e.g., trenching, grading, soil compaction, and earth-moving activities) and 
vegetation removal have the potential to destroy Crotch's bumble bee burrows. 
Additionally, these activities create elevated levels of noise, human activity, dust, 
ground vibrations, and vegetation disturbance which may also impact the species if 
found within the Project site.

5 Jha, S., and C. Kremen. 2013, Urban land use limits regional bumble bee gene flow. Molecular 
Ecology 22:2483-2495.
6 Kraus, F. B., S. Wolf, and R. F. A. Moritz. 2009. Male flight distance and population substructure in the 
bumblebee Bombus terrestris. Journal of Animal Ecology 78:247—252.
7 Williams, P. H., R. W. Thorp, L. L. Richardson, and S. R. Colla. 2014. Bumble Bees of North America: An 
Identification Guide. Princeton University Press.
8 Dramstad, W. E., G. L A. Fry, and M. J. Schaffer. 2003. Bumblebee foraging—is closer really better? 
Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment 95:349-357
9 Walther-Hellwig, K., and R. Frankl. 2000. Foraging habitats and foraging distances of bumblebees, Bombus 
spp. (Hym.. Apidae), in an agricultural landscape. Journal of Applied Entomology 124:299-306.
10 Williams, P. H., R. W. Thorp, L. L. Richardson, and S. R. Cola. 2014. Bumble Bees of North America: An 
Identification Guide. Princeton University Press.
11 Williams, P. H., et al. 2014. The Bumble Bees of North America: An Identification Guide, Princeton 
University Press, Princeton
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Evidence impact would be significant: Compliance with CEQA is predicated on a 
complete and accurate description of the environmental setting that may be affected by 
the proposed Project. CDFW is concerned that the assessment of the existing 
environmental setting with respect to Crotch’s bumble bee has not been adequately 
analyzed in the DFEIR. Crotch’s bumble bee is a candidate species for listing under 
CESA; therefore, it receives the same legal protection afforded to endangered or 
threatened species under CESA pursuant to Fish & G. Code §§ 2074.2 & 2085. If 
found on-site, the Project could result in crushing or killing Crotch’s bumble bees, 
reduction in sufficient food resources such as nectar and pollen, and/or removal of 
nesting and overwintering sites. Many bumble bee species, once common in the 
western United States, have undergone a dramatic decline in both distribution and 
abundance and are now extirpated from much of their historic ranges12. Many bumble 
bees are threatened with extinction due primarily to reductions in habitat from 
urbanization, intensive agriculture, and invasive species introductions13. If Crotch’s 
bumble bee occurs at the Project site and Project impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee 
occur, this could result in a substantial reduction in the species' population, which could 
be a significant impact.

f
cont.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure to reduce impacts to less 
than significant: CDFW recommends the inclusion of the following new mitigation 
measure, BIO-7 in the DFEIR to ensure an adequate assessment is completed and 
CESA authorization is obtained, if needed

Mitigation Measure #: BIO-7 (New)

(MM-BIO 7.1) A qualified entomologist familiar with the species behavior and life 
history shall conduct surveys to determine the presence/absence of Crotch’s 
bumble bee. Surveys should follow CDFW’s Survey Considerations for California 
Endangered Species Act (CESA) Candidate Bumble Bee Species1,4. If no CESA- 
protected bumble bees are found during the surveys, but the habitat assessment 
identified suitable nesting, foraging, or overwintering habitat within the project 
site, it is recommended that a biological monitor be onsite during vegetation or 
ground disturbing activities that take place during any of the Queen and Gyne 
flight Period and Colony Active Period to ensure continued avoidance of this 
hjghly mobile species. Survey results, including negative findings, should be 
submitted to CDFW prior to implementing Project-related ground disturbing 
activities. At minimum, a survey report should provide the following:

a) A description and map of the survey area, focusing on areas that could 
provide suitable habitat for Crotch’s bumble bee. CDFW recommends the map 
show surveyor(s) track lines to document that the entire site was covered 
during field surveys.

b) Field survey conditions that should include name(s) of qualified 
entomologist(s) and brief qualifications; date and time of survey; survey 
duration; general weather conditions; survey goals, and species searched.

c) Map(s) showing the location of nests/colonies.

d) A description of physical (e.g., soil, moisture, slope) and biological (e.g., 
plant composition) conditions where each nest/colony is found. A sufficient 
description of biological conditions, primarily impacted habitat, should 
include native plant composition (e.g., density, cover, and abundance) within 
impacted habitat (e.g., species list separated by vegetation class; density,

12 Hatfield. R„ Jepsen, S., Foltz Jordan, S., Blackburn, M„ Code, Aimee. 2018. A Petition to the State of 
California Fish and Game
Commission to List Four Species of Bumblebees as Endangered Species
13 Ibid
14 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2023. Survey Considerations for California Endangered 
Species
Act (CESA) Candidate Bumble Bee Species.
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cover, and abundance of each species).

(MM-BIO- 7.2) If Crotch’s bumble bee is detected and if impacts to Crotch’s 
bumble bee cannot be feasibly and fully avoided during Project construction and 
activities, the Project proponent shall coordinate with CDFW to obtain 
appropriate permits for incidental take of Crotch’s bumble bee and provide 
appropriate mitigation for impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee habitat.

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative 
declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or 
supplemental environmental determinations, (Pub, Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e).) 
Accordingly, please report any special status species and natural communities detected 
during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The CNNDB 
field survey form can be filled out and submitted online at the following link: 
httos://wi|d|ife,ca.qov/Data/CNDDB/Submittinq-Data. The types of information reported to 
CNDDB can be found at the following link: https://www.wildlife.ca.qov/Data/CNDDB/Plants- 
and-Animals.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FILING FEES

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

CONCLUSION

Due to the issues presented in this letter, CDFW concludes that the DFEIR does not 
adequately identify or mitigate the Project's significant, or potentially significant, impacts on 
biological resources. Deficiencies in the Lead Agency CEQA document can affect later 
project approvals by CDFW in its role as a Responsible Agency. In addition, because of 
these issues, CDFW has concerns that Lead Agency may not have the basis to approve 
the project or make “findings” as required by CEQA unless the environmental document is 
modified to eliminate and/or mitigate significant impacts, as reasonably feasible (CEQA 
Guidelines, §§ 15074, 15091 & 15092).

Questions regarding this letter or further coordination should be directed to Amelia Viera, 
Environmental Scientist at Amelia.Viera@wi|d|ife.ca.oov or (909) 544 — 2528.

Sincerely,

/— DocuSigned by:

eim Frulur
84F92FFEEFD24C8.

Kim Freeburn
Environmental Program Manager 

f
cont.

ec: Eric Kawamura-Chan
Senior Environmental Scientist, Supervisor 
Eric.Chan@wildlife.ca.gov

Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearing House, Sacramento 
state.clearinqhouse@lci.ca.qov
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Responses to Comment Letter S3 - California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Response S3 – a  

Comment is introductory and general in nature. Therefore, no further action needed.   

Response S3 – b 

Comment requests update of species’ status on Draft Focused EIR Table 4.1-2: Special Status Wildlife 

Species Potentially Occurring in the Site Vicinity (pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-10) for burrowing owl (Athene 

cunicularia), Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse (Chaetodipus fallax fallax), San Bernardino kangaroo 

rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus), Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys stephens), and San Diego black-

tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettii). The recommendations have been adopted as follows: 

• The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) listing of Burrowing owl has been updated and 

Burrowing owl is now considered by CDFW as a Candidate species; 

• Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit are no longer listed 

as a Species of Special Concern under state status; 

• The CESA listing of San Bernardino kangaroo rat has been updated as an Endangered species; and, 

• The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) listing of Stephens’ kangaroo rat (Dipodomys 

stephens) has been updated and Stephens’ kangaroo rat is now considered by CDFW as a Federally 

Threatened species). 

As discussed in Draft Focused EIR Appendix C1: Biological Resources Technical Report (page 5), the 

reconnaissance survey of the Ownership Area 1 conducted on June 13, 2024, was used to characterize 

and identify potential sensitive plant and wildlife habitats, and to establish the accuracy of the data 

identified in the literature search. Habitat assessments were conducted for, but not limited to, the 

following target species/groups: Delhi sands flower loving fly, coastal California gnatcatcher, burrowing 

owl, common and sensitive bat species, and sensitive plants. 

Petitioned in March 2024, western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugaea) was designated as a 

candidate species on October 25, 2024. In early 2022, western burrowing owl was previously designated 

by CDFW as a Species of Special Concern. As mentioned above, the reconnaissance survey conducted a 

habitat assessment for burrowing owl for Ownership Area 1, and the western burrowing owl was analyzed 

under the Draft Focused EIR (See pages 4.1-18, 4.1-21, and 4.1-22). With the revised burrowing owl 

mitigation outlined in Response S3 – e, below, impacts to burrowing owl would remain less than significant 

with Mitigation Measure (MM) BIO-4.  

Northwestern San Diego pocket mouse and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit were previously listed as 

State Species of Special Concern in the Draft Focused EIR (page 4.1-9) but did not have State special 

species status at the time of publication of the Draft Focused EIR. This has been corrected below and is 

reflected in Section 3.0: Errata to the Draft Focused EIR of this Final EIR. Nonetheless, the Draft Focused 

EIR conducted a habitat assessment on Ownership Area 1 to determine the occurrence potential for 

northwestern San Diego pocket mouse and found that it is not expected to occur on-site based on a lack 

of suitable undisturbed habitats including coastal sage scrub and associations (Draft Focused EIR page 

4.1-9). The Draft Focused EIR also found that San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit is not expected to occur 
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on-site based on a lack of suitable undisturbed habitats (Draft Focused EIR page 4.1-9). Impacts to 

northwestern San Diego pocket mouse and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit would not constitute as an 

impact to special-status species. However, future development of Ownership Area 2 would need to 

undergo a Programmatic Assessment Area CEQA Analysis consistent with MM BIO-5 for any special-status 

species changes for northwestern San Diego pocket mouse and San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit in 

addition to other special-status protected species. 

The San Bernardino kangaroo rat was listed under the FESA on September 24, 1998. In early 2022, the San 

Bernardino kangaroo rat was a CDFW Species of Special Concern. Under the CESA, it was added to the 

endangered species list on November 22, 2023. Therefore, as mentioned above, the San Bernardino 

kangaroo rat has been updated as an Endangered species pursuant to CESA. As discussed in Draft Focused 

EIR Section 4.1: Biological Resources (page 4.1-9), San Bernardino kangaroo rat is not expected to occur 

on Ownership Area 1 based on a lack of suitable undisturbed habitats including Riversidean alluvial fan 

sage scrub and associations. As analyzed in the Draft Focused EIR, Ownership Area 1 does not contain 

suitable habitat for this species, and this species is not considered to be present. Impacts to San 

Bernardino kangaroo rat would remain less than significant for Ownership Area 1. Impacts to San 

Bernardino kangaroo rat would be reduced with MM BIO-5, Programmatic Assessment Area CEQA 

Analysis, for Ownership Area 2. 

Stephens’ kangaroo rat was listed as federally endangered under the FESA on September 30, 1988. On 

February 17, 2022, Stephens’ kangaroo rat was downlisted to federally threatened. As discussed in Draft 

Focused EIR Section 4.1: Biological Resources (page 4.1-9), Stephens' kangaroo rat is not expected to occur 

on Ownership Area 1 based on a lack of suitable undisturbed habitats. As analyzed in the Draft Focused 

EIR, Ownership Area 1 does not contain suitable habitat for this species, and this species is not considered 

to be present. Impacts to Stephens’ kangaroo rat would remain less than significant for Ownership Area 1. 

Impacts to Stephens’ kangaroo rat would be reduced with MM BIO-5, Programmatic Assessment Area 

CEQA Analysis, for Ownership Area 2.  

In consideration of the above, revisions to special species status for the above identified species do not 

constitute a substantial change to the approved Project as described by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 

and therefore do not necessitate recirculation of the EIR.  

Refer to Section 3.0: Errata to the Draft Focused EIR of this Final EIR and below for the revisions to Draft 

Focused EIR Table 4.1-2 (pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-10) concerning revisions of special species status: 

 Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-2: Special-Status Wildlife Species 

Potentially Occurring in the Site Vicinity 

Common Name 

Scientific Name 

Status 
Habitat Requirements Occurrence Potential   

Federal State 

Invertebrates 
Crotch’s bumble bee 

(Bombus crotchii) 
-- SC Inhabits grasslands and shrublands and 

requires a hotter and drier environment 

than other bumblebee species. 

No Potential: Not expected to occur 

on-site based on lack of suitable food 

sources and heavily disturbed 

conditions. 
Delhi Sands flower-loving 

fly (Rhaphiomidas 

terminatus abdominalis) 

FE -- Restricted to Delhi sand formations in 

Riverside and San Bernardino Counties. 
Low Potential. The Delhi Sands 

flower-loving fly is not expected to 

occur on-site based on the historic 

and ongoing impacts to the Project 

site respective of active dairy and 

—
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Common Name 

Scientific Name 

Status 
Habitat Requirements Occurrence Potential   

Federal State 
agricultural use. However, 

approximately 19-acres of the 

eastern region of the Project site and 

Ownership Area 2 are mapped as 

Delhi soils. 

Reptiles and Amphibians 
Western spadefoot (Spea 

hammondii) 
 SSC Primary habitat for this species includes 

suitable breeding habitat below 1500 

meters (i.e., vernal pools or other 

standing water that is free of exotic 

species) with secondary habitats 

including adjacent chaparral, sage scrub, 

grassland, and alluvial scrub habitats. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed soils and continuous 

dairy and agricultural activities 

conducted. 

Southern California legless 

lizard (Anniella stebbinsi) 
 SSC Broadleaved upland forest, chaparral, 

coastal dunes, and coastal scrub. Occurs 

in sandy or loose loamy soils under sparse 

vegetation, generally in moist, loose soil. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation or soils. 

California glossy snake 

(Arizona elegans 

occidentalis) 

 SSC Generalist reported from a range of scrub 

and grassland habitats, often with loose 

or sandy soils. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation or soils.  
Coastal western whiptail 

(Aspidoscelis tigris 

stejnegeri) 

 SSC The coastal western whiptail occurs in a 

wide variety of habitats including coastal 

sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean 

alluvial fan scrub, woodlands, grasslands, 

playas, and respective ecotones between 

these habitats. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation or soils. 

San Bernardino ringneck 

snake (Diadophis 

punctatus modestus) 

-- -- Chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, 

riparian, and woodlands. 
No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation or soils. 
Western pond turtle 

(Actinemys marmorata) 
-- SSC The western pond turtle inhabits slow 

moving permanent or intermittent 

streams, small ponds, small lakes, 

reservoirs, abandoned gravel pits, 

permanent and ephemeral shallow 

wetlands, stock ponds, and sewage 

treatment lagoons. 

Not Detected. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed basking sites and 

permanent water. 

Coast horned lizard 

(Phrynosoma blainvillii) 
-- SSC Open areas of sandy soil with coastal sage 

scrub, chaparral, grassland, riparian, and 

washes and watercourses. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation or soils. 
Coast patch-nosed snake 

(Salvadora hexalepis 

virgultea) 

-- SSC The coast patch-nosed snake prefers 

brushy coastal sage scrub/ chaparral 

habitats. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation or soils. 
Two-striped gartersnake 

(Thamnophis 

hammondii) 

-- SSC Marsh and swamp, riparian scrub, 

riparian woodland, and wetland. Highly 

aquatic, found in or near permanent fresh 

water. Often along streams with rocky 

beds and riparian growth. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation, soils or 

permanent water. 

Birds 
Cooper's hawk (Accipiter 

cooperii) 

-- SSC Cooper’s hawk is most commonly found 

within or adjacent to riparian/oak forest 

and woodland habitats. This uncommon 

resident of California increases in 

numbers during winter migration. 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site and breed within the 

mature Eucalyptus trees. 

Sharp-shinned hawk 

(Accipiter striatus) 

-- CWL Potential habitat for the sharp-shinned 

hawk includes montane coniferous forest 

for potential breeding areas and riparian 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 
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Common Name 

Scientific Name 

Status 
Habitat Requirements Occurrence Potential   

Federal State 
scrub, woodland, and forest habitat, oak 

woodland and forest, chaparral, coastal 

sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean 

alluvial fan sage scrub for foraging. 

  

  

Tri-colored blackbird 

(Agelaius tricolor) 

-- ST/SSC Marshes and grasslands. Breeding 

colonies require nearby water, nesting 

substrate, and foraging habitat of 

grassland, woodland, or agricultural 

cropland. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of nesting 

habitat (cattail, rushes, and willows) 

within or adjacent to the Project site.  

Golden eagle (Aquila 

chrysaetos) 

-- CWL, SFP Within southern California, the species 

prefers grasslands, brushlands (coastal 

sage scrub and chaparral), deserts, oak 

savannas, open coniferous forests, and 

montane valleys. 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 

Great egret (Ardea alba) -- Nesting 

Colony 

Wet areas, fields, margins of open water. Moderate Potential – Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site but not 

breed. 

Great blue heron (Ardea 

herodias) 

-- Nesting 

Colony 

Wet areas, fields, margins of open water. Moderate Potential – Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site but not 

breed. 

Burrowing owl (Athene 

cunicularia) 

-- SC SSC  The burrowing owl uses predominantly 

open land, including grassland, 

agriculture, playa, sparse coastal sage 

scrub, desert scrub habitats. Some 

breeding burrowing owls are year-round 

residents and additional individuals from 

the north may winter throughout the 

region. 

Moderate Potential – Suitable 

burrows larger than 4 inches in 

diameter and foraging habitat 

documented within the fallow fields 

on-site. 

Ferruginous hawk (Buteo 

regalis) 

-- CWL Grasslands and other open terrain of the 

plains and foothills. Wintering species. 

Primarily open fields with low vegetation. 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 

Swainson’s hawk (Buteo 

swainsoni) 

-- ST Grasslands and other open terrain. Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 

Mountain plover 

(Charadrius montanus) 

-- SSC Dry upland prairies and plains, 

semidesert, bare dirt fields. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation. 

Northern harrier (Circus 

cyaneus) 

-- SSC The northern harrier frequents open 

wetlands, wet/lightly grazed pastures, 

fields, dry uplands/prairies, mesic 

grasslands, drained marshlands, 

croplands, meadows, grasslands, open 

rangelands, fresh and saltwater emergent 

wetlands. 

High Potential. Observed adjacent to 

and on-site during previous surveys 

of adjacent properties in 2022. 

Western yellow-billed 

cuckoo (Coccyzus 

americanus occidentalis) 

FT SE Riparian. Uncommon to rare summer 

resident of valley foothill and desert 

riparian habitats. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed riparian scrub, forest or 

woodland vegetation. 

Snowy egret (Egretta 

thula) 

-- Nesting 

Colony 

Wet areas, fields, margins of open water. Moderate Potential – Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site but not 

breed. 

White-tailed kite (Elanus 

leucurus) 

-- SFP The white-tailed kite is found in riparian, 

oak woodlands adjacent to large open 

spaces including grasslands, wetlands, 

savannahs and agricultural fields. This 

non-migratory bird species occurs 

throughout the lower elevations of 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 
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Common Name 

Scientific Name 

Status 
Habitat Requirements Occurrence Potential   

Federal State 
California and commonly nests in coast 

live oaks. 

California horned lark 

(Eremophila alpestris 

actia) 

-- CWL Variety of open habitats, usually where 

trees and large shrubs are absent. 

Moderate Potential – Expected to 

occasionally forage and breed on-

site. 

Merlin (Falco 

columbarius) 

-- CWL Grasslands, coastal sage scrub and 

estuaries, windrows, open fields. 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 

Prairie falcon (Falco 

mexicanus) 

-- CWL Habitat use of the prairie falcon includes 

annual grasslands to alpine meadows. 

The prairie falcon is associated primarily 

with perennial grasslands, savannahs, 

rangeland, some agricultural fields during 

the winter season, and desert scrub 

areas, all typically dry environments of 

western North American where there are 

cliffs or bluffs. for nest sites. 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 

American peregrine falcon 

(Falco peregrinus 

anatum) 

-- SFP Throughout the species' range, peregrine 

falcons are found in a large variety of 

open habitats, including tundra, marshes, 

seacoasts, savannahs and high 

mountains. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation. 

Loggerhead shrike (Lanius 

ludovicianus) 

-- SSC This species of shrike hunts in open or 

grassy areas and nests in large chaparral 

shrubs such as ceanothus and lemonade 

berry. 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 

California gull (Larus 

californicus) 

-- CWL Nearly all types of fresh and salt water, 

cropland, landfills, refuse areas, open 

lawns. 

Moderate Potential – Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site. 

California black rail 

(Laterallus jamaicensis 

coturniculus) 

-- ST/SFP Brackish marsh, freshwater marsh, marsh 

and swamp, salt marsh, wetland. Inhabits 

freshwater marshes, wet meadows and 

shallow margins of saltwater marshes 

bordering large bays. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 

Long-billed curlew 

(Numenius americanus) 

-- CWL Coastal estuaries, upland herbaceous 

areas, croplands, wet areas, open fields, 

shores of open water. 

Moderate Potential – Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site. 

Double-crested 

cormorant 

(Nannopterum auritum) 

-- CWL Lakes, fresh, salt, and estuarine waters. Moderate Potential – Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site. 

White-faced ibis (Plegadis 

chihi) 

-- CWL Freshwater marshes and brackish areas. High Potential. Observed adjacent to 

and on-site during previous surveys 

of adjacent properties in 2022. 
Coastal California 

gnatcatcher (Polioptila 

californica californica) 

FT SSC The coastal California gnatcatcher is a 

nonmigratory bird species that primarily 

occurs within sage scrub habitats in 

coastal southern California dominated by 

California sagebrush. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats including 

coastal sage scrub and associations. 

Mammals 
Pallid bat (Antrozous 

pallidus) 

-- SSC Chaparral, coastal scrub, desert wash, 

Great Basin grassland, Great Basin scrub, 

Mojavean desert scrub, riparian 

woodland, Sonoran desert scrub, upper 

montane coniferous forest, and valley 

and foothill grassland. Oak and grassland 

ecotones. Prefers foraging in the open. 

Roosts in attics or rock cracks; in the 

open, near foliage at night. 

Low Potential. Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site 
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Common Name 

Scientific Name 

Status 
Habitat Requirements Occurrence Potential   

Federal State 
Northwestern San Diego 

pocket mouse 

(Chaetodipus fallax 

fallax) 

-- -- SSC The northwestern San Diego pocket 

mouse occurs in coastal sage, upland sage 

scrubs, and alluvial fan sage scrub, sage 

scrub/grassland ecotones, chaparral, and 

desert scrubs at all elevations up to 6,000 

feet. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats including 

coastal sage scrub and associations. 

Townsend’s big-eared bat 

(Corynorhinus 

townsendii) 

-- SSC A wide variety of habitats including 

woodlands and arid grasslands. Roosts in 

mines and caves. 

Low Potential. Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site. 

San Bernardino kangaroo 

rat (Dipodomys merriami 

parvus) 

FE SE SSC Prefers alluvial scrub, coastal sage scrub 

habitats with sandy and gravelly 

substrates.  

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats including 

Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub 

and associations. 

Stephens' kangaroo rat 

(Dipodomys stephensi) 

FT FE ST The Stephens' kangaroo rat is found 

almost exclusively in open grasslands or 

sparse shrublands with cover of less than 

50 percent during the summer. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 

Western mastiff bat 

(Eumops perotis 

californicus) 

-- SSC Roosts in rocky areas and forages in 

grassland, shrublands, and woodlands. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 

Western yellow bat 

(Lasiurus xanthinus) 

-- SSC Roosts in the skirts of palm trees and 

forages in adjacent habitats.  

Low Potential. Scattered palm trees 

representing potential roosting 

habitat documented within the 

central region on-site. 

San Diego black-tailed 

jackrabbit (Lepus 

californicus bennettii) 

-- -- SSC The San Diego blacktailed jackrabbit in 

open habitats, primarily including 

grasslands, sage scrub, alluvial fan sage 

scrub, and Great Basin sage scrub. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 

Western small-footed 

myotis (Myotis 

ciliolabrum) 

-- -- Feeds among trees or over brush. Roosts 

in caves, mines, and in cliff or rock 

openings. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 
Yuma myotis (Myotis 

yumanensis) 
-- -- Water and wooded canyon bottoms. 

Roosts in caves and abandoned buildings. 
No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 
San Diego desert woodrat 

(Neotoma lepida 

intermedia) 

-- SSC Riversidean and coastal sage scrub, 

chaparral and nonnative grasslands. Shrub 

and desert habitats, primarily associated 

with rock outcroppings, boulders, cacti, or 

areas of dense undergrowth. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 

Pocketed free-tailed bat 

(Nyctinomops 

femorosaccus) 

-- SSC Desert habitats. Roosts in rock crevices in 

cliffs. 
No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 
Big free-tailed bat 

(Nyctinomops macrotis) 
-- SSC Desert habitats. Roosts in rock crevices in 

cliffs. 
No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 
Los Angeles pocket mouse 

(Perognathus 

longimembris 

brevinasus)  

 SSC Low elevation grassland alluvial sage 

scrub and coastal sage scrub habitats. 
No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 

Federal (USFWS) Protection and Classification 

FE – Federally Endangered 

FT – Federally Threatened 

FC – Federal Candidate for Listing 

State (CDFW) Protection and Classification 

SE – State Endangered 

SSC – State Species of Special Concern 

CWL – California Watch List 

SFP – State Fully Protected 

SC – State Candidate for Listing 

—
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Common Name 

Scientific Name 

Status 
Habitat Requirements Occurrence Potential   

Federal State 
Source: Cadre Environmental. 2024. Biological Resources Technical Report Center Park Specific Plan City of Ontario, California, page 29-37. 
(Appendix C1).  

Response S3 – c 

Comment requests correction of Draft Focused EIR Section 4.1.3: Regulatory Setting (pages 4.1-13 and 

4.1-14) to include invertebrate species under CESA. While a 2020 Sacramento Superior Court ruling 

initially held that invertebrates were not eligible for protection under CESA, the 2022 decision in Almond 

Alliance of California et al. v. Fish and Game Commission et al. (2022) by the Third Appellate District Court 

reversed this, ruling that invertebrates—including terrestrial insects like bumble bees—are eligible for 

listing as threatened or endangered. Comment also requests a habitat assessment and species-specific 

surveys to be conducted for CESA invertebrate species that may occur within the Project site. Although 

invertebrate species were not explicitly listed on pages 4.1-13 and 4.1-14, invertebrate species assigned 

special species status were considered in the Draft Focused EIR, and the habitat assessments were 

inclusive of invertebrate species containing both FESA and CESA listed invertebrates as demonstrated in 

Draft Focused EIR Table 4.1-2 (page 4.1-6), Draft Focused EIR Appendix C1 (page 29), and in Draft Focused 

EIR Appendix C2: Delhi Sands Flower-Lowing Fly Habitat Suitability Assessment (page i).  

Draft Focused EIR Appendices C1 and C2 identified Crotch’s bumble bee (SC) and Delhi Sands flower-loving 

fly (FE) as potentially occurring in the site vicinity. However, Draft Focused EIR Appendix C1 (page 29) 

concluded that there is no potential for Crotch’s bumble bee to occur on Ownership Area 1 due to 

disturbed conditions; refer to Response S3 – f, below, for additional discussion on Crotch’s bumble bee. 

Draft Focused EIR Appendix C2 (pages 9 and 10) also concluded that the Project site no longer supports 

clean Delhi Sand soils and is rated as unsuitable habitat. All Delhi Sand soils that may have occurred on 

the project site have either been removed by maintenance of the stock ponds or is so contaminated with 

cow mature and other waste products that clean Delhi Sand soils needed by Delhi Sands flower-loving fly 

no longer exist with the project site. 

Impacts to special status invertebrates would be reduced for Ownership Area 1. Furthermore, as 

mentioned in Draft Focused EIR Section 4.1: Biological Resources (page 4.1-23), a focused biological 

resources assessment and impact analysis consistent with CEQA would be conducted for future 

development areas prior to approval of any development within Ownership Area 2 to ensure potential 

adverse effects to sensitive species and resources would be minimized. Furthermore, any focused surveys 

and required mitigation measures would be implemented prior to Project approval and construction 

initiation. Refer to MM BIO-5, Programmatic Assessment Area CEQA Analysis. No changes are necessary. 

Refer to Section 3.0: Errata to the Draft EIR of this Final EIR to see the update as follows: 

California Endangered Species Act 

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA), enacted in 1970 and amended in 1984, is a 

California law that conserves and protects plant and animal species at risk of extinction. It 

generally parallels the main provisions of the FESA and is administered by the CDFW. Plant and 

animal species may be designated threatened or endangered under CESA after a formal listing 

process by the CFGC. With already approximately 250 species currently listed, a CESA-listed 
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species, or any part or product of the plant or animal, may not be imported into the state, 

exported out of the state, “taken” (i.e., killed), possessed, purchased, or sold without proper 

authorization. Implementation of CESA has reduced and avoided impacts to California’s most 

imperiled plants, and animals, and invertebrates, has protected hundreds of thousands of acres 

of vital habitat, and has led to a greater scientific understanding of California’s incredible 

biodiversity. Candidate species may be afforded temporary protection as though they were 

already listed as threatened or endangered at the discretion of the Fish and Game Commission. 

Unlike the FESA, CESA does not include listing provisions for invertebrate species. Under certain 

conditions and if the take is incidental to otherwise lawful activities, CESA has provisions for take 

through Incidental Take Permits (ITP) or memorandum of understanding (MOU). In addition, 

some sensitive mammals and birds are protected by the state as “fully protected species.” 

California “species of special concern” are species designated as vulnerable to extinction due to 

declining population levels, limited ranges, and/or continuing threats. This list is primarily a 

working document for the CDFW’s California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), which 

maintains a record of known and recorded occurrences of sensitive species. Informally listed taxa 

are not protected per se but warrant consideration in the preparation of biological resources 

assessments. 

Response S3 – d 

In this comment, CDFW requests additional mitigation for focused surveys to determine the presence or 

absence of candidate, sensitive, or special status species. However, a biological resources survey was 

conducted to include existing habitat conditions, obtain plant and animal species information, view the 

surrounding uses, assess the potential for state and federal waters, assess potential for wildlife movement 

corridors, and if critical habitat is present, assess for the presence of constituent elements (Draft Focused 

EIR Page 4.1-17). Therefore, the City finds that additional biological resources surveys would not be 

required for Ownership Area 1 and impacts to special-status species would maintain less than significant 

levels with MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-4. Furthermore, as mentioned in Draft Focused EIR Section 4.1: 

Biological Resources (page 4.1-23), a focused biological resources assessment and impact analysis 

consistent with CEQA would be conducted for future development areas prior to approval of any 

development within Ownership Area 2 to ensure potential adverse effects to sensitive species and 

resources would be minimized. Furthermore, any focused surveys and required mitigation measures 

would be implemented prior to Project approval and construction initiation. Refer to MM BIO-5, 

Programmatic Assessment Area CEQA Analysis. No changes are necessary. 

Response S3 – e 

As outlined in Response S3 – b, burrowing owl has been updated as a Candidate species pursuant to CESA. 

Refer to Section 3.0: Errata to the Draft Focused EIR of this Final EIR and below for the revisions to the 

Draft Focused EIR page 4.1-21: 

Burrowing Owl  

BUOW is a CDFW Candidate species pursuant to CESA Species of Special Concern. The BUOW uses 

predominantly open land, including grassland, agriculture, playa, sparse coastal sage scrub, and 
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desert scrub habitats. The BUOW (low-occurrence potential) often occur in less than optimal 

and/or disturbed conditions. Suitable burrows larger than 4 inches in diameter and foraging 

habitat for the BUOW were documented within and adjacent to the east of Ownership Area 1. 

However, despite the fact that the site has been exposed to long-standing disturbances, suitable 

BUOW habitat, including burrows larger than 4-inches in diameter, was observed within the 

fallow fields on Ownership Area 1. Although there is suitable BUOW habitat, potential impacts to 

refugia, nesting, and foraging habitat for this species would be mitigated to a level of less than 

significant following implementation of MM BIO-4, which would ensure BUOW surveys are 

completed prior to construction. MM BIO-4 would implement focused and preconstruction 

surveys to ensure potential impacts to refugia, nesting, and foraging habitat for the BUOW would 

be reduced to less than significant levels. Upon arrival at the survey area and prior to initiating 

the walking surveys, the biologist would use binoculars and/or spotting scope to scan suitable 

habitat. A total of four surveys would be conducted with at least one site visit between February 

15th and April 15th, and a minimum of three surveys at least three weeks apart between April 15th 

and July 15th. Furthermore, one site visit would occur after June 15th.   

Refer to Section 3.0: Errata to the Draft Focused EIR of this Final EIR and below for the revisions to the 

Draft Focused EIR page 4.1-18: 

Burrowing Owl Survey 

The BUOW (SC SSC) uses predominantly open land, including grassland, agriculture, playa, sparse 

coastal sage scrub, and desert scrub habitats. The consultant concluded there would be a 

moderate potential for BUOW within the Project site. Suitable habitat including burrows larger 

than 4-inches in diameter, which is suitable habitat for the BUOW, was observed within the 

Project site.  

The City has accepted the recommendation to revise MM BIO-4 (pages 4.1-24 and 4.1-25) to maintain less 

than significant impact levels with mitigation. Refer to Section 3.0: Errata to the Draft Focused EIR of this 

Final EIR and below for the revisions: 

MM BIO-4 Focused and Preconstruction Burrowing Owl Surveys. Focused surveys for 

burrowing owl will be conducted in accordance with the March 7, 20122022, 

CDFW staff report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation prior to vegetation removal or 

ground-disturbing activities for all phases of Project construction. Specifically, a 

total of four (4) surveys will be conducted: 1) at least one site visit between 

February 15th and April 15th, and 2) a minimum of three (3) surveys, at least three 

weeks apart, between April 15th and July 15th, with at least one visit after June 

15th. A report of the findings prepared by a qualified biologist shall be submitted 

to the City of Ontario prior to any permit or approval for ground disturbing 

activities. The Designated Biologist shall provide CDFW a GIS or KMZ map of 

BUOW burrow complex(es) and atypical burrows (e.g. culverts, buckled concrete, 

etc.) The map shall be at a scale of 1:24,000 or finer to show details and shall 

show locations of all BUOW sightings and labeled if sightings were potential 
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burrows, occupied burrows, satellite burrows, areas of concentrated burrows, 

and BUOW sign. Locations documented by use of GPS coordinates must be 

collected in NAD83 datum. The map shall include an outline of the Project Site, a 

title, north arrow, scale bar, and legend. 

A 14-day burrowing owl preconstruction survey will also be conducted 

immediately prior to the initiation of ground-disturbing construction to ensure 

protection for this species. The survey will be conducted in compliance with 

CDFW guidelines (CDFW 2012). A report of the findings prepared by a qualified 

biologist shall be submitted to the City of Ontario prior to any permit or approval 

for ground disturbing activities. 

If burrowing owls are detected on-site during the focused surveys or 14-day 

preconstruction survey efforts, during the breeding season (February 1st to 

August 31st) then construction activities shall be limited to beyond 300 feet of the 

active burrows until a qualified biologist has confirmed that nesting efforts are 

complete or not initiated. In addition to monitoring breeding activity, if 

construction is proposed to be initiated during the breeding season or active 

relocation is proposed, a burrowing owl relocation plan will be developed and 

approved by the City of Ontario, CDFW and USFWS. 

If burrowing owl occupancy is confirmed, and if Project activities may impact 

burrowing owl, including burrow exclusion and closure, the Project Proponent 

shall begin early coordination with CDFW for appropriate CESA authorization (i.e., 

Incidental Take Permit (ITP) under Fish and Game Code section 2081) prior to 

commencement of Project activities. The ITP application shall describe, at a 

minimum, project activities and equipment, proposed avoidance/buffers, 

temporary and permanent impacts, monitoring, relocation and/or translocation, 

and minimization and compensatory mitigation actions. ITP compensatory 

mitigation will be fulfilled by one or more of following options: 1) Permittee- 

responsible mitigation land acquisition or 2) Conservation or Mitigation Bank 

credits (if available). 

Response S3 – f 

As outlined in Response S3 – b and Draft Focused EIR Table 4.1-2: Special Status Wildlife Species 

Potentially Occurring in the Site Vicinity (page 4.1-6), Crotch’s bumble bee (Bombus crotchii) has been 

previously identified as a CESA candidate species denoted with SC, State Candidate for Listing. According 

to CDFW, the Project site is within the historic geographic range for Crotch’s bumble bee, which generally 

extends from San Diego, CA to Redding, CA in a variety of habitats including open grasslands, shrublands, 

chaparral, desert margins including Joshua tree and creosote scrub, and semi-urban settings within 

California. Crotch’s bumble bee is a candidate species under the CESA, meaning it is afforded the same 

protections as those listed threatened or endangered species while the listing review process is underway 

by CDFW. Crotch’s bumble bee became a candidate species for listing under CESA on June 12, 2019. This 

status was reinstated on September 30, 2022, following a decision by the California Fish and Game 

Commission. 
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Crotch’s bumblebee, however, is presumed absent from the Project site based on lack of suitable food 

sources and heavily disturbed conditions. According to CDFW1, nesting and overwintering sites for 

candidate bumble bee species occur in undisturbed soils such as abandoned rodent burrows, root masses, 

or loose soil cavities; frequent disturbance or compaction reduces habitat suitability. However, as 

mentioned in Draft Focused EIR Section 3.0: Project Description (page 3-1), the Project site currently 

comprises agricultural uses, including the raising of livestock, field crop farming, dairy farming activities, 

and rural residences scattered throughout the area. Therefore, soil compaction, tilling, or frequent ground 

disturbance within the Project site may reduce the likelihood of suitable nesting sites for candidate 

bumble bee species. The Project site generally represents low biological resource value due to highly 

disturbed site conditions and historic daily/agricultural use, resulting in low biological diversity. No 

changes are necessary. Furthermore, as outlined in Response S3 – b, habitat assessments were conducted 

for target species/groups and included Crotch’s bumble bee as outlined in Draft Focused EIR Table 4.1-2 

(page 4.1-6). Therefore, additional focused Crotch’s bumble bee surveys would not be necessary for 

Ownership Area 1 and impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee would be less than significant. Furthermore, 

impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee would be reduced with implementation of MM BIO-5, Programmatic 

Assessment Area CEQA Analysis, for Ownership Area 2. 

Response S3 – g 

This comment states that information development in environmental impact reports must be 

incorporated into a database to be used for determinations. It also includes a reminder to report special-

status species to the California Natural Diversity Database. This comment is consistent with standard 

professional practice for consulting biologists and does not raise any specific issues or questions on the 

environmental analysis provided in the Draft Focused EIR. 

This comment mentions the required CDFW filing fee the Project Applicant would be required to pay when 

filing the Notice of Determination for the EIR. This comment is noted for the record and will be provided 

to decision makers for consideration; no further response is warranted. 

As discussed in the responses above, the Final Focused EIR incorporates revisions to MM BIO-4 for 

burrowing owl, asserts that no additional focused mitigation is necessary for Crotch’s bumble bee, and 

asserts that no additional general biological surveys are necessary based on the previous habitat 

assessment. Impact 4.1-1 (Ownership Area 1) would maintain less than significant levels with mitigation 

incorporated. As for Impact 4.1-1 for Ownership Area 2, Mitigation Measures MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-

4 would reduce potential impacts to special status wildlife species. Furthermore, a programmatic 

assessment area CEQA analysis of Ownership Area would be incorporated as MM BIO-5, Programmatic 

Assessment Area CEQA Analysis. Nonetheless, as concluded in Draft Focused EIR Section 4.1: Biological 

Resources (page 4.1-23) the Project is not anticipated to significantly impact sensitive species. MM BIO-1 

through MM BIO-5 would be required to reduce impacts to special-status species. For the Ownership 

Area 1 portion of the Project, impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. However, because 

the extent of impacts within Ownership Area 2 cannot be known at this time, Project impacts relating to 

biological resources within Ownership Area 2 are considered potentially significant and unavoidable even 

with the implementation of recommended mitigation. Therefore, as discussed in Responses S3 – b 

 
1  California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2023. Survey Considerations for California Endangered Species Act (CESA) Candidate Bumble Bee 

Species, page 3. https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=213150&inline (Accessed February 2026). 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=213150&inline
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through Responses S3 – f, the changes in FESA/CESA status for certain species, identified above, would 

not constitute significant new information as described by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, which would 

require recirculation of a Draft EIR should new information show new significant impacts or impacts 

substantially more severe than previously disclosed. This comment is noted for the record and will be 

provided to decision makers for consideration; no further response is warranted. 

This page intentionally left blank. 
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Comment Letter P1 – Edison Ranch LLC 

 

 

Edison Ranch LLC
7914 Edison Ave, Ontario, CA91762

APN: 1053-321-02; 03 & 1053-171-01

Date: February 3, 2026

To: Rafael Torres, Assistant Planner
City of Ontario, Planning Department
303 East B Street
Ontario, CA 91764
P: (909) 395-2036
E: rtorre s @ □ nta ri oca. gov

Subject: Comments on the Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft Focused 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the CenterPark Specific Plan (PSP24-002; SCH 
No. 2025060731)

Dear Mr. Torres,

Edison Ranch LLC hereby submits a formal objection to the Draft Focused Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) for the CenterPark Specific Plan, specifically regarding the 
"programmatic" residential designations placed upon our property within Ownership 
Area 2. As a primary stakeholder in the southwestern portion of the City, we assert that 
the proposed plan to develop 1,198 residential units on these parcels is fiscally and 
operationally inferior to a high-value commercial and industrial alternative.

1, Formal Objection to Residential Land Use in Ownership Area 2 Edison Ranch LLC 
objects to the inclusion of our parcels in a plan that prioritizes high-density residential 
development. The DEIR evaluates Ownership Area 2 at a programmatic level for 
residential use without our consent as the property owners. We request that the Final EIR 
analyze a "Job-Centric Alternative" that re-zones these parcels for Industrial (IND), 
Business Park (BP), or Data Center uses to better align with the City's goal of creating 
a "central business center” as outlined in our prior TOP 2050 comments.

2. Fiscal Incompatibility with the Utilities Master Plan The concurrent Water, 
Recycled Water, Sewer, and Drainage Master Plans Updates IS/MND details a 
massive infrastructure burden, including 42-inch transmission mains and new reservoirs 
required to service this region.

• Revenue Gap: The tax revenue from 1,193 residential units in Ownership Area 2 
will not cover the long-term maintenance and lifecycle costs of these utilities.

• Industrial Support: High-value industrial and e-commerce uses generate the 
property and sales tax necessary to subsidize the infrastructure required by the 
broader NMC/Ontario Ranch area. By designating our land as residential, the City 
is removing a critical funding source for its own 2040 Utilities Master Plan.
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Edison Ranch LLC
7914 Edison Ave, Ontario, CA 91762

APN: 1053-321-02; 03 & 1053-171-01

3. Biological and Agricultural Concerns The DEIR identifies Significant and 
Unavoidable Impacts to biological resources within Ownership Area 2 because specific 
site conditions cannot be verified.

• Interim Use: Our property currently supports agricultural operations. We object to 
any mitigation measures that would force the premature cessation of these 
nurseries.

• Phased Transition: We demand a Phased Transition Plan that allows our 
existing tree and plant cultivation to continue until industrial or commercial 
development is ready to commence, rather than idling the land for residential 
projects that may not be built for a decade or more.

4. Optimized Goods Movement The DEIR fails to account for the strategic value of the 
Edison Avenue and Eucalyptus Avenue corridors as optimized truck routes. 
Introducing over 4,000 total residential units into this sector creates unnecessary conflict 
between domestic traffic and the job-creating logistics industry. Ownership Area 2 should 
be reserved for industrial uses that utilize these arterials for the efficient movement of 
goods.

Conclusion Edison Ranch LLC requests that the City remove the residential 
designations from our property in Ownership Area 2 and re-evaluate the Specific Plan to f 
support commercial and industrial rezoning. We intend to preserve our right to pursue 
land uses that ensure the fiscal sustainability of our property and the City of Ontario.

Sincerely,

Edison Ranch LLC
Eric S. Chavez, Manager/Agent
PH: (213) 999-0073

Cc: Connie Gao, Eoin McCarron, Ryan Chen, Cameron Bauer, Candyce Burnett & Kevin 
Thomas
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Bauer, Cameron

From:
Sent 
To:

Eric S. Chavez, CCIM <eric@carebf.com> 
Tuesday, February 3. 2026 1:57 PM 
Rafael Torres

Cc:
Subject:

C GAO; Connie Gao
Formal Comments: Center Park Specific Plan Draft Focused EIR (PSP24-002)

Attachments: Edison Ranch Comments NOA_DEIR_CenterPark SP -PSP24-002SCH No202 50607 31 
_02-03-26.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Attached please find the formal comments from Edison Ranch LLC regarding the Draft Focused 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Centerpark Specific Plan (PSP24-002; SCH No. 
2025060731).

As a primary stakeholder, our comments specifically address:

* Our formal objection to the residential land use designations placed upon our parcels 
within Ownership Area 2.

■ The fiscal incompatibility of high-density residential development with the City's 2040 Utilities 
Master Plan.

- The necessity of a Phased Transition Plan for our existing agricultural operations.
• Concerns regarding Biological Resources and the impact on optimized truck routes.

Please confirm receipt of this email and ensure these comments are incorporated into the Final EIR 
record. We look forward to the City's formal response.

Sincerely,

Eric S. Chavez Manager/Agent, Edison Ranch

Eric S. Chavez, CCIM | DRE Lie. 01397806 | CAREBF Inc., Brokered By eXp Commercial Realty 
Commercial Real Estate | Property Management | Development & Construction Services 
Downtown Los Angeles - US Bank Tower
633 West 5th Street, Floor 26th I Los Angeles, California, 90071-2053
D (213) 996-8578 | C (213) 999-0073
E eric@carebf.com | eric.chavez@expcommercial.com | carebt.com
DRE CORP Lie. 01928538 | CSLB Lie. 1051178
DBA: eXp Commercial Realty of CAREBF, CAREBF MGR & CAREBF Builder Services
“Focus On Building Communities & Neighborhoods."

1
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Responses to Comment Letter P1 – Edison Ranch LLC 

Response P1 – a 

Comment is noted for the record. As stated within Draft Focused EIR Section 3.0: Project Description, the 

Project is consistent with the City’s The Ontario Plan (TOP) 2050 land use and zoning designations. The 

Project would not change the existing land use and zoning designations of residential, commercial/mixed-

use, retail, office, parks and open space, within TOP 2050, including the referenced property within 

Ownership Area 2; see the Project Specific Plan for additional information. The Project (Ownership Areas 1 

and 2) consists of 22 planning areas accommodating a variety of land uses including residential, 

commercial/mixed-use, retail, office, parks and open space, and community facility components, and 

other similar uses that are compatible with the Project site’s location and surrounding existing and 

proposed land uses. The Project Specific Plan’s Land Use Plan implements the vision of TOP 2050 by 

providing a designed natural open space framework, interacting with mixed retail and office centers which 

anchor traditional residential neighborhoods. The Land Use Plan identifies the location of the land use 

designations for the Project site. The Project zoning via the Specific Plan mirrors TOP 2050 Land Use 

designations and is identified along the 22 planning areas (see Draft Focused EIR Figure 3 8: Land Use 

Plan). The proposed residential development within the Ownership Area 2 is consistent with the City’s 

TOP 2050 Policy CE1-6 Diversity of Housing. Adherence to Policy CE1-6 would ensure collaboration with 

residents, housing providers and the development community to provide housing opportunities for every 

stage of life, as well allow for a variety of housing types and price points to encourage the development 

of housing supportive of the City’s efforts to attract business in growing sectors of the community while 

being respectful of existing viable uses. The Specific Plan allows for the development of up to 4,293 

residential dwelling units comprised of a variety of single-family attached and detached homes. 

Residential land use areas are linked by a network of street-separated sidewalks and Multipurpose Trails 

connecting all neighborhoods to parks. Residential development is designed to address a variety of 

lifestyles and economic segments of the marketplace. 

Response P1 – b  

The comment is noted for the record. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65450, a city may 

initiate and prepare a Specific Plan for all or any portion of the area covered by the General Plan in order 

to systematically implement General Plan policies. The preparation of a Specific Plan is a legislative 

planning action initiated by the City and is not dependent on property owner application or consent. The 

inclusion of privately owned parcels within the Specific Plan planning area does not alter property 

ownership rights and does not, by itself, approve development or confer entitlements. 

Further, there is no requirement that a lead agency obtain a property owner’s permission to evaluate 

environmental impacts of a site for CEQA purposes (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15063 and 15125). 

CEQA is a procedural statute requiring environmental review of discretionary projects, but it does not 

grant or require property access rights. The City has complied with all applicable state and local noticing 

and public participation requirements, including notification to affected property owners and 

opportunities for public review and comment through noticed public hearings before the Planning 

Commission and City Council, consistent with California planning law and CEQA requirements. 
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The Project Specific Plan has been prepared in conformance with the goals and policies of the City’s TOP 

2050. The TOP 2050 analysis in Table 9-1, Policy Plan Consistency describes the manner in which the 

Project Specific Plan complies with TOP 2050 policies applicable to the Project; see the Project Specific 

Plan for further information. 

The Project is consistent with the City’s TOP 2050 land use and zoning designations. TOP 2050 Exhibit LU-

01, Land Use Plan designates the Project Specific Plan area as Mixed-Use, Medium Density Residential 

(11.1 - 25.0 dwelling units per acre) and Open Space/Parkland. The Project Specific Plan area is within the 

Chino Airport Overlay Zone. The Project Specific Plan area is zoned SP/AG (Specific Plan AG preserve), 

which requires approval of a specific plan from the City for development. Therefore, by including the 

commenter’s parcels within the Project’s Specific Plan, future development of these parcels consistent 

with the adopted TOP 2050 Land Use Plan is made possible without requiring a new or amended Specific 

Plan, provided that the land uses proposed under future development applications are consistent with 

those envisioned by TOP 2050. 

Additionally, see Draft Focused EIR Section 6.0: Alternatives for a list of alternatives to the Project in 

accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. CEQA does not require the analysis of every 

conceivable alternative. Rather, an EIR is required to evaluate a reasonable range of project alternatives 

that would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the proposed project while avoiding or 

substantially lessening the project’s identified significant environmental effects – i.e., the Project’s 

significant impacts to biological resources and historic resources (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[a]–

[b]).  

Response P1 – c  

Comment is noted for the record. The Project is consistent with the City’s TOP 2050 land use and zoning 

designations. As discussed within the Project Specific Plan, master planned utilities serving the 

development, as identified in the approved respective Master Plan, shall be constructed prior to issuance 

of first occupancy. Exhibits shall show all frontage improvement requirements per the City’s adopted 

Master Plans. The Project shall comply with the requirements as set forth in the Standard Conditions of 

Approval adopted by the City Council (Resolution No. 2017-027). The ultimate sizing and alignment of 

utilities (potable water, recycled water, sewer, and storm drain) will follow the most current approved 

Master Plan and/or hydraulic analysis approved by the City. Additionally, the proposed development was 

previously considered as part of the TOP 2050 Supplemental EIR, and therefore the master plans are 

consistent with this development.   

Response P1 – d  

Comment is noted for the record. The Project is consistent with the findings of the TOP 2050 Supplemental 

EIR. According to the TOP 2050 Supplemental EIR, agricultural land within the Ontario Ranch area has the 

potential to be converted to non-agricultural uses, upon buildout of TOP 2050 and the Specific Plan 

overlay. This was identified as a significant cumulative impact in TOP 2010 Certified EIR and TOP 2050 

Final Supplemental EIR. Implementation of the Project would contribute to the reduction of agricultural 

resources in the region and cumulatively contribute to the loss of agricultural resources. However, in 
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accordance with the Project Specific Plan’s Allowable Uses, temporary and interim agricultural uses would 

be permitted within the Medium Density Residential and Mixed-Use land use areas.  

Furthermore, the Project would adhere to the following policies from the TOP 2050 Environmental 

Resources Element, pertaining to existing farms and improving the transition of farms to urban uses: 

• Goal ER-5 Protected high value habitat and farming and mineral resource extraction activities that 

are compatible with adjacent development.  

• Policy ER-5.3 Right to Farm. We support the right of existing farms to continue their operations 

within the Ontario Ranch. 

• Policy ER-5.4 Transition of Farms. We protect both existing farms and sensitive uses around them 

as agricultural areas transition to urban uses 

Additionally, the Project would adhere to the City’s Municipal Code containing regulations pertaining to 

agricultural resources in the City, including:  

• Ontario Development Code, Chapter 6, Development and Subdivision Regulations, Division 6.01, 

District Standards and Guidelines, Division 6.01, Section 6.01.035, Overlay Zoning Districts. The 

purpose of the SP-AG Overlay District is to accommodate the continuation of agricultural uses 

within the City, on an interim basis, and to allow for the establishment of general agricultural uses, 

such as dairies, within certain areas of concentrated agricultural use. This section regulates 

development in the Ontario Ranch area to create compatibility between agricultural and non-

agricultural uses. It recognizes that specific plans would guide the development of the Ontario 

Ranch area. The overall goal of the ordinance is to prevent unnecessary urban development in 

the area unless the development has been planned. New construction, except for agricultural uses 

or agricultural-related activities, and single-family homes and building ancillary thereto, shall first 

require the adoption of a Specific Plan, which prescribes the allowed land uses, development 

regulations and guidelines, and sign regulations applicable to the Project. 

Response P1 – e 

See Response P1 – b. The Project Specific Plan is consistent with the City’s TOP 2050 land use and zoning 

designations. As discussed in Draft Focused EIR Section 3.0: Project Description, the Project Specific Plan 

would be designed as a living community and create a comprehensive system for multiple modes of travel 

by implementing the following objectives related to traffic and reducing potential conflict between 

domestic traffic and the job-creating logistics industry:  

• Streets incorporating traffic-calming techniques such as landscaped areas adjacent to roadways 

and City approved intersection chokers intended to encourage drivers to reduce their speed and 

create a pedestrian friendly environment.  

• Neighborhood street patterns that provide access between neighborhoods and discourage 

through traffic. 

• A local street system that is logical and understandable for the user avoiding circuitous and 

confusing travel paths between internal neighborhood areas and adjacent arterials. 
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• Streets designed to include landscaped parkways and pedestrian walkways separated from the 

street encourage walking and social interaction. 

• Local streets designed to slow vehicular traffic to promote walkability through the use of traffic-

calming devices, landscaped areas adjacent to streets and narrowed intersections to influence a 

driver’s peripheral vision and encourage drivers to proceed more slowly. 

• A system of City-wide and local bike ways integrated into the design of the community to 

encourage bicycle travel as an alternative to the automobile. 

• Neighborhoods and parks that are linked by pedestrian paths and greenways which also serve to 

establish connective and gathering features within and between neighborhoods in the Project 

Specific Plan area. 

Additionally, in accordance with TOP 2050 Policies CD1-2, CD3-1, and CD3-5, the Project Specific Plan 

includes Design Guidelines to guide the physical character of all future residential development and all 

community and neighborhood features, including the overall landscape treatment within the Project; 

promote street-facing front entries and architectural elements visible from adjacent streets, sidewalks 

and parks within the Project to allow for a safe and aesthetically pleasing vibrant human-scale experience; 

and provide bike and pedestrian accessibility throughout the community through a network of off-street 

bike and pedestrian trails within the neighborhood edges of major arterial streets. Connectivity to this 

network of off-street trails from all residential Planning Areas is provided through the local street system. 

Response P1 – f 

The comment is noted for the record. This comment does not raise any substantive issues regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft Focused EIR. Therefore, no further response is needed.   
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Comment Letter O1 – SAFER, c/o Kylah Staley Lozeau Drury, LLP 

 

 

LOZEAU DRURY. T 510.836 4200
F 510 636.4205

1939 Harrison Street, Ste 150
Oakland, CA 946'2

www lozcaudrury com 
kylah@lozcaudrury com

Via Email
February 12, 2026

Rafael Torres, Assistant Planner
City of Ontario Planning Department
303 East B Street
Ontario, CA 91764
(909) 395-2036
rto rres@ontarioc a, gov

Re: Comment on Draft Focused Environmental Impact Report, CenterPark 
Specific Plan Project (PSP24-002; SCH 2025060731)

Dear Mr. Torres:

This comment is submitted on behalf of Supporters Alliance for Environmental 
Responsibility (“SAFER”) regarding the Draft Focused Environmental Impact Report 
("DEIR") prepared for the CenterPark Specific Plan Project (SCH 2025060731), which 
proposes the development of up to 250,919 square feet of commercial retail/office uses, up to 
4,293 residential units across medium density and mixed-use residential uses, 67.26 acres of 
open space parkland/non-recreation uses, and associated on-site and off-site infrastructure 
improvements, located on 29 parcels totaling 257.34 acres in the southwestern portion of the 
City of Ontario ("Project").

SAFER is concerned that the DEIR fails as an informational document and fails to 
impose all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s impacts to biological 
resources and historic resources. Moreover, the EIR needs to be amended because the 
Project may have additional impacts that are peculiar to the project beyond just those 
discussed in the focused DEIR. SAFER requests that the Planning Department address these 
shortcomings in a revised draft environmental impact report and recirculate it prior to 
considering approvals for the Project.

b

SAFER reserves the right to supplement these Comments during the administrative 
process. Galante Vineyards v. Mont erev Peninsula Water Management Di st., 60 Cal. App. 
4th 1109, 1121 (1997).
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February 12.2026
Comment on Draft Focused Environmental Impact Report, CenterPark Specific Plan Project 
(PSP24-002; SCH 2025060731)
Page 2 of 2

Sincerely,

Kylah Staley

Lozeau Drury LLP
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Responses to Comment Letter O1 – SAFER, c/o Kylah Staley Lozeau Drury, LLP 

Response O1 – a 

This comment is noted for the record. This comment does not raise any substantive issues regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft Focused EIR. Therefore, no further response is needed. 

Response O1 – b  

The commenter concludes that the Draft Focused EIR fails to impose all feasible mitigation measures to 

reduce the Project’s biological and historic resources impacts. The Draft Focused EIR identifies numerous 

biological resources and historic resources mitigation measures to minimize impacts to the extent 

feasible. Furthermore, Draft Focused EIR Sections 4.1: Biological Resources and 4.2: Historic Resources 

provide an analysis for the potential feasible mitigation measures that would substantially lessen impacts. 

In addition, see Appendix F: CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Consistency Analysis for further analysis and 

discussion on potential impacts associated with the Project, and its findings that are consistent with the 

TOP 2050 Supplemental EIR. 

CEQA does not require adoption of every imaginable feasible mitigation measure. CEQA’s requirement 

applies only to feasible mitigation that will “substantially lessen” a project’s significant effects (Public 

Resources Code, Sections 21002 and 21002.1(b)). As explained by one court: A lead agency's “duty to 

condition project approval on incorporation of feasible mitigation measures only exists when such 

measures would [avoid or] ‘substantially lessen’ a significant environmental effect…Thus, the agency need 

not, under CEQA, adopt every nickel and dime mitigation scheme brought to its attention or proposed in 

the project EIR.” (San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco (1989) 209 

Cal.App.3d 1502, 1519.) Rather, an EIR should focus on mitigation measures that are feasible, practical, 

and effective. (Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 

Cal.App.4th 342, 365.). 

Response O1 – c  

The comment is noted for the record. This comment does not raise any substantive issues regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft Focused EIR. Therefore, no further response is needed.   
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Comment Letter O2 – Western States Regional Council of Carpenters, c/o Mitchell M. Tsai 

 

P: (626) 314-3821 Mitchell M. Tsai 139 S. Hudson Ave., Suite 200
E: info@mitchtsailaw.com Law Firm Pasadena, California 91101

VIA E-MAIL

February 12, 2026

Rafael Torres, Assistant Planner
City of Ontario, Planning Department 
303 East B Street
Ontario, CA 91764
Em: rtorres@ontarioca.gov

RE: City of Ontario - Draft Focused Environmental Impact Report for 
CenterPark Specific Plan Project (SCH No. 2025060731) (PSP24- 
002)

Dear Planning Department and Staff,

On behalf of the Western States Regional Council of Carpenters (‘‘Western 
Carpenters” or “WSRCC”) and pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA’') Guidelines Section 15087, our Office is submitting these comments 
regarding the Draft Focused Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the 
proposed development project known as the “CenterPark Specific Plan Project” 
(SCH No. 2025060731) (PSP24-002) (“Project”).

The Western States Regional Council of Carpenters is a labor union representing 
almost 90,000 union carpenters in 12 states, including California, and has a strong 
interest in well-ordered land use planning and in addressing the environmental 
impacts of development projects.

According to the DEIR, the proposed Project “consists of a Specific Plan to allow for 
a residential and mixed-use retail/office development on 29 parcels covering 
approximately 257.34 acres in the City. The development would include up to 250,919 
square feet of commercial retail/office uses, up to 4,293 residential units across, and 
mixed-use residential uses, 67.26 acres of open space parkland/non-recreation uses, 
and associated on-site and off- site infrastructure improvements... The Project site is 
comprised of two ‘Ownership Areas’ (representing different ownership conditions) 
with 22 planning areas.” {See Project DEIR, SCI 1 No. 2026060731, Project 
Description, p. 1 -5.)
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City of Ontario — CenterPark Specific Plan Project - DEIR (SCH No. 2025060731)
February 12, 2026
Page 2 of 19 V

Individual members of the Western Carpenters live, work, and recreate in the City and 
surrounding communities and would be directly affected by the Project’s 
environmental impacts.

The Western Carpenters expressly reserves the right to supplement these comments 
at or prior to hearings on the Project, and at any later hearing and proceeding related 
to this Project. Gov. Code, § 65009, subd. (b); Pub. Res. Code, § 21177, subd. (a); see 
Bakersfield Citizens for I Mal Control v. Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal. App.4th 1184, 1199- 
1203; see also Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Water Dist. (1997) 60 Cal.App.4th 1109, 
1121.

a 
cont.

Moreover, the Western Carpenters requests that the City provide notice for any and 
all notices referring or related to the Project issued under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Res. Code, § 21000 et seqf and the 
California Planning and Zoning Law (“Planning and Zoning Law”) (Gov. Code, §§ 
65000-65010). California Public Resources Code Sections 21092.2, and 21167(f) and 
California Government Code Section 65092 require agencies to mail such notices to 
any person who has filed a written request for them with the clerk of the agency’s 
governing body.

1. THE CITY SHOULD REQUIRE THE USE OF A LOCAL 
WORKFORCE TO BENEFIT THE COMMUNITY’S ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENT

The City should require tire Project to be built using a local workers who have 
graduated from a Joint Labor-Management Apprenticeship Program approved by the 
State of California, have at least as many hours of on-the-job experience in the 
applicable craft which would be required to graduate from such a state-approved 
apprenticeship training program, or who are registered apprentices in a state-approved 
apprenticeship training program.

b

Community benefits such as local hire can also be helpful to reduce environmental 
impacts and improve the positive economic impact of the Project. Local hire 
provisions requiring that a certain percentage of workers reside within 10 miles or less 
of the Project site can reduce the length of vendor trips, reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions, and provide localized economic benefits. As environmental consultants 
Matt Hagemann and Paul E. Rosenfeld note:
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[A]ny local hire requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length 
from the default value has the potential to result in a reduction of 
construction-related GHG emissions, though the significance of the 
reduction would vary based on the location and urbanization level of the 
project site.

March 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and 
Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling.

Workforce requirements promote the development of skilled trades that yield 
sustainable economic development. As the California Workforce Development Board 
and the University of California, Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education 
concluded:

[Labor should be considered an investment rather than a cost—and 
investments in growing, diversifying, and upskilling California’s workforce 
can positively affect returns on climate mitigation efforts. In other words, 
well-trained workers are key to delivering emissions reductions and 
moving California closer to its climate targets.1

Furthermore, workforce policies have significant environmental benefits given that 
they improve an area’s jobs-housing balance, decreasing the amount and length of job 
commutes and the associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. In fact, on May 7, 
2021, the South Coast Air Quality Management District found that that the “[u]se of a 
local state-certified apprenticeship program” can result in air pollutant reductions.2

Locating jobs closer to residential areas can have significant environmental benefits. 
As the California Planning Roundtable noted in 2008:

People who live and work in the same jurisdiction would be more likely 
to take transit, walk, or bicycle to work than residents of less balanced

b
cont.

1 California Workforce Development Board (2020) Putting California on the High Road: A 
Jobs and Climate Action Plan for 2030 at p. ii, available at  
wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Putting-California-on-the-High-Road.pdf,

https://laborcenter.berkelcy.cdu/

2 South Coast Air Quality Management District (May 7, 2021) Certify Final Environmental 
Assessment and Adopt Proposed Rule 2305 — Warehouse Indirect Source Rule — 
Warehouse Actions and Investments to Reduce Emissions Program, and Proposed Rule 
316 - Fees for Rule 2305, Submit Rule 2305 for Inclusion Into the SIP, and Approve 
Supporting Budget Actions, available at  
source/Agendas/Governing-Board/2021/2021-May7-027.pdfsfvrsn=10.

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/ default-
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communities and their vehicle trips would be shorter. Benefits would 
include potential reductions in both vehicle miles traveled and vehicle 
hours traveled.3

Moreover, local hire mandates and skill-training are critical facets of a strategy to 
reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). As planning experts Robert Cervero and 
Michael Duncan have noted, simply placing jobs near housing stock is insufficient to 
achieve VMT reductions given that the skill requirements of available local jobs must 
match those held by local residents."’ Some municipalities have even tied local hire and 
other workforce policies to local development permits to address transportation 
issues. Cervero and Duncan note that:

In nearly built-out Berkeley, CA, the approach to balancing jobs and 
housing is to create local jobs rather than to develop new housing. The 
city’s First Source program encourages businesses to hire local residents, 
especially for entry'- and intermediate-level jobs, and sponsors vocational 
training to ensure residents are employment-ready. While die program is 
voluntary', some 300 businesses have used it to date, placing more than 
3,000 city residents in local jobs since it was launched in 1986. When 
needed, these carrots are matched by sticks, since the city is not shy' about 
negotiating corporate participation in First Source as a condition of 
approval for development permits.

Recently, the State of California verified its commitment towards workforce 
development through the Affordable Housing and High Road Jobs Act of 2022, 
otherwise known as Assembly Bill No. 2011 ("AB2011"). AB2011 amended the 
Planning and Zoning Law to allow ministerial, by-right approval for projects being 
built alongside commercial corridors that meet affordability and labor requirements.

b 
cont.

3 California Planning Roundtable (2008) Deconstructing Jobs-Housing Balance at p. 6, 
available at  
housing.pdf

https://cproundtable.org/static/media/uploads/publications/cpr-iobs-

4 Cervero, Robert and Duncan, Michael (2006) Which Reduces Vehicle Travel More: Jobs- 
Housing Balance or Retail-Housing Mixing? Journal of the American Planning Association 
72 (4), 475-490, 482, available at http:/  assets/Uploads/UTCT- 
825.pdf.

/rcconncctingamcrica.org/
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The City should consider utilizing local workforce policies and requirements to 
benefit the local area economically and to mitigate greenhouse gas, improve air 
quality, and reduce transportation impacts.

11. THE CITY SHOULD IMPOSE TRAINING REQUIREMENTS FOR 
THE PROJECT’S CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES TO PREVENT 
COMMUNITY SPREAD OF COVID-19 AND OTHER INFECTIOUS 
DISEASES

Construction work has been defined as a Lower to High-risk activity for COVID-19 
spread by the Occupations Safety and Health Administration. Recently, several 
construction sites have been identified as sources of community spread of COVID- 
19.5

Western Carpenters recommend that the Lead Agency adopt additional requirements 
to mitigate public health risks from the Project’s construction activities. Western 
Carpenters requests that the Lead Agency require safe on-site construction work 
practices as well as training and certification for any construction workers on the 
Project Site.

In particular, based upon Western Carpenters’ experience with safe construction site 
work practices, Western Carpenters recommends that the Lead Agency require that 
while construction activities are being conducted at the Project Site:

Construction Site Design:

• The Project Site will be limited to two controlled entry points.

• Entry points will have temperature screening technicians taking 
temperature readings when the entry point is open.

• The Temperature Screening Site Plan shows details regarding 
access to the Project Site and Project Site logistics for conducting 
temperature screening.

• A 48-hour advance notice will be provided to all trades prior to the 
first day of temperature screening.

5 Santa Clara County Public Health (June 12, 2020) COVID-19 CASES AT 
CONSTRUCTION SITES HIGHLIGHT NEED FOR CONTINUED VIGILANCE IN 
SECTORS THAT HAVE REOPENED, available at https://www.sccgov.org/sites/ 
covid19/Pages/press-release-06-12-2020-cases-at-construction-sites.aspx.
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• The perimeter fence directly adjacent to the entry’ points will be 
clearly marked indicating the appropriate 6-foot social distancing 
position for when you approach the screening area. Please 
reference the Apex temperature screening site map for additional 
details.

• There will be clear signage posted at the project site directing you 
through temperature screening.

• Provide hand washing stations throughout the construction site.

Testing Procedures:

• The temperature screening being used are non-contact devices.

• Temperature readings will not be recorded.

• Personnel will be screened upon entering the testing center and 
should only take 1-2 seconds per individual.

• Hard hats, head coverings, sweat, dirt, sunscreen or any other 
cosmetics must be removed on the forehead before temperature 
screening.

• Anyone who refuses to submit to a temperature screening or does 
not answer the health screening questions will be refused access to 
the Project Site.

• Screening will be performed at both entrances from 5:30 am to 7:30 
am.; main gate [ZONE 1] and personnel gate [ZONE 2]

• After 7:30 am only the main gate entrance [ZONE 1] will continue 
to be used for temperature testing for anybody gaining entry’ to the 
project site such as returning personnel, deliveries, and visitors.

• If the digital thermometer displays a temperature reading above 
100.0 degrees Fahrenheit, a second reading will be taken to verify 
an accurate reading.

C 
cont.

If the second reading confirms an elevated temperature, DHS will 
instruct the individual that he/she will not be allowed to enter the 
Project Site. DHS will also instruct the individual to promptly’
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notify his/her supervisor and his/her human resources (HR) 
representative and provide them with a copy of Annex A.

Planning

• Require the development of an Infectious Disease Preparedness 
and Response Plan that will include basic infection prevention 
measures (requiring the use of personal protection equipment), 
policies and procedures for prompt identification and isolation of 
sick individuals, social distancing (prohibiting gatherings of no 
more than 10 people including all-hands meetings and all-hands 
lunches) communication and training and workplace controls that 
meet standards that may be promulgated by the Center for Disease 
Control, Occupational Safety and Health Administration, 
Cal/OSHA, California Department of Public Health or applicable 
local public health agencies.6

The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Carpenters International Training Fund 
has developed COVID-19 Training and Certification to ensure that Carpenter union 
members and apprentices conduct safe work practices. The Agency should require that 
all construction workers undergo COVID-19 Training and Certification before being 
allowed to conduct construction activities at the Project Site.

Western Carpenters has also developed a rigorous Infection Control Risk Assessment 
(“ICRA”) training program to ensure it delivers a workforce that understands how to 
identify and control infection risks by implementing protocols to protect themselves 
and all others during renovation and construction projects in healthcare 
environments/

c 
cont.

ICRA protocols are intended to contain pathogens, control airflow, and protect 
patients during the construction, maintenance and renovation of healthcare facilities.

6 See also The Center for Construction Research and Training, North America’s Building 
Trades Unions (April 27 2020) NABTU and CPWR COVIC-19 Standards for U.S 
Constructions Sites, available at https: / /  / sites /default / files/NABTU 
CPWR Standards COVID-19.pdf; Los Angeles Count}' Department of Public Works 
(2020) Guidelines for Construction Sites During COVID-19 Pandemic, available at 

.

www.cpwr.com

https://dpw.lacounty.gov/building-and-safety/docs/pw guidelines-construction-sites.pdf
7 For details concerning Western Carpenters’s ICRA training program, see 

https://www.swmsctf.org/courses/icra-best-practices-in-health-care-construction/
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ICRA protocols prevent cross contamination, minimizing the risk of secondary' 
infections in patients at hospital facilities.

The City should require the Project to be built using a workforce trained in ICRA 
protocols.

y

c 
cont.

III. THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

CEQA is a California statute designed to inform decision-makers and the public 
about the potential significant environmental effects of a project. 14 California Code 
of Regulations (“CEQA Guidelines”), § 15002, subd. (a)(1).8 At its core, its purpose 
is to “inform the public and its responsible officials of the environmental 
consequences of their decisions before they are made. Thus, the EIR ‘protects not only 
the environment but also informed self-government[.]" Citizens of Goleta Valley v. 
Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564 (internal citation omitted).

To achieve this purpose, CEQA mandates preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Report (“EIR”) for projects so that the foreseeable impacts of pursuing the project 
can be understood and weighed. Communities for a Better Environment v. Richmond (2010) 
184 Cal. App. 4th 70, 80. The EIR requirement “is the heart of CEQA.” CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15003(a).

CEQA directs public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental damage, when 
possible, by requiring alternatives or mitigation measures. CEQA Guidelines, § 15002, 
subds. (a)(2)-(3); see also Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Bort 
Commissioners of the City of Oakland (2001) 91 Cal. App.4th 1344, 1354; Eaurel Heights 
improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 400. The 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) serves to provide public agencies and the public 
in general with information about the effect that a proposed project is likely to have 
on the environment and to “identify ways that environmental damage can be avoided 
or significantly reduced.” CEQA Guidelines, § 15002, subd. (a)(2).

A public agency must prepare an EIR whenever substantial evidence supports a “fair 
argument” that a proposed project “may have a significant effect on the

8 The CEQA Guidelines, codified in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, section 15000 
et seq., are regulatory’ guidelines promulgated by the state Natural Resources Agency for the 
implementation of CEQA. Pub. Res. Code, § 21083. The CEQA Guidelines are given “great 
weight in interpreting CEQA except when ... clearly unauthorized or erroneous.” Center for 
Biological Diversity v. Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 217.
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environment.” Pub. Res. Code, §§ 21100, 21151; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15002, subds. 
(f)(1)-(2), 15063; No Oil, supra, 13 Cal.App.3d at p. 75; Communities for a better 
Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98,111-112. If the 
project has a significant effect on the environment, the agency may approve the 
project only upon finding that it has “eliminated or substantially lessened all 
significant effects on the environment where feasible” and that any unavoidable 
significant effects on the environment are “acceptable due to overriding concerns” 
specified in Public Resources Code section 21081. See CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15092, 
subds. (b)(2)(A)-(B).

Essentially, should a lead agency be presented with a fair argument that a project may 
have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an EIR 
even though it may also be presented with other substantial evidence that the project 
will not have a significant effect. CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15064(f)(l)-(2); see No Oil, 
supra, 13 Cal.App.3d at p. 75 (internal citations and quotations omitted). Substantial 
evidence includes “enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this 
information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though 
other conclusions might also be reached.” CEQA Guidelines, § 15384, subd. (a).

The EIR has been described as “an environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose purpose it is to 
alert the public and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they 
have reached ecological points of no return.” Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay v. Bd. of Port 
Comm’rs. (2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 1344,1354 f Berkeley Jets”); County of Inyo v. Yorty 
(1973) 32 Cal. App. 3d 795, 810.

The preparation and circulation of an EIR is more than a set of technical hurdles for 
agencies and developers to overcome. Communities for a Better Environment v. Richmond 
(2010) 184 Cal. App.4th 70, 80 (quoting Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. 
v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 449-450). The EIR’s function is to 
ensure that government officials who decide to build or approve a project do so with 
a full understanding of the environmental consequences and, equally important, that 
the public is assured those consequences have been considered. Id. For the EIR to 
serve these goals it must present information so that the foreseeable impacts of 
pursuing the project can be understood and weighed, and the public must be given an 
adequate opportunity7 to comment on that presentation before the decision to go 
forward is made. Id.
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A strong presumption in favor of requiring preparation of an EIR is built into CEQA. 
This presumption is reflected in what is known as the “fair argument” standard under 
which an EIR must be prepared whenever substantial evidence in the record supports 
a fair argument that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. Quail 
Botanical Gardens Found., Inc. v. City of Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal.App.4th 1597, 1602; 
Friends of "B" St. v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal.3d 988, 1002.

Further, it is the duty' of the lead agency, not the public, to conduct the proper 
environmental studies. “The agency should not be allowed to hide behind its own 
failure to gather relevant data.” Sundstrom, supra, 202 Cal.App.3d at p. 311. 
“Deficiencies in the record may actually enlarge the scope of fair argument by' lending 
a logical plausibility' to a wider range of inferences.” Ibid', see also Gentry v. City of 
Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 1359, 1382 (lack of study' enlarges the scope of the fair 
argument which may be made based on the limited facts in the record).

Thus, refusal to complete recommended studies lowers the already low threshold to 
establish a fair argument. The court may' not exercise its independent judgment on the 
omitted material by' determining whether the ultimate decision of the lead agency' 
would have been affected had the law been followed. Environmental Protection 
Information Center v. Cal. Dept, of Forestry (2008) 44 Cal. 4th 459, 486 (internal citations 
and quotations omitted). The remedy for this deficiency' would be for the trial court to 
issue a writ of mandate. Ibid.

While the courts review an EIR using an ‘abuse of discretion’ standard, the reviewing 
court is not to uncritically rely' on every' study' or analysis presented by' a project 
proponent in support of its position. Berkeley Keep Jets, supra, 91 Cal.App.4th at p. 1355 
(quoting Laurel Heights, supra, 47 Cal.3d at pp. 391, 409 fn. 12) (internal quotations 
omitted). A clearly inadequate or unsupported study is entitled to no judicial 
deference. Ibid. Drawing this line and determining whether the EIR complies with 
CEQA’s information disclosure requirements presents a question of law subject to 
independent review by' the courts. Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 
515; Madera Oversight Coalition, Inc. v. County of Madera (2011) 199 Cal.App.4th 48, 102, 
131. As the First District Court of Appeal has previously stated, prejudicial abuse of 
discretion occurs if the failure to include relevant information precludes informed 
decision-making and informed public participation, thereby' thwarting the statutory' 
goals of the EIR process. Berkeley Keep Jets, supra, 91 Cal.App.4th at p. 1355 (internal 
quotations omitted).
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Both the review for failure to follow CEQA’s procedures and the fair argument test 
are questions of law, thus, the de novo standard of review applies. Vineyard Area 
Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 435. 
Whether the agency’s record contains substantial evidence that would support a fair 
argument that the project may have a significant effect on the environment is treated 
as a question of law. Consolidated Irrigation Dist., supra, 204 Cal.App.4th at p. 207; Kostka 
and Zischke, Practice Under the Environmental Quality Act (2017, 2d cd.) at § 6.76.

d 
cont.

Section 15088.5(a) of the CEQ A Guidelines provides that an EIR must be 
recirculated whenever there is disclosure of significant new information. Significant 
new information includes: (1) disclosure of a new significant environmental impact 
resulting from the project or from a new proposed mitigation measure; (2) disclosure 
of a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance; and (3) 
disclosure of a feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably 
different from others previously analyzed which would clearly lessen the significant 
environmental impacts of the project which the project proponents decline to adopt. 
Id.

Additionally, an EIR must be recirculated when it is so fundamentally inadequate and 
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment is precluded. Id. 
[citing Mountain Von Coalition v. Fish & Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043].

Here, as discussed below, the DEIR fails to substantiate all of its conclusions to allow 
meaningful public review and comment, provide adequate mitigation measures, and 
fully assess all pertinent environmental factors. Accordingly, this comment letter 
discloses significant new information, necessitating revision and recirculation of the 
DEIR.

IV. A SUBSEQUENT EIR IS REQUIRED BASED ON SUBSTANTIAL 
CHANGES AND NEW INFORMATION OF SUBSTANTIAL 
IMPORTANCE REGARDING THE PROJECT

State law imposes a mandatory duty to prepare a Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) when a project’s circumstances materially change after a previous EIR 
certification. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 
15162(a) provides clear, mandatory triggers for the Subsequent EIR process. 
Specifically, a Subsequent EIR must be prepared if substantial changes arc proposed
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for the project that require major revisions of the previous EIR. Such revision is 
necessary' due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. The 
proposed CenterPark Specific Plan Project is a substantial undertaking, seeking 
approval for up to 4,293 residential units and 250,919 square feet of commercial and 
office space across 257.34 acres. The Project’s substantial change in land use and 
density compared to the original Program EIR’s baseline requires a full re-evaluation 
rather than reliance on earlier analysis and review. The Lead Agency must also analyze 
the impact of new information of substantial importance, previously unknown, that 
shows the project will have new significant effects or significantly more severe effects 
than shown before. The scale of the current proposal makes it unlikely that the 
original Program EIR adequately assessed impacts from a development of this 
intensity'.

The CenterPark Specific Plan Project also necessitates a Subsequent EIR because the 
Project’s specific environmental effects were not fully examined in the Program EIR, 
The Ontario Plan 2050. CEO A Guidelines Section 15168 governs the use of a Program 
EIR for a series of related actions. Later, site-specific activities, such as this Specific 
Plan, must be thoroughly examined in light of the original Program EIR. If the later 
activity' would have effects that were not examined in the program document, a new 
initial study must be prepared, which would then lead to an EIR or a Negative 
Declaration. The DEIR itself notes that potential significant impacts remain in the 
areas of Biological Resources and Historic Resources. The DEIR’s own finding is 
conclusive evidence that effects were not adequately' addressed in the previous 
Program EIR. The Lead Agency' is obligated to ensure all environmental effects, 
particularly the documented, new significant effects arising from the current project’s 
design and footprint, are documented and analyzed fully in a new document. The 
Lead Agency must also incorporate all feasible mitigation measures and alternatives 
developed in the Program EIR into later activities, as required by Section 15168(c)(3).

V. THE PROJECT CANNOT RELY ON PRIOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
REVIEW FOR THE ONTARIO PLAN 2050 BECAUSE IT IS 
INCONSISTENT WITH THAT PLAN

The City' cannot legitimately invoke the streamlining provisions of CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15183 to limit the scope of environmental review for the CenterPark Specific 
Plan. Section 15183 provides an exemption for projects consistent with the
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established development density of a certified plan, limiting new analysis to only 
project-specific effects that are peculiar to the site. The Project cannot rely on prior 
environmental review for The Ontario Plan 2050 because it is legally ineligible under the 
criteria of Section 15183. The determination of consistency is the primary factor for 
applying the statute’s streamlining procedures. Consistency is explicitly defined as the 
proposed project’s density being the same or less than the standard expressed in the 
certified plan. Here, the Project’s proposed density, development metrics, objectives, 
and policies exhibit notable discrepancies when compared to The Ontario Plan 2050, 
thereby invalidating any claim to streamlined review. Full, comprehensive 
environmental review is therefore required for all potential significant impacts.

The CenterPark Specific Plan’s complex structure and proposed high-intensity land 
use further demonstrate its lack of consistency with the prior Plan. The project site is 
a substantial 257.34-acre area encompassing 29 parcels located in the southwestern 
portion of the City of Ontario. The total development is separated into two distinct 
“Ownership Areas,” each proposing different development metrics and uses, which 
complicates the consistency analysis. Ownership Area 1 alone includes up to 3,095 
residential dwelling units, 210,544 square feet of mixed-use retail and office uses, and 
55.98 acres of parkland. Ownership Area 2 adds up to 1,198 residential dwelling units, 
40,376 square feet of mixed-use retail and office uses, and 11.28 acres of parkland. 
The proposed Project is both vertically and horizontally inconsistent with the existing 
Plan. Vertical inconsistency involves a conflict with the Plan’s core goals or land use 
map, while horizontal inconsistency relates to conflicts with other local planning 
policies. These significant deviations in density, building intensity, and land use 
invalidate any attempt to rely on the Program EIR for the initial Plan.

The proposed Project’s inconsistency with Tire Ontario Plan (TOP) is most evident in 
the significant and unavoidable impact identified for Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), 
which directly conflicts with the foundational sustainability goals of the General Plan. 
Although the DEIR asserts Project consistency with land use and zoning 
designations, the VMT analysis reveals a fundamental conflict with policies aimed at 
reducing VMT and promoting sustainability. Specifically, the Project’s VMT per 
service population is projected to substantially exceed the San Bernardino County 
average threshold in both existing (64.93 versus 37.99) and cumulative (74.76 versus 
37.99) scenarios. This severe, unmitigated VMT impact creates a conflict with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) and regional policy goals, such as Connect SoCal,
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which seek to integrate land use and transportation to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. -

Further, the Project fails to fully support the TOP 2050 objective of designing a 
comprehensive circulation system for multiple modes of travel, as demonstrated by 
the analysis of the Reduced Development Area Alternative. While the Project’s 
objectives include creating a local street system that promotes walkability and 
integrating bike ways to encourage alternative travel, the exclusion of certain planning 
areas under the Reduced Development Area Alternative is noted to eliminate local i 
connectivity7 throughout the entire Project site. The Project’s over-reliance on 
automobile-focused circulation is also inconsistent with the General Plan’s vision of 
prioritizing growth that reduces VMT and promotes sustainable communities.
Moreover, the severe and unavoidable VMT impact, confirmed by the DEIR itself, 
implicitly acknowledges that the Project runs contrary' to the City’s long-term 
sustainability objectives and conflicts with the climate-related goals embedded within 
the land use planning framework.

VI. THE DEIR’S ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO
BIOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES IS INSUFFICIENT

The Draft Focused EIR contains deficient and insufficient analysis concerning 
significant environmental impacts, specifically those related to Biological Resources 
and Historic Resources. The DEIR documentation confirms that the analysis 
examined both of these resource categories. Crucially, the DEIR itself identifies both 
Biological Resources and Historic Resources as areas with potentially significant 
impacts. The analysis of the Project’s impacts to Biological Resources is 
fundamentally flawed, suffering from various analytical shortcomings, limitations, and 
overall inadequacy. The City must demand detailed, rigorous, and defensible baseline 
analysis, including appropriate year-round field studies, to properly assess the effects 
of developing the 257.34 acres on any sensitive habitats or species. The potential for 
irreversible environmental damage to these resources on the large site demands a 
higher standard of scrutiny than the current DEIR provides.

The Project’s DEIR presents a significant limitation in its biological resources 
analysis due to the incomplete evaluation of “Ownership Area 2,” resulting in a 
conclusion of “significant and unavoidable” impacts for that portion of the site. 
Specifically, the Biological Resources Technical Report and associated field surveys 
were only completed for “Ownership Area 1” because the Project Applicant lacks v,
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control and authorization to access the parcels within “Ownership Area 2.” 
Consequently, the DEIR analyzes Ownership Area 2 at a programmatic level only, 
relying on the assumption that conditions are similar to the surveyed area, which 
prevents a full understanding of the potential impacts to sensitive species, riparian 
habitats, and wetlands within that area. The report explicitly states that unforeseen site 
conditions could be discovered during future project-level CEQA review for 
Ownership Area 2, potentially requiring a subsequent EIR or addendum. Therefore, 
by deferring the detailed biological assessment for a substantial portion of the Project 
area (64.92 acres for Ownership Area 2 out of a 257.34-acre total), die DEIR fails to 
provide the full disclosure required by CEQA for a complete project, leading to a 
conclusion of unavoidable significant impacts for that area.

Similarly, the DEIR’s analysis concerning historic resources is fatally flawed and lacks 
necessary’ depth. The analysis for historic and cultural resource impacts must be 
exhaustive across all 29 parcels comprising the project site. The development of up to 
4,293 residential units and over 250,000 square feet of commercial space is a 
significant land-disturbing activity. The Lead Agency’s responsibility includes a 
thorough inventory and evaluation of any historical or archaeological resources 
potentially affected by the new construction. The document fails to provide the 
robust evidence and detailed discussion necessary to establish that the project's 
impacts to Historic Resources will be appropriately identified and minimized. The 
absence of a clear, compelling, and fully supported analysis in these two critical 
environmental areas renders the entire Draft EIR legally insufficient. The City 
Planning Department cannot certify this document until these fundamental analytical 
deficiencies have been fully remedied.

The Project DEIR determines that its impacts on historic resources are Significant 
and Unavoidable even after mitigation, based largely on the necessary demolition or 
relocation of three properties found eligible for listing on the California Register of 
Historical Resources (CRHR) and/or for designation as a City of Ontario Historic 
Landmark. Furthermore, the analysis acknowledges that even if the eligible historic 
structures were avoided, the integrity of their setting, would be compromised by the 
Project. For the alternative analysis, the DEIR notes that the planned Ontario Ranch 
Road widening will likely impact the eligible historic buildings regardless of whether 
the Project is implemented, effectively rendering avoidance efforts moot and 
highlighting an irresolvable conflict with regional infrastructure plans. Finally, while
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mitigation measures are proposed, including documentation, an option for relocation, 
and a mitigation fee, the DEIR explicitly states that because the resources would be 
either relocated or demolished, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

VII. THE DEIR’S PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES ARE 
INSUFFICIENT

A fundamental purpose of an EIR is to identify ways in which a proposed project's 
significant environmental impacts can be mitigated or avoided. Pub. Res. Code 
§§ 21002.1(a), 21061. To implement this statutory purpose, an EIR must describe any 
feasible mitigation measures that can minimize the project's significant environmental 
effects. PRC §§ 21002.1(a), 21100(b)(3); CEQA Guidelines §§ 15121(a), 15126.4(a).

If the project has a significant effect on the environment, the agency may approve the 
project only upon finding that it has “eliminated or substantially lessened all 
significant effects on the environment where feasible” PRC §§ 21002; 21002.1, 21081; 
CEQA Guidelines §§ 15091, 15092(b)(2)(A); and find that ‘specific overriding 
economic, legal, social, technology' or other benefits of the project outweigh the 
significant effects on the environment.” PRC §§ 21002; 21002.1, 21081; CEQA 
Guidelines §§ 15091,15092(b)(2)(B). “A gloomy' forecast of environmental 
degradation is of little or no value without pragmatic, concrete means to minimize the 
impacts and restore ecological equilibrium.” Environmental Council of Sacramento v. City of 
Sacramento (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1018, 1039.

CEQA mitigation measures proposed and adopted are required to describe what 
actions will be taken to reduce or avoid an environmental impact. (CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15126.4(a)(1)(B) [providing "[formulation of mitigation measures should not be 
deferred until some future time.”].) While the same Guidelines section 
15126.5(a)(1)(B) acknowledges an exception to the rule against deferrals, such 
exception is narrowly proscribed to situations where it is impractical or infeasible to 
include those details during the project's environmental review.

According to CEQA Guidelines, “[w]hen an EIR has been prepared for a project, the 
Responsible Agency shall not approve the project as proposed if the agency finds any 
feasible alternative or feasible mitigation measures within its powers that would 
substantially lessen or avoid any significant effect the project would have on the 
environment.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15096(g)(2).
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The proposed mitigation measures described in the DEIR are critically inadequate to 
address the significant environmental effects of the CenterPark Specific Plan Project. 
Mitigation measures are the core mechanism for ensuring a project complies with 
CEQA by reducing or compensating for its environmental impacts. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3) is explicit that a Subsequent EIR is required if new 
information shows that previously infeasible mitigation measures would in fact be 
feasible and would substantially reduce a significant effect. Furthermore, the 
subsequent document is required if considerably different mitigation measures from 
those previously analyzed would substantially reduce a significant effect. The current 
DEIR flags significant impacts remaining in the Biological and Historic Resources 
areas. This remaining significance demonstrates that the proposed mitigation is failing 
the necessary test of effectiveness.

The Draft EIR’s Proposed Mitigation Measures are fundamentally flawed because 
they do not substantially reduce the identified significant effects. The City must 
require the project proponents to explicitly list all analytical flaws, shortcomings, and 
limitations of the existing measures. The City must then either adopt alternative 
mitigation measures that arc considerably different from those analyzed or revise the 
project to eliminate the noted significant effects altogether. Simply adopting an 
insufficient Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, which is listed as a 
discretionary' action for the Project, will not fulfill the City’s CEQA obligations. The 
City7 Planning Department must require a more robust and legally defensible set of 
measures capable of truly- addressing the adverse impacts of a major development 
project of this substantial magnitude. The development of 4,293 residential units must 
be planned with full confidence that all impacts have been mitigated to the greatest 
extent feasible. The EIR’s mitigation measures for the Project are further inadequate 
for failing to consider all feasible measures, as described below.

A. The DEIR Fails to Consider and Deploy All Feasible Mitigation 
Measures

A fundamental purpose of an EIR is to identify ways in which a proposed project’s 
significant environmental impacts can be mitigated or avoided. Pub. Res. Code §§ 
21002.1(a), 21061. To implement this statutory purpose, an EIR must describe any7 
feasible mitigation measures that can minimize the project's significant environmental 
effects. PRC §§ 21002.1(a), 21100(b)(3); CEQA Guidelines §§ 15121(a), 15126.4(a).
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If the project has a significant effect on the environment, the agency may approve the 
project only upon finding that it has “eliminated or substantially lessened all 
significant effects on the environment where feasible” PRC §§ 21002; 21002.1, 21081.

Mitigation measures, under CEQA proposed and adopted, are required to describe 
what actions will be taken to reduce or avoid an environmental impact. (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)(B) [providing "[formulation of mitigation measures should 
not be deferred until some future time.”].) While the same Guidelines section 
15126.5(a)(1)(B) acknowledges an exception to the rule against deferrals, such 
exception is narrowly proscribed to situations where it is impractical or infeasible to 
include those details during the project's environmental review.

According to CEQA Guidelines, “[w]hen an EIR has been prepared for a project, the 
Responsible Agency shall not approve the project as proposed if the agency finds any 
feasible alternative or feasible mitigation measures within its powers that would 
substantially lessen or avoid any significant effect the project would have on the 
environment.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15096(g)(2).

However, an impact can only be labeled as significant-and-unavoidable after all 
available, feasible mitigation is considered and the EIR lacks substantial evidence to 
support a finding that no other feasible mitigation existed to mitigate the 
Project’s significant impacts.

Here, the Project DEIR fails to identify and analyze all viable and feasible mitigation 
measures to address the Project’s impacts to biological and historical resources.

VIII. CONCLUSION

The City should direct City Staff and the Project applicant to evaluate and address the 
issues raised herein prior to approving the Project.

Should the Council have any questions or concerns regarding this comment letter, 
please do not hesitate to contact our office.

Sincerely

Omar Corona
Attorneys for Western States Regional Council of Carpenters



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-103 

City of Ontario - CenterPark Specific Plan Project - DEIR (SCH No. 2025060731)
February 12, 2026
Page 19 of 19

Attached:

March 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and 
Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling (Exhibit A);

Air Quality and GHG Expert Paul Rosenfeld CV (Exhibit B); and

Air Quality7 and GHG Expert Matt Hagemann CV (Exhibit C).
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SWAPE Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and 
Litigation Support for the Environment

2656 29th Street, Suite 201

Santa Monica, CA 90405

Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg.

(949) 887-9013

mhaeemannisiswaoe.com

Paul E. Rosenfeld, PhD

(310) 795-2335

prosenfeld@swape.com

March 8, 2021

Mitchell M. Tsai
155 South El Molino, Suite 104
Pasadena, CA 91101

Subject: Local Hire Requirements and Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling

Dear Mr. Tsai,

Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise ("SWAPE") is pleased to provide the following draft technical report 
explaining the significance of worker trips required for construction of land use development projects with 
respect to the estimation of greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions. The report will also discuss the potential for 
local hire requirements to reduce the length of worker trips, and consequently, reduced or mitigate the 
potential GHG impacts.

Worker Trips and Greenhouse Gas Calculations
The California Emissions Estimator Model ("CalEEMod") is a “statewide land use emissions computer model 
designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and environmental 
professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with both 
construction and operations from a variety of land use projects."1 CalEEMod quantifies construction-related 
emissions associated with land use projects resulting from off-road construction equipment; on-road mobile 
equipment associated with workers, vendors, and hauling; fugitive dust associated with grading, demolition, 
truck loading, and on-road vehicles traveling along paved and unpaved roads; and architectural coating 
activities; and paving.2

The number, length, and vehicle class of worker trips are utilized by CalEEMod to calculate emissions associated 
with the on-road vehicle trips required to transport workers to and from the Project site during construction.3

* "California Emissions Estimator Model." CAPCOA, 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/home.
2 "California Emissions Estimator Model." CAPCOA, 2017, available at: .http://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/home
3 "CalEEMod User's Guide." CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: 

. p. 34.
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default- 

source/caleemod/01 user-39-s-guide2016-3-2 15november2017.odf?sfvrsn-4
1
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Specifically, the number and length of vehicle trips is utilized to estimate the vehicle miles travelled ("VMT") 
associated with construction. Then, utilizing vehicle-class specific EMFAC 2014 emission factors, CalEEMod 
calculates the vehicle exhaust, evaporative, and dust emissions resulting from construction-related VMT, 
including personal vehicles for worker commuting.4

Specifically, in order to calculate VMT, CalEEMod multiplies the average daily trip rate by the average overall trip 
length (see excerpt below):

"VMTd = Z(Average Daily Trip Rate । * Average Overall Trip Length i) n

Where:

n = Number of land uses being modeled."5

Furthermore, to calculate the on-road emissions associated with worker trips, CalEEMod utilizes the following 
equation (see excerpt below):

EmissionSpoiiutant= VMT * EFrunning, pollutant

Where:

EmissionSpollutant = emissions from vehicle running for each pollutant

VMT = vehicle miles traveled

EFrunningpollutant = emission factor for running emissions."6

Thus, there is a direct relationship between trip length and VMT, as well as a direct relationship between VMT 
and vehicle running emissions. In other words, when the trip length is increased, the VMT and vehicle running 
emissions increase as a result. Thus, vehicle running emissions can be reduced by decreasing the average overall 
trip length, by way of a local hire requirement or otherwise.

Default Worker Trip Parameters and Potential Local Hire Requirements
As previously discussed, the number, length, and vehicle class of worker trips are utilized by CalEEMod to 
calculate emissions associated with the on-road vehicle trips required to transport workers to and from the 
Project site during construction.7 In order to understand how local hire requirements and associated worker trip 
length reductions impact GHG emissions calculations, it is important to consider the CalEEMod default worker 
trip parameters. CalEEMod provides recommended default values based on site-specific information, such as 
land use type, meteorological data, total lot acreage, project type and typical equipment associated with project 
type. If more specific project information is known, the user can change the default values and input project­
specific values, but the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") requires that such changes be justified by 
substantial evidence.8 The default number of construction-related worker trips is calculated by multiplying the

4 "Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod." CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: 
. p. 14-15.

http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default- 
source/caleemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6
5 "Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod." CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: 

, p. 23.
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default- 

source/caleemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6
6 "Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod." CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: 

, p. 15.
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default- 

source/caleemod/02appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6
7 "CalEEMod User's Guide." CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: 

. p. 34.
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default- 

source/caleemod/01 user-39-s-guide2016-3-2 15november2017.pdf?sfvrsn=4
8 CalEEMod User Guide, available at: , p. 1, 9.http://www.caleemod.com/

2
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number of pieces of equipment for all phases by 1.25, with the exception of worker trips required for the 
building construction and architectural coating phases.9 Furthermore, the worker trip vehicle class is a 50/25/25 
percent mix of light duty autos, light duty truck class 1 and light duty truck class 2, respectively."10 Finally, the 
default worker trip length is consistent with the length of the operational home-to-work vehicle trips.11 The 
operational home-to-work vehicle trip lengths are:

"[B]ased on the location and urbanization selected on the project characteristic screen. These values 
were supplied by the air districts or use a default average for the state. Each district (or county) also 
assigns trip lengths for urban and rural settings" (emphasis added).12

Thus, the default worker trip length is based on the location and urbanization level selected by the User when 
modeling emissions. The below table shows the CalEEMod default rural and urban worker trip lengths by air 
basin (see excerpt below and Attachment A).13

Worker Trip Length by Air Basin
Air Basin Rural (miles) Urban (miles)

Great Basin Valleys 16.8 10.8

Lake County 16.8 10.8

Lake Tahoe 16.8 10.8

Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8

Mountain Counties 16.8 10.8

North Central Coast 17.1 12.3

North Coast 16.8 10.8

Northeast Plateau 16.8 10.8

Sacramento Valley 16.8 10.8

Salton Sea 14.6 11

San Diego 16.8 10.8

San Francisco Bay Area 10.8 10.8

San Joaquin Valley 16.8 10.8

South Central Coast 16.8 10.8

South Coast 19.8 14.7

Average 16.47 11.17

Minimum 10.80 10.80

Maximum 19.80 14.70

Range 9.00 3.90

9 "CalEEMod User's Guide." CAPCOA, November 2017, available at: 
. p. 34.

http://www.aomd.gov/docs/default- 
source/caleemod/01 user-39-s-guide2016-3-2 15november2017.odf?sfvrsn=4
10 "Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod." CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: 

. p. 15.http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/02 aooendix-a2016-3-2.odf?sfvrsn-6
11 "Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod." CAPCOA, October 2017, available at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 14.
12 "Appendix A Calculation Details for CalEEMod." CAPCOA, October 2017, available at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/caleemod/02 appendix-a2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn=6, p. 21.
13 "Appendix D Default Data Tables.” CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: 

. p. D-84 - D-86.
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default- 

source/caleemod/05 appendix-d2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn-4
3
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As demonstrated above, default rural worker trip lengths for air basins in California vary from 10.8- to 19.8- 
miles, with an average of 16.47 miles. Furthermore, default urban worker trip lengths vary from 10.8- to 14.7- 
miles, with an average of 11.17 miles. Thus, while default worker trip lengths vary by location, default urban 
worker trip lengths tend to be shorter in length. Based on these trends evident in the CalEEMod default worker 
trip lengths, we can reasonably assume that the efficacy of a local hire requirement is especially dependent 
upon the urbanization of the project site, as well as the project location.

Practical Application of a Local Hire Requirement and Associated Impact
To provide an example of the potential impact of a local hire provision on construction-related GHG emissions, 
we estimated the significance of a local hire provision for the Village South Specific Plan ("Project") located in 
the City of Claremont ("City"). The Project proposed to construct 1,000 residential units, 100,000-SF of retail 
space, 45,000-SF of office space, as well as a 50-room hotel, on the 24-acre site. The Project location is classified 
as Urban and lies within the Los Angeles-South Coast County. As a result, the Project has a default worker trip 
length of 14.7 miles.1'1 In an effort to evaluate the potential for a local hire provision to reduce the Project's 
construction-related GHG emissions, we prepared an updated model, reducing all worker trip lengths to 10 
miles (see Attachment B). Our analysis estimates that if a local hire provision with a 10-mile radius were to be 
implemented, the GHG emissions associated with Project construction would decrease by approximately 17% 
(see table below and Attachment C).

Local Hire Provision Net Change
Without Local Hire Provision

Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT COze) 
Amortized Construction GHG Emissions (MT COze/year)

3,623
120.77

With Local Hire Provision
Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 3,024

Amortized Construction GHG Emissions (MT COze/year) 100.80
% Decrease in Construction-related GHG Emissions 17%

As demonstrated above, by implementing a local hire provision requiring 10 mile worker trip lengths, the Project 
could reduce potential GHG emissions associated with construction worker trips. More broadly, any local hire 
requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length from the default value has the potential to result in a 
reduction of construction-related GHG emissions, though the significance of the reduction would vary based on 
the location and urbanization level of the project site.

This serves as an example of the potential impacts of local hire requirements on estimated project-level GHG 
emissions, though it does not indicate that local hire requirements would result in reduced construction-related 
GHG emission for all projects. As previously described, the significance of a local hire requirement depends on 
the worker trip length enforced and the default worker trip length for the project's urbanization level and 
location.

14 "Appendix D Default Data Tables." CAPCOA, October 2017, available at: 
. p. D-85.

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default- 
source/caleemod/05 aopendix-d2016-3-2.pdf?sfvrsn-4

4
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Disclaimer
SWAPE has received limited discovery. Additional information may become available in the future; thus, we 
retain the right to revise or amend this report when additional information becomes available. Our professional 
services have been performed using that degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised, under similar 
circumstances, by reputable environmental consultants practicing in this or similar localities at the time of 
service. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the scope of work, work methodologies and 
protocols, site conditions, analytical testing results, and findings presented. This report reflects efforts which 
were limited to information that was reasonably accessible at the time of the work, and may contain 
informational gaps, inconsistencies, or otherwise be incomplete due to the unavailability or uncertainty of 
information obtained or provided by third parties.

Sincerely,

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg.

Qul Cl
Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D.

5
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Attachment A

Location Type Location Name
Rural H-W 

(miles)
Urban H-W 

(miles)

Air Basin Great Basin 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Lake County 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Lake Tahoe 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Mountain 16.8 10.8
Air Basin North Central 17.1 12.3

Air Basin North Coast 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Northeast 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Sacramento 16.8 10.8
Air Basin Salton Sea 14.6 11
Air Basin San Diego 16.8 10.8

Air Basin San Francisco 10.8 10.8
Air Basin San Joaquin 16.8 10.8
Air Basin South Central 16.8 10.8
Air Basin South Coast 19.8 14.7

Air District Amador County 16.8 10.8
Air District Antelope Valley 16.8 10.8
Air District Bay Area AQMD 10.8 10.8
Air District Butte County 12.54 12.54

Air District Calaveras 16.8 10.8
Air District Colusa County 16.8 10.8
Air District El Dorado 16.8 10.8
Air District Feather River 16.8 10.8
Air District Glenn County 16.8 10.8

Air District Great Basin 16.8 10.8
Air District Imperial County 10.2 7.3
Air District Kern County 16.8 10.8

Air District Lake County 16.8 10.8
Air District Lassen County 16.8 10.8

Air District Mariposa 16.8 10.8
Air District Mendocino 16.8 10.8
Air District Modoc County 16.8 10.8

Air District Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8
Air District Monterey Bay 16.8 10.8

Air District North Coast 16.8 10.8

Air District Northern Sierra 16.8 10.8
Air District Northern 16.8 10.8

Air District Placer County 16.8 10.8

Air District Sacramento 15 10
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Air District San Diego 16.8 10.8

Air District San Joaquin 16.8 10.8

Air District San Luis Obispo 13 13
Air District Santa Barbara 8.3 8.3

Air District Shasta County 16.8 10.8
Air District Siskiyou County 16.8 10.8
Air District South Coast 19.8 14.7
Air District Tehama County 16.8 10.8
Air District Tuolumne 16.8 10.8
Air District Ventura County 16.8 10.8
Air District Yolo/Solano 15 10

County Alameda 10.8 10.8
County Alpine 16.8 10.8
County Amador 16.8 10.8
County Butte 12.54 12.54
County Calaveras 16.8 10.8
County Colusa 16.8 10.8
County Contra Costa 10.8 10.8
County Del Norte 16.8 10.8
County El Dorado-Lake 16.8 10.8
County El Dorado- 16.8 10.8
County Fresno 16.8 10.8
County Glenn 16.8 10.8
County Humboldt 16.8 10.8
County Imperial 10.2 7.3
County Inyo 16.8 10.8
County Kern-Mojave 16.8 10.8
County Kern-San 16.8 10.8
County Kings 16.8 10.8
County Lake 16.8 10.8
County Lassen 16.8 10.8
County Los Angeles- 16.8 10.8
County Los Angeles- 19.8 14.7
County Madera 16.8 10.8
County Marin 10.8 10.8
County Mariposa 16.8 10.8
County Mendocino- 16.8 10.8
County Mendocino- 16.8 10.8
County Mendocino- 16.8 10.8
County Mendocino- 16.8 10.8
County Merced 16.8 10.8
County Modoc 16.8 10.8
County Mono 16.8 10.8
County Monterey 16.8 10.8
County Napa 10.8 10.8
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County Nevada 16.8 10.8
County Orange 19.8 14.7
County Placer-Lake 16.8 10.8
County Placer-Mountain 16.8 10.8
County Placer- 16.8 10.8
County Plumas 16.8 10.8
County Riverside- 16.8 10.8
County Riverside- 19.8 14.7

County Riverside-Salton 14.6 11
County Riverside-South 19.8 14.7

County Sacramento 15 10

County San Benito 16.8 10.8

County San Bernardino- 16.8 10.8
County San Bernardino- 19.8 14.7
County San Diego 16.8 10.8

County San Francisco 10.8 10.8

County San Joaquin 16.8 10.8
County San Luis Obispo 13 13
County San Mateo 10.8 10.8
County Santa Barbara- 8.3 8.3
County Santa Barbara- 8.3 8.3

County Santa Clara 10.8 10.8
County Santa Cruz 16.8 10.8
County Shasta 16.8 10.8

County Sierra 16.8 10.8
County Siskiyou 16.8 10.8

County Solano- 15 10

County Solano-San 16.8 10.8
County Sonoma-North 16.8 10.8

County Sonoma-San 10.8 10.8

County Stanislaus 16.8 10.8
County Sutter 16.8 10.8

County Tehama 16.8 10.8
County Trinity 16.8 10.8

County Tulare 16.8 10.8

County Tuolumne 16.8 10.8

County Ventura 16.8 10.8

County Yolo 15 10

County Yuba 16.8 10.8

Statewide Statewide 16.8 10.8
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Worker Trip Length by Air Basin
Air Basin Rural (miles) Urban (miles)

Great Basin Valleys 16.8 10.8
Lake County 16.8 10.8
Lake Tahoe 16.8 10.8
Mojave Desert 16.8 10.8
Mountain Counties 16.8 10.8
North Central Coast 17.1 12.3
North Coast 16.8 10.8
Northeast Plateau 16.8 10.8
Sacramento Valley 16.8 10.8
Salton Sea 14.6 11
San Diego 16.8 10.8
San Francisco Bay Area 10.8 10.8
San Joaquin Valley 16.8 10.8
South Central Coast 16.8 10.8
South Coast 19.8 14.7
Average 16.47 11.17
Mininum 10.80 10.80
Maximum 19.80 14.70
Range 9.00 3.90
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 1 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

Attachment B

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

1 .0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric | Lot Acreage | Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 ; 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 ; 36,000.00 0

Hotei 50.00 Room 1.67 ; 72.600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 ; 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 ; 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 ; 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqf : 1.29 : 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2028

Utility Company Southern California Edison

CO2 Intensity 
(Ib/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 0.029
(Ib/MWhr)

N2O Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 2 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR’s model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Table Name I Column Name I Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 3.75

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05 0.69

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-116 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 3 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95
•

3.20

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16
1 
■
i ______________ _

57.65

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 1
■ 

______________ _ ______
6.39

tbiVehicleTrips WDTR 6.59
1 
i 
i ______________ _

5.83

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65
1 
i 
i.............. i ....

4.13

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03
1 
■ 
■______________ _ _____

6.41

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15
t ■ 

____________ _ ______
65.80

tbiVehicleTrips WDTR 8.17 1 
i
i ______________ _

3.84

tbiVehicleTrips WDTR 89.95
1 
i
i ___________ i -----

62.64

tbiVehicleTrips WDTR 42.70
I 
i 

______________ _ ______
9.43

tbiWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 1 
i 

______________ _ ______
0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75
1 
i 
i ______________ _

0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25
1 
i
i _______________ I_____

0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75
1 
■ 0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00
1
1 
■

0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00
1
1 
1 _______________ I

0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60
1 
i 0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveWood Mass 999.60 0.00

2 .0 Emissions Summary
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 4 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2021 0.1713 1.8242 1.1662 2.4000e-
003

0.4169 0.0817 • 0.4986 • 0.1795 0.0754 0.2549 0.0000 213.1969 213.1969 0.0601 0.0000 214.6993

2022 0.6904 4.1142 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 • 1.4259 • 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721.682
6

1,721 .682
6

0.1294 0.0000 1.724.918
7

2023 0.6148 3.3649 5.6747 0.0178 1.1963 0.0996 • 1.2959 : 0.3203 0.0935 0.4138 0.0000 1,627.529
5

1.627.529
5

0.1185 0.0000 1.630.492
5

2024 4.1619 0.1335 0.2810 5.9000e- 
004

0.0325 6.4700e-
003

0.0390 J 8.6300e-
I 003

6.0400e- 
003

0.0147 0.0000 52.9078 52.9078 8.0200e- 
003

0.0000 53.1082

“xinin 4.1619 4.1142 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 1.4259 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721.682 
6

1,721.682 
6

0.1294 0.0000 1,724.918
7
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 5 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

2.1 Overall Construction
Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2021 0.1713 1.8242 1.1662 2.4000e-
003

0.4169 0.0817 • 0.4986 • 0.1795 0.0754 0.2549 0.0000 213.1967 213.1967 0.0601 0.0000 214.6991

2022 0.6904 4.1142 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 • 1.4259 • 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721.682
3

1,721 .682
3

0.1294 0.0000 1.724.918 
3

2023 0.6148 3.3648 5.6747 0.0178 1.1963 0.0996 • 1.2959 : 0.3203 0.0935 0.4138 0.0000 1,627.529
1

1.627.529
1

0.1185 0.0000 1.630.492
1

2024 4.1619 0.1335 0.2810 5.9000e- 
004

0.0325 6.4700e-
003

0.0390 ■ 8.6300e-
I 003

6.0400e- 
003

0.0147 0.0000 52.9077 52.9077 8.0200e- 
003

0.0000 53.1082

“xinin 4.1619 4.1142 6.1625 0.0189 1.3058 0.1201 1.4259 0.3460 0.1128 0.4588 0.0000 1,721.682 
3

1,721.682 
3

0.1294 0.0000 1,724.918 
3

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBIO-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 9-1-2021 11-30-2021 1.4103 1.4103

2 12-1-2021 2-28-2022 1.3613 1.3613

3 3-1-2022 5-31-2022 1.1985 1.1985

4 6-1-2022 8-31-2022 1.1921 1.1921

5 9-1-2022 11-30-2022 1.1918 1.1918

6 12-1-2022 2-28-2023 1.0774 1.0774

7 3-1-2023 5-31-2023 1.0320 1.0320

8 6-1-2023 8-31-2023 1.0260 1.0260
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 6 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

9 9-1-2023 11-30-2023 1.0265 1.0265

10 12-1-2023 2-29-2024 2,8857 2,8857

11 3-1-2024 5-31-2024 1.6207 1.6207

Highest 2.8857 2.8857

2.2 Overall Operational 

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 5.1437 0.2950 • 10.3804 1.6700e- 
003

0.0714 • 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Energy 0.1398 1.2312 • 0.7770 7.6200e- 
003

0.0966 ; 0.0966 0.0966 0 0966 0.0000 3.896.073 
2

3,896.073
2

0.1303 0.0468 3.913.283 
3

Mobile 1.5857 7.9962 ; 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 • 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7.620.498
6

7.620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7.629.016 
2

Waste 0.0000 • 0.0000 ooooo 0.0000 207.8079 0.0000 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 556.6420 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18 
07

12,531.15 
19

15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47
51
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 7 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

2.2 Overall Operational
Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area • 5.1437 • 0.2950 • 10.3804 • 1.6700e- • • 0.0714 ■ 0.0714 • • 0.0714 • 0.0714

■■ i a ■ • i i ■ • i

0.0000 • 220.9670 • 220.9670 • 0.0201 • 3.7400e-
: : : : 003

222.5835

Energy " 0.1398 • 1.2312 I 0.7770 • 7.6200e- • • 0.0966 • 0.0966 • • 0.0966 ■ 0.0966

■a a a ■ e a a a e a

0.0000 • 3,896.073 • 3,896.073 • 0.1303 • 0.0468
; 2 ; 2 ; :

3.913.283
3

Mobile " 1.5857 • 7.9962 ■ 19.1834 • 0.0821 • 7.7979 ■ 0.0580 • 7.8559 • 2.0895 • 0.0539 • 2.1434■a i i a a a a a e a
•a a a a a a a a a a
■aaaaaaaaaa

0.0000 • 7,620.498 • 7,620.498 • 0.3407 • 0.0000
: 6 : 6 : :

7.629.016
2

Waste « a a a a a 0.0000 I 0.0000 • • 0.0000 ■ 0.0000■a i i a e a a a e a
•aaaaaaaaaa 
■aaaaaaaaaa

207.8079 • 0.0000 • 207.8079 • 12.2811 ; 0.0000 514.8354

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 556.6420 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18 
07

12.531.15
19

15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47 
51

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Phase
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021 10/12/2021 5 30

2 Site Preparation site Preparation
_______________________

10/13/2021 
______________

11/9/2021 
_____________

5 
_________

20

3 Grading Grading 
__________________________

11/10/2021 
______________

1/11/2022 
_____________

5 45

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2022 
______________

12/12/2023 
______________

5 500

5 Paving Paving 12/13/2023 1/30/2024 5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating - sqft)

OffRoad Equipment
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Phase Name I Oftroad Equipment Type I Amount Usage Hours | Horse ower | Load Factor

Demolition "Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00; 81: 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00; 158; 0.38

Demolition "Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00; 247; 0.40

Site Preparation "Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00; 247; 0.40

Site Preparation :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97; 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00; 158; 0.38

Grading "Graders 1 8.00; 187; 0.41

Grading "Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247; 0.40

Grading : Scrapers 2 8.00; 367; 0.48

Grading ;Tractors/Loaders'Backhoes 2 8.00; 97; 0.37

Building Construction "Cranes 1 7.00; 231; 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00; 89; 0.20

Building Construction "Generator Sets 1 8.00; 84; 0.74

Building Construction :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00; 97; 0.37

Building Construction : Welders 1 8.00; 46; 0.45

Paving : Pavers 2 8.00 130; 0.42

Paving "Paving Equipment 2 8.00; 132; 0.36

Paving : Rollers 2 8.00; 80; 0.38

Architectural Coating "Air Compressors 1 6.00; 78; 0.48
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor
Vehicle Class

Hauling
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDTMix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDTMix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................

HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................
HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................

HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

3.2 Demolition - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0496 0.0000 0.0496 7.5100e- 
003

0.0000 7.5100e- 
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
00-1

0.0233 0.0233 0.0216 0.0216 0.0000 51.0012 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 51.3601

Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e- 
004

0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 7.51 OOe- 
003

0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0012 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 51.3601
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.2 Demolition - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling " 1.9300e- 
• 003

0.0634 0.0148 1.8000e- 
004

3.9400e- 
003

1.9000e- 
004

4.1300e- 
003

1.0800e- 
003

1.8000e- 
004

1.2600e- 
003

0.0000 17.4566 17.4566 1.2100e- 
003

0.0000 17.4869

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 9.7000e-
" 004

7.5000e- 
004

8.5100e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

2.4700e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

2.4900e- 
003

6.5000e- 
004

2.0000e- 
005

6.7000e- 
004

0.0000 2.2251 2.2251 7.0000e- 
005

0.0000 2.2267

Total 2.9000c- 
003

0.0641 0.0233 2.0000e- 
004

6.4100e- 
003

2.1000e- 
004

6.6200e- 
003

1.7300e- 
003

2.0000e- 
004

1.9300e- 
003

0.0000 19.6816 19.6816 1.2800e- 
003

0.0000 19.7136

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0496 0.0000 0.0496 7.5100e- 
003

0.0000 7.51 OOe- 
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0233 0.0233 0.0216 0.0216 0.0000 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600

Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e- 
004

0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 7.51 OOe- 
003

0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.2 Demolition - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling " 1.9300e- 
• 003

0.0634 0.0148 1.8000e- 
004

3.9400e- 
003

1.9000e- 
004

4.1300e- 
003

1.0800e- 
003

1.8000e- 
004

1.2600e- 
003

0.0000 17.4566 17.4566 1.2100e- 
003

0.0000 17.4869

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 9.7000e-
" 004

7.5000e- 
004

8.5100e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

2.4700e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

2.4900e- 
003

6.5000e- 
004

2.0000e- 
005

6.7000e- 
004

0.0000 2.2251 2.2251 7.0000e- 
005

0.0000 2.2267

Total 2.9000c- 
003

0.0641 0.0233 2.0000e- 
004

6.4100e- 
003

2.1000e- 
004

6.6200e- 
003

1.7300e- 
003

2.0000e- 
004

1.9300e- 
003

0.0000 19.6816 19.6816 1.2800e- 
003

0.0000 19.7136

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0993 0.0000 0.0993 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.0204 0.0204 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7061

Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e- 
004

0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7061
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 7.7000e-
" 004

6.0000e- 
004

6.81 OOe-
003

2.0000e- 
005

1.9700e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

1.9900e- 
003

5.2000e-
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

5.4000e- 
004

0.0000 1.7801 1.7801 5.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.7814

Total 7.7000e-
004

6.0000e- 
004

6.8100e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

1.9700e-
003

2.0000e- 
005

1.9900e- 
003

5.2000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

5.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.7801 1.7801 5.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.7814

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0993 0.0000 0.0993 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.0204 0.0204 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060

Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e- 
004

0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 7.7000e-
" 004

6.0000e- 
004

6.81 OOe-
003

2.0000e- 
005

1.9700e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

1.9900e- 
003

5.2000e-
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

5.4000e- 
004

0.0000 1.7801 1.7801 5.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.7814

Total 7.7000e-
004

6.0000e- 
004

6.8100e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

1.9700e-
003

2.0000e- 
005

1.9900e- 
003

5.2000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

5.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.7801 1.7801 5.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.7814

3.4 Grading - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1741 0.0000 0.1741 0.0693 0.0000 0.0693 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0347 0.0347 0.0000 103.5405 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3776

Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e- 
003

0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5405 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3776
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.4 Grading - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 1.6400e-
" 003

1.2700e- 
003

0.0144 4.0000e-
005

4.1600e- 
003

3.0000e- 
005

4.2000e- 
003

1.1100e-
003

3.0000e- 
005

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e- 
004

0.0000 3.7607

Total 1.6400e- 
003

1.2700e- 
003

0.0144 4.0000e- 
005

4.1600e- 
003

3.0000e- 
005

4.2000e- 
003

1.1100e- 
003

3.0000e- 
005

1.1400e- 
003

0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e- 
004

0.0000 3.7607

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1741 0.0000 0.1741 0.0693 0.0000 0.0693 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0347 0.0347 0.0000 103.5403 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3775

Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e- 
003

0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5403 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3775
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.4 Grading - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 1.6400e-
" 003

1.2700e- 
003

0.0144 4.0000e-
005

4.1600e- 
003

3.0000e- 
005

4.2000e- 
003

1.1100e-
003

3.0000e- 
005

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e- 
004

0.0000 3.7607

Total 1.6400e- 
003

1.2700e- 
003

0.0144 4.0000e- 
005

4.1600e- 
003

3.0000e- 
005

4.2000e- 
003

1.1100e- 
003

3.0000e- 
005

1.1400e- 
003

0.0000 3.7579 3.7579 1.1000e- 
004

0.0000 3.7607

3.4 Grading - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0807 0.0000 0.0807 0.0180 0.0000 0.0180 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e- 
004

5.7200e- 
003

5.7200e- 
003

5.2600e- 
003

5.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e- 
003

0.0000 19.2414

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e- 
004

0.0807 5.7200B- 
003

0.0865 0.0180 5.26008-
003

0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e- 
003

0.0000 19.2414
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.4 Grading - 2022

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 2.8000e-
" 004

2.1000e- 
004

2.4400e- 
003

1 .OOOOe- 
005

7.7000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

7.7000e- 
004

2.0000e- 
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

2.1000e- 
004

0.0000 0.6679 0.6679 2.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.6684

Total 2.8000e-
004

2.1000e- 
004

2.4400e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

7.7000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

7.7000e-
004

2.0000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.6679 0.6679 2.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.6684

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0807 0.0000 0.0807 0.0180 0.0000 0.0180 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e- 
004

5.7200e- 
003

5.7200e- 
003

5.2600e- 
003

5.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e- 
003

0.0000 19.2414

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e- 
004

0.0807 5.7200B- 
003

0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e- 
003

0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e- 
003

0.0000 19.2414
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.4 Grading - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 2.8000e-
" 004

2.1000e- 
004

2.4400e- 
003

1 .OOOOe- 
005

7.7000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

7.7000e- 
004

2.0000e- 
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

2.1000e- 
004

0.0000 0.6679 0.6679 2.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.6684

Total 2.8000e-
004

2.1000e- 
004

2.4400e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

7.7000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

7.7000e-
004

2.0000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.6679 0.6679 2.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.6684

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Oft-Road 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.41 OOe- 
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1324 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.41 OOe- 
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1324 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0527 1.6961 0.4580 4.5500e-
003

0.1140 3.1800e- 
003

0.1171 0.0329 3.0400e- 
003

0.0359 0.0000 441 .9835 441.9835 0.0264 0.0000 442.6435

Worker " 0.4088 0.3066 3.5305 0.0107 1.1103 8.8700e- 
003

1.1192 0.2949 8.1700e-
003

0.3031 0.0000 966.8117 966.8117 0.0266 0.0000 967.4773

Total 0.4616 2.0027 3.9885 0.0152 1.2243 0.0121 1.2363 0.3278 0.0112 0.3390 0.0000 1,408.795
2

1.408.795 
2

0.0530 0.0000 1,410.120
8

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Oft-Road 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.41 OOe- 
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1321 293.1321 0.0702 0.0000 294.8877

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.41 OOe- 
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1321 293.1321 0.0702 0.0000 294.8877
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0527 1.6961 0.4580 4.5500e-
003

0.1140 3.1800e- 
003

0.1171 0.0329 3.0400e- 
003

0.0359 0.0000 441 .9835 441.9835 0.0264 0.0000 442.6435

Worker " 0.4088 0.3066 3.5305 0.0107 1.1103 8.8700e- 
003

1.1192 0.2949 8.1700e-
003

0.3031 0.0000 966.8117 966.8117 0.0266 0.0000 967.4773

Total 0.4616 2.0027 3.9885 0.0152 1.2243 0.0121 1.2363 0.3278 0.0112 0.3390 0.0000 1,408.795
2

1.408.795 
2

0.0530 0.0000 1,410.120
8

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Oft-Road 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e- 
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2789 286.2789 0.0681 0.0000 287.9814

Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e- 
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2789 286.2789 0.0681 0.0000 287.9814
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0382 1.2511 0.4011 4.3000e-
003

0.1113 1.4600e- 
003

0.1127 0.0321 1.4000e- 
003

0.0335 0.0000 417.9930 417.9930 0.0228 0.0000 418.5624

Worker " 0.3753 0.2708 3.1696 0.0101 1.0840 8.41 OOe- 
003

1.0924 0.2879 7.7400e-
003

0.2957 0.0000 909.3439 909.3439 0.0234 0.0000 909.9291

Total 0.4135 1.5218 3.5707 0.0144 1.1953 9.8700e- 
003

1.2051 0.3200 9.1400e- 
003

0.3292 0.0000 1,327.336
9

1.327.336 
9

0.0462 0.0000 1,328.491
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Oft-Road 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e- 
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2785 286.2785 0.0681 0.0000 287.9811

Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e- 
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2785 286.2785 0.0681 0.0000 287.9811
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0382 1.2511 0.4011 4.3000e-
003

0.1113 1.4600e- 
003

0.1127 0.0321 1.4000e- 
003

0.0335 0.0000 417.9930 417.9930 0.0228 0.0000 418.5624

Worker " 0.3753 0.2708 3.1696 0.0101 1.0840 8.41 OOe- 
003

1.0924 0.2879 7.7400e-
003

0.2957 0.0000 909.3439 909.3439 0.0234 0.0000 909.9291

Total 0.4135 1.5218 3.5707 0.0144 1.1953 9.8700e- 
003

1.2051 0.3200 9.1400e- 
003

0.3292 0.0000 1,327.336
9

1.327.336 
9

0.0462 0.0000 1,328.491
6

3.6 Paving - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Oft-Road 6.7100e- 
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e- 
004

3.3200e- 
003

3.3200e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.21 OOe- 
003

0.0000 13.1227

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.71 OOe- 
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e- 
004

3.3200e- 
003

3.3200e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.21 OOe- 
003

0.0000 13.1227
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.6 Paving - 2023

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 3.7000e-
" 004

2.7000e- 
004

3.1200e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.0700e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.0800e- 
003

2.8000e- 
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

2.9000e- 
004

0.0000 0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.8968

Total 3.7000e-
004

2.7000e- 
004

3.1200e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.0700e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.0800e- 
003

2.8000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

2.90 OOe- 
004

0.0000 0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.8968

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Oft-Road 6.7100e- 
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e- 
004

3.3200e- 
003

3.3200e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.21 OOe- 
003

0.0000 13.1227

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.71 OOe- 
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e- 
004

3.3200e- 
003

3.3200e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.21 OOe- 
003

0.0000 13.1227
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.6 Paving - 2023

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 3.7000e-
" 004

2.7000e- 
004

3.1200e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.0700e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.0800e- 
003

2.8000e- 
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

2.9000e- 
004

0.0000 0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.8968

Total 3.7000e-
004

2.7000e- 
004

3.1200e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.0700e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.0800e- 
003

2.8000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

2.90 OOe- 
004

0.0000 0.8963 0.8963 2.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.8968

3.6 Paving - 2024

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Oft-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e- 
004

5.1500e- 
003

5.1500e- 
003

4.7400e- 
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e- 
003

0.0000 22.2073

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e- 
003

5.1500e- 
003

4.7400e- 
003

4.7400e- 
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e- 
003

0.0000 22.2073



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-138 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 25 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.6 Paving - 2024

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 5.9000e-
" 004

4.1000e- 
004

4.9200e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

1.8100e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.8200e- 
003

4.8000e- 
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

4.9000e- 
004

0.0000 1.4697 1.4697 4.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.4706

Total 5.9000c- 
004

4.1000e- 
004

4.9200e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.8200e- 
003

4.8000e-
004

1.0000e- 
005

4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.4697 1.4697 4.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.4706

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Oft-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e- 
004

5.1500e- 
003

5.1500e- 
003

4.7400e- 
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e- 
003

0.0000 22.2073

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e- 
004

5.1500e- 
003

5.1500e- 
003

4.7400e- 
003

4.7400e- 
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e- 
003

0.0000 22.2073



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-139 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 26 of 44 Date: 1/6/2021 1:52 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.6 Paving - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 5.9000e-
" 004

4.1000e- 
004

4.9200e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

1.8100e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.8200e- 
003

4.8000e- 
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

4.9000e- 
004

0.0000 1.4697 1.4697 4.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.4706

Total 5.9000c- 
004

4.1000e- 
004

4.9200e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

1.8100e-
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.8200e- 
003

4.8000e-
004

1.0000e- 
005

4.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.4697 1.4697 4.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.4706

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 4.1372 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1600e- 
003

0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e- 
004

0.0000 4.4745

Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e- 
005

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e- 
004

0.0000 4.4745
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0101 6.9900e- 
003

0.0835 2.8000e-
004

0.0307 2.3000e- 
004

0.0309 8.1500e- 
003

2.2000e- 
004

8.3700e- 
003

0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 6.1000e- 
004

0.0000 24.9558

Total 0.0101 6.9900e- 
003

0.0835 2.8000e- 
004

0.0307 2.3000e- 
004

0.0309 8.1500e- 
003

2.2000e- 
004

8.3700e- 
003

0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 6.1000e- 
004

0.0000 24.9558

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 4.1372 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1600e- 
003

0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e- 
004

0.0000 4.4745

Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e- 
005

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e- 
004

0.0000 4.4745
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0101 6.9900e- 
003

0.0835 2.8000e-
004

0.0307 2.3000e- 
004

0.0309 8.1500e- 
003

2.2000e- 
004

8.3700e- 
003

0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 6.1000e- 
004

0.0000 24.9558

Total 0.0101 6.9900e- 
003

0.0835 2.8000e- 
004

0.0307 2.3000e- 
004

0.0309 8.1500e- 
003

2.2000e- 
004

8.3700e- 
003

0.0000 24.9407 24.9407 6.1000e- 
004

0.0000 24.9558

4 .0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated " 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498 
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

Unmitigated " 1.5857 7 9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 78559 20895 0.0539 2.1434 0 0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498 
6

0 3407 0.0000 7,629 016 
2

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065
General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

digh Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant), 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 : 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 : 445.703 445.703
Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707.488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1.112,221 1,112,221
Total 8,050.95 8.164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452

4.3 Trip Type Information
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Miles Trip% Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-WorC-W | H-SorC-C | H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 ; 5.90 ; 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 ; 5.90 ; 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use | LDA | LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building ; 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant : 0.543088* 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821
— ---------------X--------------- .---------------- _________L.------- J.--------- __________________

Regional Shopping Center ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712; 0.000821

5 .0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity "
Mitigated •

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2,512.646
5

2,512.646 
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

Electricity "
Unmitigated •

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0 0000 2,512.646
5

2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2.521 635 
6

NaturalGas " 0.1398
Mitigated "

1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426 
7

1,383.426
7

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8

NaturalGas " 0.1398 
Unmitigated •

1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1.383.426
7

1,383.426 
7

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated

NaturalGa 
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

408494 2.2000e- • 0.0188 • 8.0100e- • 1.2000e- ■ • 1.5200e- • 1.5200e- ■ ■ 1.5200e- • 1.52006-
003 ; : 003 : 004 : ‘ 003 ; 003 ; 1003’ 003

• a 1 1 > ■ 1 1 *

0.0000 ■ 21.7988 • 21.7988 • 4.2000e- • 4.0000e- ■ 21.9284
; : ; 004 ; 004 :

Apartments Mid 
Rise

1.30613e 
+007

0.0704 • 0.6018 ■ 0.2561 • 3.8400e- ■ • 0.0487 • 0.0487 ■ ■ 0.0487 • 0.0487
‘ ‘ : 003 ‘ ‘ ‘ : : :
a a a a a a a a a

0.0000 • 696.9989 • 696.9989 ■ 0.0134 • 0.0128 ■ 701.1408

General Office 
Building

468450 2.5300e- • 0.0230 1 0.0193 • 1.4000e- ■ • 1.7500e- • 1.7500e- ‘ • 1.7500e- • 1.7500e-
003 ‘ ; ‘ 004 ‘ ; 003 ; 003 : ‘ 003 ‘ 003

aaaiaaaaa

0.0000 I 24.9983 • 24.9983 • 4.8000e- • 4.6000e- ■ 25.1468 
: : : 004 ; 004 :

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

8.30736e 
+006

0.0448 • 0.4072 7 0.3421 ■ 2.4400e- « • 0.0310 • 0.0310 • « 0.0310 • 0.0310
‘ ! ‘ 003 ‘ ‘ ‘ : : :
a a a a a a a a a

0.0000 I 443.3124 ■ 443.3124 • 8.5000e- • 8.1300e- ■ 445.9468
; : : 003 : 003 ;

Hotel 1.74095e 
+006

9.3900e- • 0.0853 • 0.0717 • 5.1000e- • • 6.4900e- • 6.4900e- ‘ ; 6.4900e- • 6.4900e-
003 ‘ ; : 004 : ‘ 003 ‘ 003 I 1 003 ‘ 003

aaaiaaaaa

0.0000 ; 92.9036 ■ 92.9036 • 1.7800e- • 1.7000e- ■ 93.4557 
: : : 003 : 003 ;

Quality 
Restaurant

1.84608e 
+006

9.9500e- • 0.0905 • 0.0760 • 5.4000e- • • 6.8800e- • 6.8800e- ■ ■ 6.8800e- • 6.8800e-
003 ‘ ; : 004 : ‘ 003 ‘ 003 I 1003’ 003

a a a a a a 1 a a

0.0000 ■ 98.5139 • 98.5139 ■ 1.8900e- • 1.8100e- ■ 99.0993
; : ; 003 : 003 :

Regional 
Shopping Center

91840 5.0000e-
004

4.5000e- 
003

3.78006- 
003

3.0000e- 
005

• 3.4000e- • 3.4000e-
: 004 : 004

3.4000e- • 3.4000e-
004 ! 004

0.0000 4.9009 • 4.9009 9.00006-
005

9.0000e- ■ 4.9301
005 :

Total

—
010 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e- 

003
0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383-426 1,383.426 

8
0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647 

8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated

NaturalGa 
s Use

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr ton s/yr MT /yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

408494 2.2000e- 
003

0.0188 8.0100e- 
003

1 2000e- 
004

1.5200e- 
003

1.5200e- 
003

1.5200e- 
003

1.52006- 
003

0.0000 21 .7988 21.7988 4.2000e- 
004

4.0000e- 
004

21.9284

Apartments Mid 
Rise

1.30613e 
+007

0.0704 0.6018 0.2561 3.8400e- 
003

0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0000 696.9989 696.99 89 0.0134 0.0128 701.1408

General Office 
Building

468450 2.5300e- 
003

0.0230 0.0193 1.4000e- 
004

1.7500c- 
003

1.75006- 
003

1.7500e- 
003

1.7500e- 
003

0.0000 24.9983 24.9983 4.80006-
004

4 6000e- 
004

25.1468

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

8.30736e 
+006

0.0448 0.4072 0.3421 2.4400e- 
003

0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0000 443.3124 443.3124 8.5000e-
003

8.1300e- 
003

445.9468

Hotel 1.74095e 
+006

9.3900e- 
003

0.0853 0.0717 5.1000e- 
004

6.4900e- 
003

6.49006- 
003

6.4900e- 
003

6.4900e- 
003

0.0000 92.9036 92.9036 1.78006-
003

1.7000e- 
003

93.4557

Quality 
Restaurant

1.84608e 
+006

9.9500e- 
003

0.0905 0.0760 5.4000e- 
004

6.8800e- 
003

6.8800e- 
003

6.8800e- 
003

6 8800e 
003

0.0000 98.5139 98.5139 1.89006- 
003

1.81 OOe- 
003

99.0993

Regional 
Shopping Center

91840 5.0000e-
004

4.5000e- 
003

3.78006- 
003

3.0000e- 
005

3.4000e- 
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e- 
004

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.9009 4.9009 9.00006-
005

9.0000e- 
005

4.9301

Total

—
0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e- 

003
0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1.383.426 

8
1,383.426 

8
0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647

8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

106010 33.7770 1.39006- 
003

2.90006- 
004

33.8978

Apartments Mid 
Rise

3.94697e 
+006

1,257.587
9

0.0519 0.0107 1,262.086 
9

General Office 
Building

584550 186.2502 7.6900e- 
003

1.59006- 
003

186.9165

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.58904e 
+006

506.3022 0.0209 4.32006- 
003

508.1135

Hotel 550308 175.3399 7.2400e- 
003

1.5000e- 
003

175.9672

Quality 
Restaurant

353120 112.5116 4.6500e- 
003

9.6000e-
004

112.9141

Regional 
Shopping Center

756000 240.8778 9.9400e- 
003

2.0600e- 
003

241.7395

Total

—
2,512.646

5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635 
6
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

106010 33.7770 1.3900e-
003

2.9000e- 
004

33.8978

Apartments Mid 
Rise

3.94697e 
+006

1,257.587
9

0.0519 0.0107 1,262.086 
9

General Office 
Building

584550 186.2502 7.6900e- 
003

1.59006- 
003

186.9165

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.58904e 
+006

506.3022 0.0209 4.32006- 
003

508.1135

Hotel 550308 175.3399 7.2400e- 
003

1.5000e- 
003

175.9672

Quality 
Restaurant

353120 112.5116 4.6500e- 
003

9.6000e-
004

112.9141

Regional 
Shopping Center

756000 240.8778 9.9400e- 
003

2.0600e- 
003

241.7395

Total

—
2,512.646

5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635 
6

6 .0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM 10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated • 5.1437 0.2950 10 3804 1.6700e- 
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e- 
003

222.5835

Unmitigated • 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.67006-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 00714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4137 0.0000 ; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.3998 0.0000 ; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0206 0.1763 ■ 0.0750 1,12000-
003

0.0143 ; 0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0000 204.1166 204.1166 3.9100e- 
003

3.74006- 
003

205.3295

Landscaping 0.3096 0.1187 10.3054 5.4000e- 
004

0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0000 16.8504 16.8504 0.0161 0.0000 17.2540

Total 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6600e- 
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e- 
003

222.5835
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Mitigated

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural " 0.4137
Coating •

0.0000 • 0.0000 • 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer • 4.3998
Products "

0.0000 • 0.0000 • 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth " 0.0206 0.1763 0.0750 1.1200e-
003

0.0143 ■ 0.0143 • 0.0143 0.0143 0.0000 204.1166 204.1166 3.91 OOe- 
003

3.7400e-
003

205.3295

Landscaping " 0.3096 0.1187 10.3054 5.4000e- 
004

0.0572 0.0572 : 0.0572 0.0572 0.0000 16.8504 16.8504 0.0161 0.0000 17.2540

Total । 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6600e- 
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

7 .0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated ; 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Unmitigated ; 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683 7567
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

ndoo Out 
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.62885/
1.02688

10.9095 0.0535 1.3400e- 
003

12.6471

Apartments Mid 
Rise

63.5252 /
40.0485

425.4719 2.0867 0.0523 493.2363

General Office 
Building

7.99802 /
4.90201

53.0719 0.2627 6.5900e-
003

61.6019

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

10.9272/
0.697482

51.2702 0.3580 8.8200e- 
003

62.8482

Hotel 1.26834 / 
0.140927

6.1633 0.0416 1.0300e- 
003

7.5079

Quality 
Restaurant

2.42827 /
0.154996

11.3934 0.0796 1.9600e- 
003

13.9663

Regional 
Shopping Center

4.14806/
2.54236

27.5250 0.1363 3.4200e- 
003

31.9490

Total 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

7.2 Water by Land Use
Mitigated

ndoo Out 
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.62885/
1.02688

10.9095 0.0535 1.3400e- 
003

12.6471

Apartments Mid 
Rise

63.5252 /
40.0485

425.4719 2.0867 0.0523 493.2363

General Office 
Building

7.99802 /
4.90201

53.0719 0.2627 6.5900e-
003

61.6019

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

10.9272/
0.697482

51.2702 0.3580 8.8200e- 
003

62.8482

Hotel 1.26834 / 
0.140927

6.1633 0.0416 1.0300e- 
003

7.5079

Quality 
Restaurant

2.42827 /
0.154996

11.3934 0.0796 1.9600e- 
003

13.9663

Regional 
Shopping Center

4.14806/
2.54236

27.5250 0.1363 3.4200e- 
003

31.9490

Total 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

8 .0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
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Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

Mitigated ; 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Unmitigated • 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 5148354
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8.2 Waste by Land Use 

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

11.5 • 2.3344 0.1380 0.0000 5.7834

Apartments Mid 
Rise

448.5 ■ 91.0415 5.3804 0.00 00 225.5513

General Office 
Building

41.85 : 8.4952 0.5021 0.0000 21.0464

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

428.4 ■ 86.9613 5.1393 0.0000 215.4430

Hotel 27.38 ; 5.5579 0.3285 0.00 00 13.7694

Quality 
Restaurant

7.3 ■ 1.4818 0.0876 0.0000 3.6712

Regional 
Shopping Center

58.8 I 11.9359 0.7054 0.0000 29.5706

Total । 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354
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8.2 Waste by Land Use
Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

115 i 2.3344 • 0.1380 0.0000 5.7834

Apartments Mid 
Rise

448.5 ; 91.0415 ■ 5.3804 0.00 00 225.5513

General Office 
Building

41.85 । 8.4952 ■ 0.5021 0.0000 21.0464

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

428.4 I 86.9613 • 5.1393 0.0000 215.4430

Hotel 27.38 ] 5.5579 ■ 0.3285 0.00 00 13.7694

Quality 
Restaurant 7.3 ! 1.4818 ‘ 0.0876 0.0000 3.6712

Regional 
Shopping Center

58.8 ; 11.9359 0.7054 0.0000 29.5706

Total 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

9 .0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type NumberHours/Day Days/Year Horse PowerLoad FactorFuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number |  Hours/Day  [ Hours/Year Horse Power | Load Factor | Fuel Type
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Boilers

Equipment Type Number | ~ Heat Input/Day | Heat Input/Year | Boiler Rating | Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment TypeNumber

11.0 Vegetation
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric | Lot Acreage | Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 ; 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 ; 36,000.00 0

Hotei 50.00 Room 1.67 ; 72.600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 ; 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 ; 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 ; 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqf : 1.29 : 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2028

Utility Company Southern California Edison

CO2 Intensity 
(Ib/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 0.029
(Ib/MWhr)

N2O Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR’s model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Table Name I Column Name I Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 3.75

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05 0.69

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27
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tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95
•

3.20

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16
1 
■
i ______________ _

57.65

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 1
■ 

______________ _ ______
6.39

tbiVehicleTrips WDTR 6.59
1 
i 
i ______________ _

5.83

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65
1 
i 
i.............. i ....

4.13

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03
1 
■ 
■______________ _ _____

6.41

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15
t ■ 

____________ _ ______
65.80

tbiVehicleTrips WDTR 8.17 1 
i
i ______________ _

3.84

tbiVehicleTrips WDTR 89.95
1 
i
i ___________ i -----

62.64

tbiVehicleTrips WDTR 42.70
I 
i 

______________ _ ______
9.43

tbiWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 1 
i 

______________ _ ______
0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75
1 
i 
i ______________ _

0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25
1 
i
i _______________ I_____

0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75
1 
■ 0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00
1
1 
■

0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00
1
1 
1 _______________ I

0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60
1 
i 0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveWood Mass 999.60 0.00

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission) 
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Year Ib/day Ib/day

2021 4.2769 46.4588 31.6840 0.0643 18.2675 2.0461 • 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 6.234.797
4

6.234.797
4

1.9495 0.0000 6,283.535
2

2022 5.3304 38.8967 49.5629 0.1517 9.8688 1.6366 • 10.7727 3.6558 1.5057 5.1615 0.0000 15,251.56
74

15,251.56
74

1.9503 0.0000 15,278.52
88

2023 4.8957 26.3317 46.7567 0.1472 9.8688 0.7794 ■ 10.6482 2.6381 0.7322 3.3702 0.0000 14,807.52 
69

14,807.52 
69

1.0250 0.0000 14,833.15
21

2024 237.1630 9.5575 15.1043 0.0244 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 0.4322 0.5476 0.0000 2,361.398
9

2.361.398 
9

0.7177 0.0000 2.379.342
1

“xinin 237.1630 46.4588 49.5629 0.1517 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 15,251.56
74

15,251.56
74

1.9503 0.0000 15,278.52
88
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Year Ib/day Ib/day

2021 4.2769 46.4588 31.6840 0.0643 18.2675 2.0461 • 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 6.234.797
4

6.234.797
4

1.9495 0.0000 6,283.535
2

2022 5.3304 38.8967 49.5629 0.1517 9.8688 1.6366 • 10.7727 3.6558 1.5057 5.1615 0.0000 15,251.56
74

15,251.56
74

1.9503 0.0000 15,278.52
88

2023 4.8957 26.3317 46.7567 0.1472 9.8688 0.7794 ■ 10.6482 2.6381 0.7322 3.3702 0.0000 14,807.52
69

14,807.52
69

1.0250 0.0000 14,833.15
20

2024 237.1630 9.5575 15.1043 0.0244 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 0.4322 0.5476 0.0000 2,361.398
9

2.361.398 
9

0.7177 0.0000 2.379.342
1

“xinin 237.1630 46.4588 49.5629 0.1517 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 15,251.56
74

15,251.56
74

1.9503 0.0000 15,278.52
88

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBIO-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-163 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 6 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1:54 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18.148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8.405.638 
7

Mobile 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12 
08

Total 411168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18 
16

76.811.18 
16

2.8282 0.4832 77,025.87 
86

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59 
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8.355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8.405.638
7

Mobile 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50.306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12 
08

Total 41.1168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18 
16

76.811.18
16

2.8282 0.4832 77,025.87
86
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021
-----__________

10/12/2021 5 30
.......................................

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 
______ ______________

11/9/2021
___ ___

5
- -

20
_______ _ .................................. .

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 
_____________

5 45 
_________

4 Building Construction Building Construction
______________  
1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving
______________  
12/13/2023

_____________  
1/30/2024

_________  
5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating - sqft)

OffRoad Equipment
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Phase Name I Oftroad Equipment Type I Amount Usage Hours | Horse ower | Load Factor

Demolition "Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00; 81: 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00; 158; 0.38

Demolition "Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00; 247; 0.40

Site Preparation "Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00; 247; 0.40

Site Preparation :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97; 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00; 158; 0.38

Grading "Graders 1 8.00; 187; 0.41

Grading "Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247; 0.40

Grading : Scrapers 2 8.00; 367; 0.48

Grading ;Tractors/Loaders'Backhoes 2 8.00; 97; 0.37

Building Construction "Cranes 1 7.00; 231; 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00; 89; 0.20

Building Construction "Generator Sets 1 8.00; 84; 0.74

Building Construction :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00; 97; 0.37

Building Construction : Welders 1 8.00; 46; 0.45

Paving : Pavers 2 8.00 130; 0.42

Paving "Paving Equipment 2 8.00; 132; 0.36

Paving : Rollers 2 8.00; 80; 0.38

Architectural Coating "Air Compressors 1 6.00; 78; 0.48
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor
Vehicle Class

Hauling
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDTMix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDTMix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................

HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................
HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................

HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

3.2 Demolition - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008

...............

0.0000 0.0000

3,774.317
4

Off-Road 3.1651 31 .4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 3,747.944 
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944 
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.1273 4.0952 0.9602 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 0.2795 0.0732 0.0120 0.0852 1,292.241 
3

1,292.241 
3

0.0877 1,294.433 
7

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0643 0.0442 0.6042 1.7100e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e- 
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2500e- 
003

0.0457 170.8155 170.8155 5.0300e- 
003

170.9413

Total 0.1916 4.1394 1.5644 0.0136 0.4346 0.0139 0.44 85 0.1176 0.0133 0.1309 1,463.056 
8

1.463.056 
8

0.0927 1,465.375 
0

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944 
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549 3,774.317 
4
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3.2 Demolition - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.1273 4.0952 0.9602 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 0.2795 0.0732 0.0120 0.0852 1,292.241 
3

1,292.241 
3

0.0877 1.294.433 
7

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0643 0.0442 0.6042 1.7100e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e- 
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2500e- 
003

0.0457 170.8155 170.8155 5.0300e- 
003

170.9413

Total 0.1916 4.1394 1.5644 0.0136 0.4346 0.0139 0.44 85 0.1176 0.0133 0.1309 1,463.056 
8

1.463.056 
8

0.0927 1,465.375 
0

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457 
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656 
9

3.685.656 
9

1.1920 3,715.457 
3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e- 
003

0.2012 1.6300e- 
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 
003

0.0549 204.9786 204.9786 6.0400e- 
003

205.1296

Total 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e- 
003

0.2012 1.6300e- 
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 
003

0.0549 204.9786 204.9786 6.0400e- 
003

205.1296

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3.685.656 
9

1.1920 3,715.457 
3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e- 
003

0.2012 1.6300e- 
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 
003

0.0549 204.9786 204.9786 6.0400e- 
003

205.1296

Total 0.0772 0.0530 0.7250 2.0600e- 
003

0.2012 1.6300e- 
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 
003

0.0549 204.9786 204.9786 6.0400e- 
003

205.1296

3.4 Grading - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 6.007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6.055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043
4

6.007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e-
003

0.2236 1.8100B- 
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 
003

0.0610 227.7540 227.7540 6.71 OOe- 
003

227.9217

Total 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e- 
003

0.2236 1.8100e- 
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 
003

0.0610 227.7540 227.7540 6.7100e- 
003

227.9217

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 0.0000 6.007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6.007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e-
003

0.2236 1.8100B- 
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 
003

0.0610 227.7540 227.7540 6.71 OOe- 
003

227.9217

Total 0.0857 0.0589 0.8056 2.2900e- 
003

0.2236 1.8100e- 
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 
003

0.0610 227.7540 227.7540 6.7100e- 
003

227.9217

3.4 Grading - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 6,011.410 
5

6,011.410 
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410
5

6.011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2022

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0803 0.0532 0.7432 2.21 OOe- 
003

0.2236 1.7500e- 
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 219.7425 219.7425 6.0600e- 
003

219.8941

Total 0.0803 0.0532 0.7432 2.21 OOe- 
003

0.2236 1.7500e- 
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e- 
003

0.0609 219.7425 219.7425 6.0600e- 
003

219.8941

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 0.0000 6,011.410 
5

6,011.410 
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6.011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0803 0.0532 0.7432 2.21 OOe- 
003

0.2236 1.7500e- 
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 219.7425 219.7425 6.0600e- 
003

219.8941

Total 0.0803 0.0532 0.7432 2.21 OOe- 
003

0.2236 1.7500e- 
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e- 
003

0.0609 219.7425 219.7425 6.0600e- 
003

219.8941

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333 
6

2.554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632 
2
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.4079 13.2032 3.4341 0.0364 0.9155 0.0248 0.9404 0.2636 0.0237 0.2873 3,896.548
2

3,896.548
2

0.2236 3,902.138
4

Worker " 3.2162 2.1318 29.7654 0.0883 8.9533 0.0701 9.0234 2.3745 0.0646 2.4390 8,800.685
7

8,800.685
7

0.2429 8,806.758
2

Total 3.6242 15.3350 33.1995 0.1247 9.8688 0.0949 9.9637 2.6381 0.0883 2.7263 12,697.23 
39

12,697.23 
39

0.4665 12.708.89
66

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333 
6

2.554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632 
2
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.4079 13.2032 3.4341 0.0364 0.9155 0.0248 0.9404 0.2636 0.0237 0.2873 3,896.548
2

3,896.548
2

0.2236 3,902.138
4

Worker " 3.2162 2.1318 29.7654 0.0883 8.9533 0.0701 9.0234 2.3745 0.0646 2.4390 8,800.685
7

8,800.685
7

0.2429 8,806.758
2

Total 3.6242 15.3350 33.1995 0.1247 9.8688 0.0949 9.9637 2.6381 0.0883 2.7263 12,697.23 
39

12,697.23 
39

0.4665 12.708.89
66

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209 
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.3027 10.0181 3.1014 0.0352 0.9156 0.0116 0.9271 0.2636 0.0111 0.2747 3,773.876
2

3,773.876
2

0.1982 3,778.830 
0

Worker " 3.0203 1.9287 27.4113 0.0851 8.9533 0.0681 9.0214 2.3745 0.0627 2.4372 8,478.440
8

8,478.440
8

0.2190 8,483.916 
0

Total 3.3229 11.9468 30.5127 0.1203 9.8688 0.0797 9.9485 2.6381 0.0738 2.7118 12,252.31
70

12,252.31 
70

0.4172 12.262.74
60

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209 
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.3027 10.0181 3.1014 0.0352 0.9156 0.0116 0.9271 0.2636 0.0111 0.2747 3,773.876
2

3,773.876
2

0.1982 3,778.830 
0

Worker " 3.0203 1.9287 27.4113 0.0851 8.9533 0.0681 9.0214 2.3745 0.0627 2.4372 8,478.440
8

8,478.440
8

0.2190 8,483.916 
0

Total 3.3229 11.9468 30.5127 0.1203 9.8688 0.0797 9.9485 2.6381 0.0738 2.7118 12,252.31
70

12,252.31 
70

0.4172 12.262.74
60

3.6 Paving - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 
1

2,207.584 
1

0.7140 2,225.433 
6
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.6 Paving - 2023

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.5900e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 158.7723 158.7723 4.1000e- 
003

158.8748

Total 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.5900e- 
003

0.1677 1.2800e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e- 
003

0.0456 158.7723 158.7723 4.1000e- 
003

158.8748

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584 2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584 
1

2,207.584 
1

0.7140 2,225.433 
6
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.6 Paving - 2023

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.5900e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 158.7723 158.7723 4.1000e- 
003

158.8748

Total 0.0566 0.0361 0.5133 1.5900e- 
003

0.1677 1.2800e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e- 
003

0.0456 158.7723 158.7723 4.1000e- 
003

158.8748

3.6 Paving - 2024

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547 
2

0.7140 2.225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396 
3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.6 Paving - 2024

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 1.5400e- 
003

0.1677 1.2600e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 153.8517 153.8517 3.7600e- 
003

153.9458

Total 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 1.5400e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 153.8517 153.8517 3.7600e- 
003

153.9458

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547 
2

0.7140 2.225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547 
2

0.7140 2,225.396 
3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.6 Paving - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 1.5400e- 
003

0.1677 1.2600e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 153.8517 153.8517 3.7600e- 
003

153.9458

Total 0.0535 0.0329 0.4785 1.5400e-
003

0.1677 1.2600e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 153.8517 153.8517 3.7600e- 
003

153.9458

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 0.0165 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,641 .085
2

1,641.085
2

0.0401 1.642.088
6

Total 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 0.0165 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,641.085
2

1.641.085 
2

0.0401 1.642.088
6

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 0.0165 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,641 .085
2

1,641.085
2

0.0401 1.642.088
6

Total 0.5707 0.3513 5.1044 0.0165 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,641.085
2

1.641.085 
2

0.0401 1.642.088
6

4 .0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day lb/day

Mitigated 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50.306.60
34

50.306.60
34

2.1807 50.361.12
08

Unmitigated " 9.8489 45 4304 114.8495 0.4917 459592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50.306 60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065
General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

digh Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant), 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445.703 445.703
Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707.488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1,112,221 1,112,221
Total 8,050.95 8.164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452

4.3 Trip Type Information
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

Miles Trip% Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-WorC-W | H-SorC-C | H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 ; 5.90 ; 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 ; 5.90 ; 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use | LDA | LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise : 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant • 6,5430883 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821
L.------------- ----------------- X--------------- .---------------- _________L.------------- 1.-------------- __________________

Regional Shopping Center ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712; 0.000821

5 .0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O C02e

Category Ib/day lb/day

NaturalGas " 0.7660
Mitigated •

6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

NaturalGas " 0.7660
Unmitigated •

6 7462 4.2573 0.0418 0 5292 0 5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8.355 983 
2

0 1602 0 1532 8.405 638 
7
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated

NaturalGa 
s Use

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/ jay Ib/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1119.16 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e- 
004

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- 
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.41 OOe- 
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35784.3 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4.234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1283.42 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e- 
004

9.5600e- 
003

9.5600e- 
003

9.5600e- 
003

9 5600e- 
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e- 
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22759.9 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546 
0

Hotel 4769.72 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.81 OOe- 
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5057.75 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e- 
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

251.616 2.71 OOe- 
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e- 
004

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700a- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e- 
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total

—
0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983

2
8,355.983

2
0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638 

7
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated

NaturalGa 
s Use

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day

Apartments Low • 1.11916 
Rise :

0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 ■ 6.6000e-
I 004

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- ■
003 :

8.3400e- • 8.3400e-
003 I 003

131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.41 OOe- 
003

132.4486ll-0o0-

Apartments Mid • 35.7843 
Rise :

0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 • 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 • 0.2666 • 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4.234.933 
9

General Office • 1.28342
Building :

0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 ■ 7.5000e- 
; 004

9.5600e- 
003

9.5600e- ‘
003 :

9.5600e- • 9.5600e-
003 ! 003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e- 
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit • 22.7599 
Down Restaurant):

0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 ■ 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 ■ 0.1696 • 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2.693.546 
0

Hotel • 4.76972 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 ■ 2.81 OOe-
I 003

0.0355 0.0355 • 0.0355 • 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality ; 5.05775
Restaurant :

0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 • 2.9800e- 
I 003

0.0377 0.0377 ■ 0.0377 • 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.251616 2.71 OOe- 
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700s- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e- 
004

5.4000e- 
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638 
7

6 .0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM 10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Mitigated ; 30,5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18.148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated ; 30,5020 15 0496 88 4430 0 0944 1.5974 1 5974 1.5974 1 5974 00000 18,148 59 
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259 11
92

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 ; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 ; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 ■ 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00 
00

18,000.00 
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96 
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59 
50

18.148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11 
92
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6.2 Area by SubCategory
Mitigated

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 • 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 • 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 • 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00 
00

18,000.00 
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11 
92

7 .0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8 .0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9 .0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type

10 .0 Stationary Equipment
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Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Boilers

Equipment Type Number j Hours/Day | Hours/Year Horse Power | Load Factor | Fuel Type |

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating | Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment TypeNumber

11.0 Vegetation
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric | Lot Acreage | Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 ; 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 ; 36,000.00 0

Hotei 50.00 Room 1.67 ; 72.600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 ; 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 ; 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 ; 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqf : 1.29 : 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2028

Utility Company Southern California Edison

CO2 Intensity 
(Ib/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 0.029
(Ib/MWhr)

N2O Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR’s model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Table Name I Column Name I Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 8.19 3.75

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 94.36 63.99

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 49.97 10.74

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.16

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05 0.69

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84 78.27
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95
•

3.20

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16
1 ■ i ____________ _

57.65

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 1■ 
____________ _ ______

6.39

tbiVehicleTrips WDTR 6.59
1 
i i ____________ _

5.83

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65
1 i i___________ 4. ....

4.13

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03
111 ____________ _ ___ _

6.41

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15
t 1

____________ _ ______
65.80

tbiVehicleTrips WDTR 8.17 1 11 ____________ _
3.84

tbiVehicleTrips WDTR 89.95
111 ___________ 4 -----

62.64

tbiVehicleTrips WDTR 42.70
11 

____________ _ ______
9.43

tbiWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 1 1
____________ _ ______

0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75
11 1 ____________ _

0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25
1 11 _____________ I___ _

0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75
1 1 0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00
1 1 1 0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00
11 1 _____________ I

0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60
1 1 0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveWood Mass 999.60 0.00

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission) 
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Year Ib/day Ib/day

2021 4.2865 46.4651 31.6150 0.0642 18.2675 2.0461 • 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 6,221 .493
7

6.221.493 
7

1.9491 0.0000 6.270.221
4

2022 5.7218 38.9024 47.3319 0.1455 9.8688 1.6366 • 10.7736 3.6558 1.5057 5.1615 0.0000 14,630.30 
99

14,630.30
99

1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26
63

2023 5.2705 26.4914 44.5936 0.1413 9.8688 0.7800 • 10.6488 2.6381 0.7328 3.3708 0.0000 14,210.34
24

14,210.34
24

1.0230 0.0000 14,235.91
60

2024 237.2328 9.5610 15.0611 0.0243 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 0.4322 0.5476 0.0000 2.352.417
8

2.352.417 
8

0.7175 0.0000 2.370.355 
0

“xinin 222 46.4651 47.3319 0.1455 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 14,630.30
99

14.630.30 
99

1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26
63
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Year Ib/day Ib/day

2021 4.2865 46.4651 31.6150 0.0642 18.2675 2.0461 • 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 6,221 .493
7

6.221.493
7

1.9491 0.0000 6.270.221
4

2022 5.7218 38.9024 47.3319 0.1455 9.8688 1.6366 • 10.7736 3.6558 1.5057 5.1615 0.0000 14,630.30
99

14,630.30
99

1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26
63

2023 5.2705 26.4914 44.5936 0.1413 9.8688 0.7800 • 10.6488 2.6381 0.7328 3.3708 0.0000 14,210.34
24

14,210.34
24

1.0230 0.0000 14,235.91
60

2024 237.2328 9.5610 15.0611 0.0243 1.7884 0.4698 1.8628 0.4743 0.4322 0.5476 0.0000 2.352.417
8

2.352.417
8

0.7175 0.0000 2.370.355 
0

“xinin 222 46.4651 47.3319 0.1455 18.2675 2.0461 20.3135 9.9840 1.8824 11.8664 0.0000 14,630.30
99

14.630.30 
99

1.9499 0.0000 14,657.26
63

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBIO-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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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2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8.405.638 
7

Mobile 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80 
05

47.917.80 
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Total 40.7912 67.7872 202.7424 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37 
87

74.422.37
87

2.8429 0.4832 74,637.44

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59 
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8.355.983 
2

0.1602 0.1532 8.405.638
7

Mobile 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80 
05

47.917.80 
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Total 40.7912 67.7872 202.7424 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37 
87

74.422.37 
87

2.8429 0.4832 74,637.44
17
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021
-----__________

10/12/2021 5 30
.........................................................

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 
______ ______________

11/9/2021
___ ___

5
- -

20
_______ _ ............... . ................................. .

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 
_____________

5 45 
_________

4 Building Construction Building Construction
______________  
1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving
______________  
12/13/2023

_____________  
1/30/2024

_________  
5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating - sqft)

OffRoad Equipment
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

Phase Name I Oftroad Equipment Type I Amount Usage Hours | Horse ower | Load Factor

Demolition "Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00; 81: 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00; 158; 0.38

Demolition "Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00; 247; 0.40

Site Preparation "Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00; 247; 0.40

Site Preparation :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97; 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00; 158; 0.38

Grading "Graders 1 8.00; 187; 0.41

Grading "Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247; 0.40

Grading : Scrapers 2 8.00; 367; 0.48

Grading ;Tractors/Loaders'Backhoes 2 8.00; 97; 0.37

Building Construction "Cranes 1 7.00; 231; 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00; 89; 0.20

Building Construction "Generator Sets 1 8.00; 84; 0.74

Building Construction :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00; 97; 0.37

Building Construction : Welders 1 8.00; 46; 0.45

Paving : Pavers 2 8.00 130; 0.42

Paving "Paving Equipment 2 8.00; 132; 0.36

Paving : Rollers 2 8.00; 80; 0.38

Architectural Coating "Air Compressors 1 6.00; 78; 0.48
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor
Vehicle Class

Hauling
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDTMix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDTMix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................

HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................
HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 14.70 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................

HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

3.2 Demolition - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008

.................

0.0000 0.0000

3,774.317
4

Off-Road 3.1651 31 .4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 3,747.944 
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944 
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0.2797 0.0732 0.0122 0.0854 1.269.855
5

1,269.855 
5

0.0908 1.272.125
2

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0715 0.0489 0.5524 1.6100e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e- 
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2500e- 
003

0.0457 160.8377 160.8377 4.7300e- 
003

160.9560

Total 0.2019 4.1943 1.5706 0.0133 0.4346 0.0141 0.44 87 0.1176 0.0135 0.1311 1,430.693
2

1.430.693 
2

0.0955 1,433.081
2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 0.0000 3.747.944
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944 
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549 3,774.317 
4



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-203 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 11 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1:49 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.2 Demolition - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0.2797 0.0732 0.0122 0.0854 1.269.855
5

1,269.855 
5

0.0908 1,272.125
2

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0715 0.0489 0.5524 1.6100e-
003

0.1677 1.3500e- 
003

0.1690 0.0445 1.2500e- 
003

0.0457 160.8377 160.8377 4.7300e- 
003

160.9560

Total 0.2019 4.1943 1.5706 0.0133 0.4346 0.0141 0.44 87 0.1176 0.0135 0.1311 1,430.693
2

1.430.693 
2

0.0955 1,433.081
2

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457 
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656 
9

3.685.656 
9

1.1920 3,715.457 
3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e- 
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 
003

0.0549 193.0052 193.0052 5.6800e- 
003

193.1472

Total 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e- 
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 
003

0.0549 193.0052 193.0052 5.6800e- 
003

193.1472

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3.685.656 
9

1.1920 3,715.457 
3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e- 
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 
003

0.0549 193.0052 193.0052 5.6800e- 
003

193.1472

Total 0.0858 0.0587 0.6629 1.9400e-
003

0.2012 1.6300e- 
003

0.2028 0.0534 1.5000e- 
003

0.0549 193.0052 193.0052 5.6800e- 
003

193.1472

3.4 Grading - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 6.007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6.055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043
4

6.007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.8100B- 
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 
003

0.0610 214.4502 214.4502 6.31 OOe- 
003

214.6080

Total 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e- 
003

0.2236 1.8100e- 
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 
003

0.0610 214.4502 214.4502 6.31 OOe- 
003

214.6080

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 0.0000 6.007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6.007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-207 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 15 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1:49 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e-
003

0.2236 1.8100B- 
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 
003

0.0610 214.4502 214.4502 6.31 OOe- 
003

214.6080

Total 0.0954 0.0652 0.7365 2.1500e- 
003

0.2236 1.8100e- 
003

0.2254 0.0593 1.6600e- 
003

0.0610 214.4502 214.4502 6.31 OOe- 
003

214.6080

3.4 Grading - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 6,011.410 
5

6,011.410 
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410
5

6.011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2022

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 2.0800e- 
003

0.2236 1.7500e- 
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 206.9139 206.9139 5.7000e- 
003

207.0563

Total 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 2.0800e- 
003

0.2236 1.7500e- 
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e- 
003

0.0609 206.9139 206.9139 5.7000e- 
003

207.0563

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 0.0000 6,011.410 
5

6,011.410 
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6.011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 2.0800e- 
003

0.2236 1.7500e- 
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e-
003

0.0609 206.9139 206.9139 5.7000e- 
003

207.0563

Total 0.0896 0.0589 0.6784 2.0800e- 
003

0.2236 1.7500e- 
003

0.2253 0.0593 1.6100e- 
003

0.0609 206.9139 206.9139 5.7000e- 
003

207.0563

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333 
6

2.554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632 
2
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.4284 13.1673 3.8005 0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 0.9412 0.2636 0.0245 0.2881 3,789.075 
0

3,789.075 
0

0.2381 3,795.028 
3

Worker " 3.5872 2.3593 27.1680 0.0832 8.9533 0.0701 9.0234 2.3745 0.0646 2.4390 8,286.901 
3

8,286.901 
3

0.2282 8,292.605 
8

Total 4.0156 15.5266 30.9685 0.1186 9.8688 0.0957 9.9645 2.6381 0.0891 2.7271 12,075.97 
63

12,075.97 
63

0.4663 12.087.63
41

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333 
6

2.554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632 
2
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.4284 13.1673 3.8005 0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 0.9412 0.2636 0.0245 0.2881 3,789.075 
0

3,789.075 
0

0.2381 3,795.028 
3

Worker " 3.5872 2.3593 27.1680 0.0832 8.9533 0.0701 9.0234 2.3745 0.0646 2.4390 8,286.901 
3

8,286.901 
3

0.2282 8,292.605 
8

Total 4.0156 15.5266 30.9685 0.1186 9.8688 0.0957 9.9645 2.6381 0.0891 2.7271 12,075.97 
63

12,075.97 
63

0.4663 12.087.63
41

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209 
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.3183 9.9726 3.3771 0.0343 0.9156 0.0122 0.9277 0.2636 0.0116 0.2752 3,671 .400
7

3,671 .400
7

0.2096 3,676.641 
7

Worker " 3.3795 2.1338 24.9725 0.0801 8.9533 0.0681 9.0214 2.3745 0.0627 2.4372 7,983.731
8

7,983.731
8

0.2055 7,988.868
3

Total 3.6978 12.1065 28.3496 0.1144 9.8688 0.0803 9.9491 2.6381 0.0743 2.7124 11,655.13 
25

11,655.13 
25

0.4151 11.665.50
99

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209 
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.3183 9.9726 3.3771 0.0343 0.9156 0.0122 0.9277 0.2636 0.0116 0.2752 3,671 .400
7

3,671 .400
7

0.2096 3,676.641 
7

Worker " 3.3795 2.1338 24.9725 0.0801 8.9533 0.0681 9.0214 2.3745 0.0627 2.4372 7,983.731
8

7,983.731
8

0.2055 7,988.868
3

Total 3.6978 12.1065 28.3496 0.1144 9.8688 0.0803 9.9491 2.6381 0.0743 2.7124 11,655.13 
25

11,655.13 
25

0.4151 11.665.50
99

3.6 Paving - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 
1

2,207.584 
1

0.7140 2,225.433 
6
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.6 Paving - 2023

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 1.5000e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 149.5081 149.5081 3.8500e- 
003

149.6043

Total 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 1.5000e- 
003

0.1677 1.2800e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e- 
003

0.0456 149.5081 149.5081 3.8500e- 
003

149.6043

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584 2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584 
1

2,207.584 
1

0.7140 2,225.433 
6
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.6 Paving - 2023

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 1.5000e-
003

0.1677 1.2800e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e-
003

0.0456 149.5081 149.5081 3.8500e- 
003

149.6043

Total 0.0633 0.0400 0.4677 1.5000e- 
003

0.1677 1.2800e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1700e- 
003

0.0456 149.5081 149.5081 3.8500e- 
003

149.6043

3.6 Paving - 2024

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547 
2

0.7140 2.225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396 
3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.6 Paving - 2024

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 1.4500e- 
003

0.1677 1.2600e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 144.8706 144.8706 3.5300e- 
003

144.9587

Total 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 1.4500e- 
003

0.1677 1.2600e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 144.8706 144.8706 3.5300e- 
003

144.9587

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547 
2

0.7140 2.225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547 
2

0.7140 2,225.396 
3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.6 Paving - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 1.4500e- 
003

0.1677 1.2600e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 144.8706 144.8706 3.5300e- 
003

144.9587

Total 0.0601 0.0364 0.4354 1.4500e- 
003

0.1677 1.2600e- 
003

0.1689 0.0445 1.1600e-
003

0.0456 144.8706 144.8706 3.5300e- 
003

144.9587

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,545.286 
0

1,545.286 
0

0.0376 1,546.226
2

Total 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,545.286 
0

1.545.286 
0

0.0376 1,546.226
2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-219 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 27 of 35 Date: 1/6/2021 1:49 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,545.286 
0

1,545.286 
0

0.0376 1,546.226
2

Total 0.6406 0.3886 4.6439 0.0155 1.7884 0.0134 1.8018 0.4743 0.0123 0.4866 1,545.286 
0

1.545.286 
0

0.0376 1,546.226
2

4 .0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day lb/day

Mitigated 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47.917.80 
05

47.917.80 
05

2.1953 47.972.68
39

Unmitigated " 9.5233 45 9914 110.0422 0.4681 459592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47.917.80 
05

47.91780 
05

2.1953 47.972.68
39

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065
General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

digh Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant), 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445.703 445.703
Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707.488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1.112,221 1,112,221
Total 8,050.95 8.164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20.552.452

4.3 Trip Type Information
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

Miles Trip% Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-WorC-W | H-SorC-C | H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 ; 5.90 ; 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 ; 5.90 ; 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use | LDA | LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise : 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant • 6,5430883 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821
L.------------- ----------------- X--------------- .---------------- _________L.------------- 1.-------------- __________________

Regional Shopping Center ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712; 0.000821

5 .0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O C02e

Category Ib/day lb/day

NaturalGas " 0.7660
Mitigated •

6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

NaturalGas " 0.7660
Unmitigated •

6 7462 4.2573 0.0418 0 5292 0 5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8.355 983 
2

0 1602 0 1532 8.405 638 
7
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated

NaturalGa 
s Use

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/ jay Ib/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1119.16 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e- 
004

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- 
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.41 OOe- 
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35784.3 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4.234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1283.42 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e- 
004

9.5600e- 
003

9.5600e- 
003

9.5600e- 
003

9 5600e- 
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e- 
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22759.9 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546 
0

Hotel 4769.72 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.81 OOe- 
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5057.75 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e- 
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

251.616 2.71 OOe- 
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e- 
004

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700a- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e- 
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total

—
0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983

2
8,355.983

2
0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638 

7
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated

NaturalGa 
s Use

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day

Apartments Low • 1.11916 
Rise :

0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 ■ 6.6000e-
I 004

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- ■
003 :

8.3400e- • 8.3400e-
003 I 003

131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.41 OOe- 
003

132.4486ll-0o0-

Apartments Mid • 35.7843 
Rise :

0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 • 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 • 0.2666 • 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4.234.933 
9

General Office • 1.28342
Building :

0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 ■ 7.5000e- 
; 004

9.5600e- 
003

9.5600e- ‘
003 :

9.5600e- • 9.5600e-
003 ! 003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e- 
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit • 22.7599 
Down Restaurant):

0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 ■ 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 ■ 0.1696 • 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2.693.546 
0

Hotel • 4.76972 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 ■ 2.81 OOe-
I 003

0.0355 0.0355 • 0.0355 • 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality ; 5.05775
Restaurant :

0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 • 2.9800e- 
I 003

0.0377 0.0377 ■ 0.0377 • 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.251616 2.71 OOe- 
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700s- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e- 
004

5.4000e- 
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638 
7

6 .0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM 10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Mitigated ; 30,5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18.148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated ; 30,5020 15 0496 88 4430 0 0944 1.5974 1 5974 1.5974 1 5974 00000 18,148 59 
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259 11
92

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 ; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 ; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 ■ 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00 
00

18,000.00 
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96 
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59 
50

18.148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11 
92
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6.2 Area by SubCategory
Mitigated

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 • 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 • 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 • 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00 
00

18,000.00 
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11 
92

7 .0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8 .0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Boilers

Equipment Type Number j Hours/Day | Hours/Year Horse Power | Load Factor | Fuel Type |

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating | Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment TypeNumber

11.0 Vegetation
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

1 .0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric | Lot Acreage | Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 ; 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 ; 36,000.00 0

Hotei 50.00 Room 1.67 ; 72.600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 ; 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 ; 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 ; 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqf : 1.29 : 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2028

Utility Company Southern California Edison

CO2 Intensity 
(Ib/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 0.029
(Ib/MWhr)

N2O Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR’s model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Trips and VMT - Local hire provision

Table Name | Column Name I Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82
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tbiVehicleTrips STTR 8.19 3.75

tbiVehicleTrips STTR 94.36
__________

63.99

tbiVehicleTrips STTR 49.97
_________

10.74

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07
_________

6.16

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05
_________

0.69

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84
_________

78.27

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16
__________

___ ____
57.65

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 6.39

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 5.83

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65
- -

_________
4.13

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03
_________

6.41

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 65.80

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 3.84

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95
---------------  -------  —

62.64

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70
__________

9.43

tbiWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75
_________

0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25
_________

0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75
__________

0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00
_________ 

_________
0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

2 .0 Emissions Summary
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2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2021 0.1704 1.8234 1.1577 2.3800e-
003

0.4141 0.0817 • 0.4958 • 0.1788 0.0754 0.2542 0.0000 210.7654 210.7654 0.0600 0.0000 212.2661

2022 0.5865 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 • 1.0683 : 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1.418.655
4

1,418.655
4

0.1215 0.0000 1.421.692
5

2023 0.5190 3.2850 4.7678 0.0147 0.8497 0.0971 ; 0.9468 • 0.2283 0.0912 0.3195 0.0000 1,342.441
2

1,342.441
2

0.1115 0.0000 1,345.229
1

2024 4.1592 0.1313 0.2557 5.0000e- 
004

0.0221 6.3900e-
003

0.0285 J 5.8700e-
I 003

5.9700e- 
003

0.0118 0.0000 44.6355 44.6355 7.8300e- 
003

0.0000 44.8311

“xinin 4.1592 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 1.0683 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1,418.655
4

1,418.655
4

0.1215 0.0000 1,421.692 
5
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2.1 Overall Construction
Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2021 0.1704 1.8234 1.1577 2.3800e-
003

0.4141 0.0817 • 0.4958 • 0.1788 0.0754 0.2542 0.0000 210.7651 210.7651 0.0600 0.0000 212.2658

2022 0.5865 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 • 1.0683 : 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1.418.655 
0

1.418.655 
0

0.1215 0.0000 1.421.692
1

2023 0.5190 3.2850 4.7678 0.0147 0.8497 0.0971 ; 0.9468 • 0.2283 0.0912 0.3195 0.0000 1.342.440
9

1.342.440
9

0.1115 0.0000 1,345.228
7

2024 4.1592 0.1313 0.2557 5.0000e- 
004

0.0221 6.3900e-
003

0.0285 J 5.8700e-
I 003

5.9700e- 
003

0.0118 0.0000 44.6354 44.6354 7.8300e- 
003

0.0000 44.8311

“xinin 4.1592 4.0240 5.1546 0.0155 0.9509 0.1175 1.0683 0.2518 0.1103 0.3621 0.0000 1,418.655 
0

1,418.655 
0

0.1215 0.0000 1,421.692
1

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBIO-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 9-1-2021 11-30-2021 1.4091 1.4091

2 12-1-2021 2-28-2022 1 3329 1.3329

3 3-1-2022 5-31-2022 1.1499 1.1499

4 6-1-2022 8-31-2022 1.1457 1.1457

5 9-1-2022 11-30-2022 1.1415 1.1415

6 12-1-2022 2-28-2023 1.0278 1.0278

7 3-1-2023 5-31-2023 0.9868 0 9868

8 6-1-2023 8-31-2023 0.9831 0 9831
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

9 9-1-2023 11-30-2023 0.9798 0.9798

10 12-1-2023 2-29-2024 2.8757 2.8757

11 3-1-2024 5-31-2024 1.6188 1.6188

Highest 2.8757 2.8757

2.2 Overall Operational 

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 5.1437 0.2950 • 10.3804 1.6700e- 
003

0.0714 • 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

Energy 0.1398 1.2312 • 0.7770 7.6200e- 
003

0.0966 ; 0.0966 0.0966 0 0966 0.0000 3,896.073
2

3,896.073
2

0.1303 0.0468 3.913.283 
3

Mobile 1.5857 7.9962 ; 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 • 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7.620.498
6

7.620.498
6

0.3407 0.0000 7.629.016 
2

Waste 0.0000 • 0.0000 ooooo 0.0000 207.8079 0.0000 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 556.6420 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18 
07

12,531.15 
19

15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47
51
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2.2 Overall Operational
Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area • 5.1437 • 0.2950 • 10.3804 • 1.6700e- • • 0.0714 ■ 0.0714 • • 0.0714 • 0.0714

■■ i a ■ • i i ■ • i

0.0000 • 220.9670 • 220.9670 • 0.0201 • 3.7400e-
: : : : 003

222.5835

Energy " 0.1398 • 1.2312 I 0.7770 • 7.6200e- • • 0.0966 • 0.0966 • • 0.0966 ■ 0.0966

■a a a ■ e a a a e a

0.0000 • 3,896.073 • 3,896.073 • 0.1303 • 0.0468
; 2 ; 2 ; :

3.913.283
3

Mobile " 1.5857 • 7.9962 ■ 19.1834 • 0.0821 • 7.7979 ■ 0.0580 • 7.8559 • 2.0895 • 0.0539 • 2.1434■a i i a a a a a e a
•a a a a a a a a a a■aaaaaaaaaa

0.0000 • 7,620.498 • 7,620.498 • 0.3407 • 0.0000
: 6 : 6 : :

7.629.016
2

Waste « a a a a a 0.0000 I 0.0000 • • 0.0000 ■ 0.0000■a i i a e a a a e a
•aaaaaaaaaa ■aaaaaaaaaa

207.8079 • 0.0000 • 207.8079 • 12.2811 ; 0.0000 514.8354

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 29.1632 556.6420 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Total 6.8692 9.5223 30.3407 0.0914 7.7979 0.2260 8.0240 2.0895 0.2219 2.3114 236.9712 12,294.18 
07

12.531.15
19

15.7904 0.1260 12,963.47 
51

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase
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Phase
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021 10/12/2021 5 30

2 Site Preparation site Preparation
_______________________

10/13/2021 
______________

11/9/2021 
_____________

5 
_________

20

3 Grading Grading 
__________________________

11/10/2021 
______________

1/11/2022 
_____________

5 45

4 Building Construction Building Construction 1/12/2022 
______________

12/12/2023 
______________

5 500

5 Paving Paving 12/13/2023 1/30/2024 5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating - sqft)

OffRoad Equipment
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Phase Name I Oftroad Equipment Type I Amount Usage Hours | Horse ower | Load Factor

Demolition "Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00; 81: 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00; 158; 0.38

Demolition "Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00; 247; 0.40

Site Preparation "Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00; 247; 0.40

Site Preparation :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97; 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00; 158; 0.38

Grading "Graders 1 8.00; 187; 0.41

Grading "Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247; 0.40

Grading : Scrapers 2 8.00; 367; 0.48

Grading ;Tractors/Loaders'Backhoes 2 8.00; 97; 0.37

Building Construction "Cranes 1 7.00; 231; 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00; 89; 0.20

Building Construction "Generator Sets 1 8.00; 84; 0.74

Building Construction :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00; 97; 0.37

Building Construction : Welders 1 8.00; 46; 0.45

Paving : Pavers 2 8.00 130; 0.42

Paving "Paving Equipment 2 8.00; 132; 0.36

Paving : Rollers 2 8.00; 80; 0.38

Architectural Coating "Air Compressors 1 6.00; 78; 0.48
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor
Vehicle Class

Hauling
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDTMix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDTMix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................

HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................
HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................

HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

3.2 Demolition - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0496 0.0000 0.0496 7.5100e- 
003

0.0000 7.5100e- 
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
00-1

0.0233 0.0233 0.0216 0.0216 0.0000 51.0012 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 51.3601

Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e- 
004

0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 7.51 OOe- 
003

0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0012 51.0012 0.0144 0.0000 51.3601
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling " 1.9300e- 
• 003

0.0634 0.0148 1.8000e- 
004

3.9400e- 
003

1.9000e- 
004

4.1300e- 
003

1.0800e- 
003

1.8000e- 
004

1.2600e- 
003

0.0000 17.4566 17.4566 1.2100e- 
003

0.0000 17.4869

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 7.2000e-
" 004

5.3000e- 
004

6.0900e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

1.6800e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.6900e- 
003

4.5000e- 
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

4.6000e- 
004

0.0000 1.5281 1.5281 5.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.5293

Total 2.6500e-
003

0.0639 0.0209 2.0000e- 
004

5.6200e- 
003

2.0000e- 
004

5.8200e- 
003

1.5300e- 
003

1.9000e- 
004

1.7200e- 
003

0.0000 18.9847 18.9847 1.2600e- 
003

0.0000 19.0161

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0496 0.0000 0.0496 7.5100e- 
003

0.0000 7.51 OOe- 
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e-
004

0.0233 0.0233 0.0216 0.0216 0.0000 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600

Total 0.0475 0.4716 0.3235 5.8000e- 
004

0.0496 0.0233 0.0729 7.51 OOe- 
003

0.0216 0.0291 0.0000 51.0011 51.0011 0.0144 0.0000 51.3600
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.2 Demolition - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling " 1.9300e- 
• 003

0.0634 0.0148 1.8000e- 
004

3.9400e- 
003

1.9000e- 
004

4.1300e- 
003

1.0800e- 
003

1.8000e- 
004

1.2600e- 
003

0.0000 17.4566 17.4566 1.2100e- 
003

0.0000 17.4869

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 7.2000e-
" 004

5.3000e- 
004

6.0900e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

1.6800e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.6900e- 
003

4.5000e- 
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

4.6000e- 
004

0.0000 1.5281 1.5281 5.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.5293

Total 2.6500e-
003

0.0639 0.0209 2.0000e- 
004

5.6200e- 
003

2.0000e- 
004

5.8200e- 
003

1.5300e- 
003

1.9000e- 
004

1.7200e- 
003

0.0000 18.9847 18.9847 1.2600e- 
003

0.0000 19.0161

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0993 0.0000 0.0993 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.0204 0.0204 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7061

Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e- 
004

0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7061
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 5.8000e-
" 004

4.3000e- 
004

4.8700e- 
003

1 .OOOOe- 
005

1.3400e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.3500e- 
003

3.6000e- 
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

3.7000e- 
004

0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.2234

Total 5.8000e-
004

4.3000e- 
004

4.8700e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.3400e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.3500e- 
003

3.6000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

3.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.2234

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1807 0.0000 0.1807 0.0993 0.0000 0.0993 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e-
004

0.0204 0.0204 0.0188 0.0188 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060

Total 0.0389 0.4050 0.2115 3.8000e- 
004

0.1807 0.0204 0.2011 0.0993 0.0188 0.1181 0.0000 33.4357 33.4357 0.0108 0.0000 33.7060
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 5.8000e-
" 004

4.3000e- 
004

4.8700e- 
003

1 .OOOOe- 
005

1.3400e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.3500e- 
003

3.6000e- 
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

3.7000e- 
004

0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.2234

Total 5.8000e-
004

4.3000e- 
004

4.8700e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.3400e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.3500e- 
003

3.6000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

3.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.2225 1.2225 4.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.2234

3.4 Grading - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1741 0.0000 0.1741 0.0693 0.0000 0.0693 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0347 0.0347 0.0000 103.5405 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3776

Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e- 
003

0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5405 103.5405 0.0335 0.0000 104.3776
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.4 Grading - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 1.2200e-
" 003

9.0000e- 
004

0.0103 3.0000e- 
005

2.8300e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

2.8600e- 
003

7.5000e- 
004

2.0000e- 
005

7.8000e- 
004

0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e- 
005

0.0000 2.5828

Total 1.2200e- 
003

9.0000e- 
004

0.0103 3.0000e- 
005

2.8300e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

2.8600e- 
003

7.5000e- 
004

2.0000e- 
005

7.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e- 
005

0.0000 2.5828

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.1741 0.0000 0.1741 0.0693 0.0000 0.0693 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e-
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0347 0.0347 0.0000 103.5403 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3775

Total 0.0796 0.8816 0.5867 1.1800e- 
003

0.1741 0.0377 0.2118 0.0693 0.0347 0.1040 0.0000 103.5403 103.5403 0.0335 0.0000 104.3775
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.4 Grading - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 1.2200e-
" 003

9.0000e- 
004

0.0103 3.0000e- 
005

2.8300e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

2.8600e- 
003

7.5000e- 
004

2.0000e- 
005

7.8000e- 
004

0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e- 
005

0.0000 2.5828

Total 1.2200e- 
003

9.0000e- 
004

0.0103 3.0000e- 
005

2.8300e- 
003

2.0000e- 
005

2.8600e- 
003

7.5000e- 
004

2.0000e- 
005

7.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.5808 2.5808 8.0000e- 
005

0.0000 2.5828

3.4 Grading - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0807 0.0000 0.0807 0.0180 0.0000 0.0180 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e- 
004

5.7200e- 
003

5.7200e- 
003

5.2600e- 
003

5.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e- 
003

0.0000 19.2414

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e- 
004

0.0807 5.7200B- 
003

0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e- 
003

0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e- 
003

0.0000 19.2414
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.4 Grading - 2022

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 2.1000e-
" 004

1.5000e- 
004

1.7400e- 
003

1 .OOOOe- 
005

5.2000e- 
004

0.0000 5.3000e- 
004

1.4000e- 
004

0.0000 1 4000e- 
004

0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.4590

Total 2.1000e- 
004

1.5000e- 
004

1.7400e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

5.2000e- 
004

0.0000 5.3000e-
004

1.4000e- 
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.4590

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 0.0807 0.0000 0.0807 0.0180 0.0000 0.0180 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e- 
004

5.7200e- 
003

5.7200e- 
003

5.2600e- 
003

5.2600e-
003

0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e- 
003

0.0000 19.2414

Total 0.0127 0.1360 0.1017 2.2000e- 
004

0.0807 5.7200B- 
003

0.0865 0.0180 5.2600e- 
003

0.0233 0.0000 19.0871 19.0871 6.1700e- 
003

0.0000 19.2414
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.4 Grading - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 2.1000e-
" 004

1.5000e- 
004

1.7400e- 
003

1 .OOOOe- 
005

5.2000e- 
004

0.0000 5.3000e- 
004

1.4000e- 
004

0.0000 1 4000e- 
004

0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.4590

Total 2.1000e- 
004

1.5000e- 
004

1.7400e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

5.2000e- 
004

0.0000 5.3000e-
004

1.4000e- 
004

0.0000 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4587 0.4587 1.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.4590

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Oft-Road 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.41 OOe- 
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1324 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.41 OOe- 
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1324 293.1324 0.0702 0.0000 294.8881
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0527 1.6961 0.4580 4.5500e-
003

0.1140 3.1800e- 
003

0.1171 0.0329 3.0400e- 
003

0.0359 0.0000 441 .9835 441.9835 0.0264 0.0000 442.6435

Worker " 0.3051 0.2164 2.5233 7.3500e-
003

0.7557 6.2300e- 
003

0.7619 0.2007 5.7400e-
003

0.2065 0.0000 663.9936 663.9936 0.0187 0.0000 664.4604

Total 0.3578 1.9125 2.9812 0.0119 0.8696 9.41 OOe- 
003

0.8790 0.2336 8.7800e- 
003

0.2424 0.0000 1,105.977 
1

1.105.977 
1

0.0451 0.0000 1,107.103
9

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Oft-Road 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.41 OOe- 
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1321 293.1321 0.0702 0.0000 294.8877

Total 0.2158 1.9754 2.0700 3.41 OOe- 
003

0.1023 0.1023 0.0963 0.0963 0.0000 293.1321 293.1321 0.0702 0.0000 294.8877
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0527 1.6961 0.4580 4.5500e-
003

0.1140 3.1800e- 
003

0.1171 0.0329 3.0400e- 
003

0.0359 0.0000 441 .9835 441.9835 0.0264 0.0000 442.6435

Worker " 0.3051 0.2164 2.5233 7.3500e-
003

0.7557 6.2300e- 
003

0.7619 0.2007 5.7400e-
003

0.2065 0.0000 663.9936 663.9936 0.0187 0.0000 664.4604

Total 0.3578 1.9125 2.9812 0.0119 0.8696 9.41 OOe- 
003

0.8790 0.2336 8.7800e- 
003

0.2424 0.0000 1,105.977 
1

1.105.977 
1

0.0451 0.0000 1,107.103
9

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Oft-Road 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e- 
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2789 286.2789 0.0681 0.0000 287.9814

Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e- 
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2789 286.2789 0.0681 0.0000 287.9814
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0382 1.2511 0.4011 4.3000e-
003

0.1113 1.4600e- 
003

0.1127 0.0321 1.4000e- 
003

0.0335 0.0000 417.9930 417.9930 0.0228 0.0000 418.5624

Worker " 0.2795 0.1910 2.2635 6.91 OOe- 
003

0.7377 5.91 OOe- 
003

0.7436 0.1960 5.4500e-
003

0.2014 0.0000 624.5363 624.5363 0.0164 0.0000 624.9466

Total 0.3177 1.4420 2.6646 0.0112 0.8490 7.3700e- 
003

0.8564 0.2281 6.8500e-
003

0.2349 0.0000 1,042.529
4

1.042.529
4

0.0392 0.0000 1,043.509 
0

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e- 
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2785 286.2785 0.0681 0.0000 287.9811

Total 0.1942 1.7765 2.0061 3.3300e- 
003

0.0864 0.0864 0.0813 0.0813 0.0000 286.2785 286.2785 0.0681 0.0000 287.9811
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0382 1.2511 0.4011 4.3000e-
003

0.1113 1.4600e- 
003

0.1127 0.0321 1.4000e- 
003

0.0335 0.0000 417.9930 417.9930 0.0228 0.0000 418.5624

Worker " 0.2795 0.1910 2.2635 6.91 OOe- 
003

0.7377 5.91 OOe- 
003

0.7436 0.1960 5.4500e-
003

0.2014 0.0000 624.5363 624.5363 0.0164 0.0000 624.9466

Total 0.3177 1.4420 2.6646 0.0112 0.8490 7.3700e- 
003

0.8564 0.2281 6.8500e-
003

0.2349 0.0000 1,042.529
4

1.042.529
4

0.0392 0.0000 1,043.509 
0

3.6 Paving - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 6.7100e- 
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e- 
004

3.3200e- 
003

3.3200e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.21 OOe- 
003

0.0000 13.1227

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.71 OOe- 
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e- 
004

3.3200e- 
003

3.3200e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.21 OOe- 
003

0.0000 13.1227
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3.6 Paving - 2023

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 2.8000e-
" 004

1.9000e- 
004

2.2300e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

7.3000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

7.3000e- 
004

1.9000e- 
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

2.0000e- 
004

0.0000 0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.6160

Total 2.8000e-
004

1.9000e- 
004

2.2300e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

7.3000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

7.3000e-
004

1.9000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

2.0000e- 
004

0.0000 0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.6160

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Oft-Road 6.7100e- 
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e- 
004

3.3200e- 
003

3.3200e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.21 OOe- 
003

0.0000 13.1227

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.71 OOe- 
003

0.0663 0.0948 1.5000e- 
004

3.3200e- 
003

3.3200e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

3.0500e- 
003

0.0000 13.0175 13.0175 4.21 OOe- 
003

0.0000 13.1227
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.6 Paving - 2023

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 2.8000e-
" 004

1.9000e- 
004

2.2300e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

7.3000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

7.3000e- 
004

1.9000e- 
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

2.0000e- 
004

0.0000 0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.6160

Total 2.8000e-
004

1.9000e- 
004

2.2300e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

7.3000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

7.3000e-
004

1.9000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

2.0000e- 
004

0.0000 0.6156 0.6156 2.0000e- 
005

0.0000 0.6160

3.6 Paving - 2024

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Oft-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e- 
004

5.1500e- 
003

5.1500e- 
003

4.7400e- 
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e- 
003

0.0000 22.2073

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e-
004

5.1500e- 
003

5.1500e- 
003

4.7400e- 
003

4.7400e- 
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e- 
003

0.0000 22.2073
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.6 Paving - 2024

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 4.4000e-
" 004

2.9000e- 
004

3.51 OOe- 
003

1 .OOOOe- 
005

1.2300e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.2400e- 
003

3.3000e- 
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

3.4000e- 
004

0.0000 1.0094 1.0094 3.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.0100

Total 4.4000e-
004

2.9000e- 
004

3.5100 e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.2300e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.2400e- 
003

3.3000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

3.4000e- 
004

0.0000 1.0094 1.0094 3.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.0100

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Oft-Road 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e- 
004

5.1500e- 
003

5.1500e- 
003

4.7400e- 
003

4.7400e-
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e- 
003

0.0000 22.2073

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0109 0.1048 0.1609 2.5000e- 
004

5.1500e- 
003

5.1500e- 
003

4.7400e- 
003

4.7400e- 
003

0.0000 22.0292 22.0292 7.1200e- 
003

0.0000 22.2073
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.6 Paving - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 4.4000e-
" 004

2.9000e- 
004

3.51 OOe- 
003

1 .OOOOe- 
005

1.2300e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.2400e- 
003

3.3000e- 
004

1 .OOOOe- 
005

3.4000e- 
004

0.0000 1.0094 1.0094 3.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.0100

Total 4.4000e-
004

2.9000e- 
004

3.5100 e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.2300e- 
003

1.0000e- 
005

1.2400e- 
003

3.3000e- 
004

1.0000e- 
005

3.4000e- 
004

0.0000 1.0094 1.0094 3.0000e- 
005

0.0000 1.0100

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 4.1372 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1600e- 
003

0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e- 
004

0.0000 4.4745

Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e- 
005

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e- 
004

0.0000 4.4745
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 7.4800e- 
" 003

4.9300e- 
003

0.0596 1.9000e-
004

0.0209 1.6000e- 
004

0.0211 5.5500e-
003

1.5000e- 
004

5.7000e- 
003

0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 4.3000e- 
004

0.0000 17.1394

Total 7.4800e-
003

4.9300e- 
003

0.0596 1.9000e-
004

0.0209 1.6000e- 
004

0.0211 5.5500e- 
003

1.5000e- 
004

5.7000e- 
003

0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 4.3000e- 
004

0.0000 17.1394

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 4.1372 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1600e- 
003

0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e-
005

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e-
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e- 
004

0.0000 4.4745

Total 4.1404 0.0213 0.0317 5.0000e- 
005

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

1.0700e- 
003

0.0000 4.4682 4.4682 2.5000e- 
004

0.0000 4.4745
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 7.4800e- 
" 003

4.9300e- 
003

0.0596 1.9000e-
004

0.0209 1.6000e- 
004

0.0211 5.5500e-
003

1.5000e- 
004

5.7000e- 
003

0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 4.3000e- 
004

0.0000 17.1394

Total 7.4800e-
003

4.9300e- 
003

0.0596 1.9000e-
004

0.0209 1.6000e- 
004

0.0211 5.5500e- 
003

1.5000e- 
004

5.7000e- 
003

0.0000 17.1287 17.1287 4.3000e- 
004

0.0000 17.1394

4 .0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated " 1.5857 7.9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 7.8559 2.0895 0.0539 2.1434 0.0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498 
6

0.3407 0.0000 7,629.016
2

Unmitigated " 1.5857 7 9962 19.1834 0.0821 7.7979 0.0580 78559 20895 0.0539 2.1434 0 0000 7,620.498
6

7,620.498 
6

0 3407 0.0000 7,629 016 
2

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065
General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

digh Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant), 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 : 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 : 445.703 445.703
Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707.488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1.112,221 1,112,221
Total 8,050.95 8.164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452

4.3 Trip Type Information
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Miles Trip% Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-WorC-W | H-SorC-C | H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 ; 5.90 ; 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 ; 5.90 ; 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use | LDA | LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building ; 0.543088 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant : 0.543088* 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821
— ---------------X--------------- .---------------- _________L.------- J.--------- __________________

Regional Shopping Center ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712; 0.000821

5 .0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity "
Mitigated •

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2,512.646
5

2,512.646 
5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635
6

Electricity "
Unmitigated •

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0 0000 2,512.646
5

2,512.646
5

0.1037 0.0215 2.521 635 
6

NaturalGas " 0.1398
Mitigated "

1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426 
7

1,383.426
7

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8

NaturalGas " 0.1398 
Unmitigated •

1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e-
003

0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383.426
7

1,383.426 
7

0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647
8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated

NaturalGa 
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

408494 2.2000e- • 0.0188 • 8.0100e- • 1.2000e- ■ • 1.5200e- • 1.5200e- ■ ■ 1.5200e- • 1.52006-
003 ; : 003 : 004 : ‘ 003 ; 003 ; 1003’ 003

• a 1 1 > ■ 1 1 *

0.0000 ■ 21.7988 • 21.7988 • 4.2000e- • 4.0000e- ■ 21.9284
; : ; 004 ; 004 :

Apartments Mid 
Rise

1.30613e 
+007

0.0704 • 0.6018 ■ 0.2561 • 3.8400e- ■ • 0.0487 • 0.0487 ■ ■ 0.0487 • 0.0487
‘ ‘ : 003 ‘ ‘ ‘ : : :
a a a a a a a a a

0.0000 • 696.9989 • 696.9989 ■ 0.0134 • 0.0128 ■ 701.1408

General Office 
Building

468450 2.5300e- • 0.0230 1 0.0193 • 1.4000e- ■ • 1.7500e- • 1.7500e- ‘ • 1.7500e- • 1.7500e-
003 ‘ ; ‘ 004 ‘ ; 003 ; 003 : ‘ 003 ‘ 003

aaaiaaaaa

0.0000 I 24.9983 • 24.9983 • 4.8000e- • 4.6000e- ■ 25.1468 
: : : 004 ; 004 :

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

8.30736e 
+006

0.0448 • 0.4072 7 0.3421 ■ 2.4400e- « • 0.0310 • 0.0310 • « 0.0310 • 0.0310
‘ ! ‘ 003 ‘ ‘ ‘ : : :
a a a a a a a a a

0.0000 I 443.3124 ■ 443.3124 • 8.5000e- • 8.1300e- ■ 445.9468
; : : 003 : 003 ;

Hotel 1.74095e 
+006

9.3900e- • 0.0853 • 0.0717 • 5.1000e- • • 6.4900e- • 6.4900e- ‘ ; 6.4900e- • 6.4900e-
003 ‘ ; : 004 : ‘ 003 ‘ 003 I 1 003 ‘ 003

aaaiaaaaa

0.0000 ; 92.9036 ■ 92.9036 • 1.7800e- • 1.7000e- ■ 93.4557 
: : : 003 : 003 ;

Quality 
Restaurant

1.84608e 
+006

9.9500e- • 0.0905 • 0.0760 • 5.4000e- • • 6.8800e- • 6.8800e- ■ ■ 6.8800e- • 6.8800e-
003 ‘ ; : 004 : ‘ 003 ‘ 003 I 1003’ 003

a a a a a a 1 a a

0.0000 ■ 98.5139 • 98.5139 ■ 1.8900e- • 1.8100e- ■ 99.0993
; : ; 003 : 003 :

Regional 
Shopping Center

91840 5.0000e-
004

4.5000e- 
003

3.78006- 
003

3.0000e- 
005

• 3.4000e- • 3.4000e-
: 004 : 004

3.4000e- • 3.4000e-
004 ! 004

0.0000 4.9009 • 4.9009 9.00006-
005

9.0000e- ■ 4.9301
005 :

Total

—
010 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e- 

003
0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1,383-426 1,383.426 

8
0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647 

8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated

NaturalGa 
s Use

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr ton s/yr MT /yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

408494 2.2000e- 
003

0.0188 8.0100e- 
003

1 2000e- 
004

1.5200e- 
003

1.5200e- 
003

1.5200e- 
003

1.52006- 
003

0.0000 21 .7988 21.7988 4.2000e- 
004

4.0000e- 
004

21.9284

Apartments Mid 
Rise

1.30613e 
+007

0.0704 0.6018 0.2561 3.8400e- 
003

0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0487 0.0000 696.9989 696.99 89 0.0134 0.0128 701.1408

General Office 
Building

468450 2.5300e- 
003

0.0230 0.0193 1.4000e- 
004

1.7500c- 
003

1.75006- 
003

1.7500e- 
003

1.7500e- 
003

0.0000 24.9983 24.9983 4.80006-
004

4 6000e- 
004

25.1468

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

8.30736e 
+006

0.0448 0.4072 0.3421 2.4400e- 
003

0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0310 0.0000 443.3124 443.3124 8.5000e-
003

8.1300e- 
003

445.9468

Hotel 1.74095e 
+006

9.3900e- 
003

0.0853 0.0717 5.1000e- 
004

6.4900e- 
003

6.49006- 
003

6.4900e- 
003

6.4900e- 
003

0.0000 92.9036 92.9036 1.78006-
003

1.7000e- 
003

93.4557

Quality 
Restaurant

1.84608e 
+006

9.9500e- 
003

0.0905 0.0760 5.4000e- 
004

6.8800e- 
003

6.8800e- 
003

6.8800e- 
003

6 8800e 
003

0.0000 98.5139 98.5139 1.89006- 
003

1.81 OOe- 
003

99.0993

Regional 
Shopping Center

91840 5.0000e-
004

4.5000e- 
003

3.78006- 
003

3.0000e- 
005

3.4000e- 
004

3.4000e-
004

3.4000e- 
004

3.4000e-
004

0.0000 4.9009 4.9009 9.00006-
005

9.0000e- 
005

4.9301

Total

—
0.1398 1.2312 0.7770 7.6200e- 

003
0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0966 0.0000 1.383.426 

8
1,383.426 

8
0.0265 0.0254 1,391.647

8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

106010 33.7770 1.39006- 
003

2.90006- 
004

33.8978

Apartments Mid 
Rise

3.94697e 
+006

1,257.587
9

0.0519 0.0107 1,262.086 
9

General Office 
Building

584550 186.2502 7.6900e- 
003

1.59006- 
003

186.9165

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.58904e 
+006

506.3022 0.0209 4.32006- 
003

508.1135

Hotel 550308 175.3399 7.2400e- 
003

1.5000e- 
003

175.9672

Quality 
Restaurant

353120 112.5116 4.6500e- 
003

9.6000e-
004

112.9141

Regional 
Shopping Center

756000 240.8778 9.9400e- 
003

2.0600e- 
003

241.7395

Total

—
2,512.646

5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635 
6
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

106010 33.7770 1.3900e-
003

2.9000e- 
004

33.8978

Apartments Mid 
Rise

3.94697e 
+006

1,257.587
9

0.0519 0.0107 1,262.086 
9

General Office 
Building

584550 186.2502 7.6900e- 
003

1.59006- 
003

186.9165

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

1.58904e 
+006

506.3022 0.0209 4.32006- 
003

508.1135

Hotel 550308 175.3399 7.2400e- 
003

1.5000e- 
003

175.9672

Quality 
Restaurant

353120 112.5116 4.6500e- 
003

9.6000e-
004

112.9141

Regional 
Shopping Center

756000 240.8778 9.9400e- 
003

2.0600e- 
003

241.7395

Total

—
2,512.646

5

0.1037 0.0215 2,521.635 
6

6 .0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM 10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated • 5.1437 0.2950 10 3804 1.6700e- 
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e- 
003

222.5835

Unmitigated • 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.67006-
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 00714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.4137 0.0000 ; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

4.3998 0.0000 ; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0206 0.1763 ■ 0.0750 1,12000-
003

0.0143 ; 0.0143 0.0143 0.0143 0.0000 204.1166 204.1166 3.9100e- 
003

3.74006- 
003

205.3295

Landscaping 0.3096 0.1187 10.3054 5.4000e- 
004

0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0000 16.8504 16.8504 0.0161 0.0000 17.2540

Total 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6600e- 
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e- 
003

222.5835
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Mitigated

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural " 0.4137
Coating •

0.0000 • 0.0000 • 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer • 4.3998
Products "

0.0000 • 0.0000 • 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth " 0.0206 0.1763 0.0750 1.1200e-
003

0.0143 ■ 0.0143 • 0.0143 0.0143 0.0000 204.1166 204.1166 3.91 OOe- 
003

3.7400e-
003

205.3295

Landscaping " 0.3096 0.1187 10.3054 5.4000e- 
004

0.0572 0.0572 : 0.0572 0.0572 0.0000 16.8504 16.8504 0.0161 0.0000 17.2540

Total । 5.1437 0.2950 10.3804 1.6600e- 
003

0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0714 0.0000 220.9670 220.9670 0.0201 3.7400e-
003

222.5835

7 .0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated ; 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

Unmitigated ; 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683 7567
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

ndoo Out 
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.62885/
1.02688

10.9095 0.0535 1.3400e- 
003

12.6471

Apartments Mid 
Rise

63.5252 /
40.0485

425.4719 2.0867 0.0523 493.2363

General Office 
Building

7.99802 /
4.90201

53.0719 0.2627 6.5900e-
003

61.6019

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

10.9272/
0.697482

51.2702 0.3580 8.8200e- 
003

62.8482

Hotel 1.26834 / 
0.140927

6.1633 0.0416 1.0300e- 
003

7.5079

Quality 
Restaurant

2.42827 /
0.154996

11.3934 0.0796 1.9600e- 
003

13.9663

Regional 
Shopping Center

4.14806/
2.54236

27.5250 0.1363 3.4200e- 
003

31.9490

Total 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

7.2 Water by Land Use
Mitigated

ndoo Out 
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.62885/
1.02688

10.9095 0.0535 1.3400e- 
003

12.6471

Apartments Mid 
Rise

63.5252 /
40.0485

425.4719 2.0867 0.0523 493.2363

General Office 
Building

7.99802 /
4.90201

53.0719 0.2627 6.5900e-
003

61.6019

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

10.9272/
0.697482

51.2702 0.3580 8.8200e- 
003

62.8482

Hotel 1.26834 / 
0.140927

6.1633 0.0416 1.0300e- 
003

7.5079

Quality 
Restaurant

2.42827 /
0.154996

11.3934 0.0796 1.9600e- 
003

13.9663

Regional 
Shopping Center

4.14806/
2.54236

27.5250 0.1363 3.4200e- 
003

31.9490

Total 585.8052 3.0183 0.0755 683.7567

8 .0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

Mitigated ; 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

Unmitigated • 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 5148354
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

8.2 Waste by Land Use 
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

11.5 • 2.3344 0.1380 0.0000 5.7834

Apartments Mid 
Rise

448.5 ■ 91.0415 5.3804 0.00 00 225.5513

General Office 
Building

41.85 : 8.4952 0.5021 0.0000 21.0464

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

428.4 ■ 86.9613 5.1393 0.0000 215.4430

Hotel 27.38 ; 5.5579 0.3285 0.00 00 13.7694

Quality 
Restaurant

7.3 ■ 1.4818 0.0876 0.0000 3.6712

Regional 
Shopping Center

58.8 I 11.9359 0.7054 0.0000 29.5706

Total । 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise 11.5 i 2.3344 • 0.1380 0.0000 5.7834

Apartments Mid 
Rise

448.5 ; 91.0415 ■ 5.3804 0.00 00 225.5513

General Office 
Building

41.85 । 8.4952 ■ 0.5021 0.0000 21.0464

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

428.4 I 86.9613 • 5.1393 0.0000 215.4430

Hotel 27.38 ] 5.5579 ■ 0.3285 0.00 00 13.7694

Quality 
Restaurant 7.3 ! 1.4818 ‘ 0.0876 0.0000 3.6712

Regional 
Shopping Center

58.8 ; 11.9359 0.7054 0.0000 29.5706

Total 207.8079 12.2811 0.0000 514.8354

9 .0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type NumberHours/Day Days/Year Horse PowerLoad FactorFuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number |  Hours/Day  [ Hours/Year Horse Power | Load Factor | Fuel Type
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Boilers

Equipment Type Number | ~ Heat Input/Day | Heat Input/Year | Boiler Rating | Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment TypeNumber

11.0 Vegetation
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric | Lot Acreage | Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 ; 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 ; 36,000.00 0

Hotei 50.00 Room 1.67 ; 72.600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 ; 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 ; 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 ; 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqf : 1.29 : 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2028

Utility Company Southern California Edison

CO2 Intensity 
(Ib/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 0.029
(Ib/MWhr)

N2O Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR’s model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Trips and VMT - Local hire provision

Table Name | Column Name I Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82
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tbiVehicleTrips STTR 8.19 3.75

tbiVehicleTrips STTR 94.36
__________

63.99

tbiVehicleTrips STTR 49.97
_________

10.74

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07
_________

6.16

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05
_________

0.69

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84
_________

78.27

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16
__________

___ ____
57.65

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 6.39

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 5.83

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65
- -

_________
4.13

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03
_________

6.41

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 65.80

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 3.84

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95
---------------  -------  —

62.64

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70
__________

9.43

tbiWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75
_________

0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25
_________

0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75
__________

0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00
_________ 

_________
0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission) 
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Year Ib/day Ib/day

2021 4.2561 46.4415 31.4494 0.0636 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 6.163.416 
6

6,163.416 
6

1.9475 0.0000 6.212.103 
9

2022 4.5441 38.881 1 40.8776 0.1240 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 1.5052 5.1421 0.0000 12,493.44 
03

12,493.44 
03

1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57 
07

2023 4.1534 25.7658 38.7457 0.1206 7.0088 0.7592 7.7679 1.8799 0.7136 2.5935 0.0000 12,150.48 
90

12,150.48
90

0.9589 0.0000 12,174.46
15

2024 237.0219 9.5478 14.9642 0.0239 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 0.4319 0.4621 0.0000 2.313.180 
8

2,313.180 
8

0.7166 0.0000 2.331.095
6

“xinin 237.0219 46.4415 40.8776 0.1240 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,493.44 
03

12,493.44 
03

1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57 
07
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Year Ib/day Ib/day

2021 4.2561 46.4415 31.4494 0.0636 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 6.163.416 
6

6,163.416 
6

1.9475 0.0000 6.212.103
9

2022 4.5441 38.881 1 40.8776 0.1240 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 1.5052 5.1421 0.0000 12,493.44 
03

12,493.44 
03

1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57 
07

2023 4.1534 25.7658 38.7457 0.1206 7.0088 0.7592 7.7679 1.8799 0.7136 2.5935 0.0000 12,150.48
90

12,150.48
90

0.9589 0.0000 12,174.46
15

2024 237.0219 9.5478 14.9642 0.0239 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 0.4319 0.4621 0.0000 2.313.180
8

2,313.180
8

0.7166 0.0000 2.331.095
5

“xinin 237.0219 46.4415 40.8776 0.1240 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,493.44 
03

12,493.44 
03

1.9485 0.0000 12,518.57 
07

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBIO-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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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2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18.148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8.405.638 
7

Mobile 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50,306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12 
08

Total 411168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18 
16

76.811.18 
16

2.8282 0.4832 77,025.87 
86

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59 
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8.355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8.405.638
7

Mobile 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50.306.60
34

2.1807 50,361.12 
08

Total 41.1168 67.2262 207.5497 0.6278 45.9592 2.4626 48.4217 12.2950 2.4385 14.7336 0.0000 76,811.18 
16

76.811.18
16

2.8282 0.4832 77,025.87
86
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ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021
-----__________

10/12/2021 5 30
.........................................................

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 
______ ______________

11/9/2021
___ ___

5
- -

20
_______ _ ............... . ................................. .

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 
_____________

5 45 
_________

4 Building Construction Building Construction
______________  
1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving
______________  
12/13/2023

_____________  
1/30/2024

_________  
5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating - sqft)

OffRoad Equipment
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Phase Name I Oftroad Equipment Type I Amount Usage Hours | Horse ower | Load Factor

Demolition "Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00; 81: 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00; 158; 0.38

Demolition "Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00; 247; 0.40

Site Preparation "Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00; 247; 0.40

Site Preparation :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97; 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00; 158; 0.38

Grading "Graders 1 8.00; 187; 0.41

Grading "Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247; 0.40

Grading : Scrapers 2 8.00; 367; 0.48

Grading ;Tractors/Loaders'Backhoes 2 8.00; 97; 0.37

Building Construction "Cranes 1 7.00; 231; 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00; 89; 0.20

Building Construction "Generator Sets 1 8.00; 84; 0.74

Building Construction :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00; 97; 0.37

Building Construction : Welders 1 8.00; 46; 0.45

Paving : Pavers 2 8.00 130; 0.42

Paving "Paving Equipment 2 8.00; 132; 0.36

Paving : Rollers 2 8.00; 80; 0.38

Architectural Coating "Air Compressors 1 6.00; 78; 0.48
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor
Vehicle Class

Hauling
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDTMix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDTMix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................

HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................
HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................

HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

3.2 Demolition - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008

.................

0.0000 0.0000

3,774.317
4

Off-Road 3.1651 31 .4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 3,747.944 
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944 
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.1273 4.0952 0.9602 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 0.2795 0.0732 0.0120 0.0852 1,292.241 
3

1,292.241 
3

0.0877 1,294.433 
7

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0487 0.0313 0.4282 1.1800e-
003

0.1141 9.5000e- 
004

0.1151 0.0303 8.8000e- 
004

0.0311 117.2799 117.2799 3.5200e- 
003

117.3678

Total 0.1760 4.1265 1.3884 0.0131 0.3810 0.0135 0.3946 0.1034 0.0129 0.1163 1,409.521
2

1.409.521
2

0.0912 1,411.801 
5

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944 
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549 3,774.317 
4
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3.2 Demolition - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.1273 4.0952 0.9602 0.0119 0.2669 0.0126 0.2795 0.0732 0.0120 0.0852 1,292.241 
3

1,292.241 
3

0.0877 1,294.433 
7

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0487 0.0313 0.4282 1.1800e-
003

0.1141 9.5000e- 
004

0.1151 0.0303 8.8000e- 
004

0.0311 117.2799 117.2799 3.5200e- 
003

117.3678

Total 0.1760 4.1265 1.3884 0.0131 0.3810 0.0135 0.3946 0.1034 0.0129 0.1163 1,409.521
2

1.409.521
2

0.0912 1,411.801 
5

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457 
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656 
9

3.685.656 
9

1.1920 3,715.457 
3
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e- 
003

0.1369 1.1400e- 
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 
003

0.0374 140.7359 140.7359 4.2200e- 
003

140.8414

Total 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e- 
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 
003

0.0374 140.7359 140.7359 4.2200e- 
003

140.8414

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457 
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3.685.656 
9

1.1920 3,715.457 
3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e- 
003

0.1369 1.1400e- 
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 
003

0.0374 140.7359 140.7359 4.2200e- 
003

140.8414

Total 0.0584 0.0375 0.5139 1.4100e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e- 
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 
003

0.0374 140.7359 140.7359 4.2200e- 
003

140.8414

3.4 Grading - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 6.007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6.055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043
4

6.007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0649 0.0417 0.5710 1.5700e- 
003

0.1521 1.2700e- 
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 156.3732 156.3732 4.6900e- 
003

156.4904

Total 0.0649 0.0417 0.5710 1.5700e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e- 
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e- 
003

0.0415 156.3732 156.3732 4.6900e- 
003

156.4904

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 0.0000 6.007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6.055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6.007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0649 0.0417 0.5710 1.5700e- 
003

0.1521 1.2700e- 
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 156.3732 156.3732 4.6900e- 
003

156.4904

Total 0.0649 0.0417 0.5710 1.5700e-
003

0.1521 1.2700e- 
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e- 
003

0.0415 156.3732 156.3732 4.6900e- 
003

156.4904

3.4 Grading - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 6,011.410 
5

6,011.410 
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410
5

6.011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2022

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 1.5100e- 
003

0.1521 1.2300e- 
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e- 
003

0.0415 150.8754 150.8754 4.2400e- 
003

150.9813

Total 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 1.5100e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e- 
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 150.8754 150.8754 4.2400e- 
003

150.9813

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 0.0000 6,011.410 
5

6,011.410 
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6.011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.4 Grading - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 1.5100e- 
003

0.1521 1.2300e- 
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 150.8754 150.8754 4.2400e- 
003

150.9813

Total 0.0607 0.0376 0.5263 1.5100e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e-
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 150.8754 150.8754 4.2400e- 
003

150.9813

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333 
6

2.554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632 
2
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000

Vendor " 0.4079

0.0000

13.2032

0.0000

3.4341

0.0000

0.0364

0.0000

0.9155

0.0000

0.0248

0.0000

0.9404

0.0000

0.2636

0.0000

0.0237

0.0000

0.2873

0.0000

3,896.548
2

0.0000

3,896.548 
2

0.0000

0.2236
—

0.0000

3,902.138
4

Worker " 2.4299 1.5074 21.0801 0.0607 6.0932 0.0493 6.1425 1.6163 0.0454 1.6617 6,042.558 
5

6,042.558
5

0.1697 6,046.800 
0

Total 2.8378 14.7106 24.5142 0.0971 7.0087 0.0741 7.0828 1.8799 0.0691 1.9490 9,939.106
7

9.939.106
7

0.3933 9,948.938
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2,554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333 
6

2.554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632 
2
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000

Vendor " 0.4079

0.0000

13.2032

0.0000

3.4341

0.0000

0.0364

0.0000

0.9155

0.0000

0.0248

0.0000

0.9404

0.0000

0.2636

0.0000

0.0237

0.0000

0.2873

0.0000

3,896.548
2

0.0000

3,896.548 
2

0.0000

0.2236
—

0.0000

3,902.138
4

Worker " 2.4299 1.5074 21.0801 0.0607 6.0932 0.0493 6.1425 1.6163 0.0454 1.6617 6,042.558 
5

6,042.558
5

0.1697 6,046.800 
0

Total 2.8378 14.7106 24.5142 0.0971 7.0087 0.0741 7.0828 1.8799 0.0691 1.9490 9,939.106
7

9.939.106
7

0.3933 9,948.938
4

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209 
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.3027 10.0181 3.1014 0.0352 0.9156 0.0116 0.9271 0.2636 0.0111 0.2747 3,773.876
2

3,773.876
2

0.1982 3,778.830 
0

Worker " 2.2780 1.3628 19.4002 0.0584 6.0932 0.0479 6.1411 1.6163 0.0441 1.6604 5,821.402
8

5,821.402
8

0.1529 5,825.225
4

Total 2.5807 11.3809 22.5017 0.0936 7.0088 0.0595 7.0682 1.8799 0.0552 1.9350 9,595.279 
0

9.595.279 
0

0.3511 9,604.055
4

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209 
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.3027 10.0181 3.1014 0.0352 0.9156 0.0116 0.9271 0.2636 0.0111 0.2747 3,773.876
2

3,773.876
2

0.1982 3,778.830 
0

Worker " 2.2780 1.3628 19.4002 0.0584 6.0932 0.0479 6.1411 1.6163 0.0441 1.6604 5,821.402
8

5,821.402
8

0.1529 5,825.225
4

Total 2.5807 11.3809 22.5017 0.0936 7.0088 0.0595 7.0682 1.8799 0.0552 1.9350 9,595.279 
0

9.595.279 
0

0.3511 9,604.055
4

3.6 Paving - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 
1

2,207.584 
1

0.7140 2,225.433 
6
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.6 Paving - 2023

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e- 
003

0.1141 9.0000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e- 
004

0.0311 109.0150 109.0150 2.8600e- 
003

109.0866

Total 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e- 
003

0.1141 9.0000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e- 
004

0.0311 109.0150 109.0150 2.8600e- 
003

109.0866

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584 2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584 
1

2,207.584 
1

0.7140 2,225.433 
6
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.6 Paving - 2023

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e- 
003

0.1141 9.0000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e- 
004

0.0311 109.0150 109.0150 2.8600e- 
003

109.0866

Total 0.0427 0.0255 0.3633 1.0900e- 
003

0.1141 9.0000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e- 
004

0.0311 109.0150 109.0150 2.8600e- 
003

109.0866

3.6 Paving - 2024

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547 
2

0.7140 2.225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396 
3



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-295 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 24 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

3.6 Paving - 2024

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 1.0600e- 
003

0.1141 8.8000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e- 
004

0.0311 105.6336 105.6336 2.6300e- 
003

105.6992

Total 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 1.0600e- 
003

0.1141 8.8000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e- 
004

0.0311 105.6336 105.6336 2.6300e- 
003

105.6992

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547 
2

0.7140 2.225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547 
2

0.7140 2,225.396 
3
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3.6 Paving - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 1.0600e- 
003

0.1141 8.8000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e- 
004

0.0311 105.6336 105.6336 2.6300e- 
003

105.6992

Total 0.0403 0.0233 0.3384 1.0600e- 
003

0.1141 8.8000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e- 
004

0.0311 105.6336 105.6336 2.6300e- 
003

105.6992

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 9.4300e- 
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,126.758 
3

1,126.758
3

0.0280 1,127.458 
3

Total 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 9.4300e- 
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e- 
003

0.3315 1,126.758 
3

1.126.758 
3

0.0280 1,127.458 
3

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 9.4300e- 
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,126.758 
3

1,126.758
3

0.0280 1,127.458 
3

Total 0.4296 0.2481 3.6098 0.0113 1.2171 9.4300e- 
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e- 
003

0.3315 1,126.758 
3

1.126.758 
3

0.0280 1,127.458 
3

4 .0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day lb/day

Mitigated 9.8489 45.4304 114.8495 0.4917 45.9592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50.306.60
34

50.306.60
34

2.1807 50.361.12
08

Unmitigated " 9.8489 45 4304 114.8495 0.4917 459592 0.3360 46.2951 12.2950 0.3119 12.6070 50,306.60
34

50.306 60
34

2.1807 50,361.12
08

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065
General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

digh Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant), 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445.703 445.703
Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707.488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1,112,221 1,112,221
Total 8,050.95 8.164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20,552,452

4.3 Trip Type Information
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Miles Trip% Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-WorC-W | H-SorC-C | H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 ; 5.90 ; 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 ; 5.90 ; 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use | LDA | LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise : 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant • 6,5430883 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821
L.------------- ----------------- X--------------- .---------------- _________L.------------- 1.-------------- __________________

Regional Shopping Center ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712; 0.000821

5 .0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-301 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 30 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:29 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Summer

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O C02e

Category Ib/day lb/day

NaturalGas " 0.7660
Mitigated •

6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

NaturalGas " 0.7660
Unmitigated •

6 7462 4.2573 0.0418 0 5292 0 5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8.355 983 
2

0 1602 0 1532 8.405 638 
7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated

NaturalGa 
s Use

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/ jay Ib/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1119.16 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e- 
004

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- 
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.41 OOe- 
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35784.3 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4.234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1283.42 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e- 
004

9.5600e- 
003

9.5600e- 
003

9.5600e- 
003

9 5600e- 
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e- 
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22759.9 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546 
0

Hotel 4769.72 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.81 OOe- 
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5057.75 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e- 
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

251.616 2.71 OOe- 
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e- 
004

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700a- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e- 
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total

—
0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983

2
8,355.983

2
0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638 

7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated

NaturalGa 
s Use

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day

Apartments Low • 1.11916 
Rise :

0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 ■ 6.6000e-
I 004

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- ■
003 :

8.3400e- • 8.3400e-
003 I 003

131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.41 OOe- 
003

132.4486ll-0o0-

Apartments Mid • 35.7843 
Rise :

0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 • 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 • 0.2666 • 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4.234.933 
9

General Office • 1.28342
Building :

0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 ■ 7.5000e- 
; 004

9.5600e- 
003

9.5600e- ‘
003 :

9.5600e- • 9.5600e-
003 ! 003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e- 
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit • 22.7599 
Down Restaurant):

0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 ■ 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 ■ 0.1696 • 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2.693.546 
0

Hotel • 4.76972 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 ■ 2.81 OOe-
I 003

0.0355 0.0355 • 0.0355 • 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality ; 5.05775
Restaurant :

0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 • 2.9800e- 
I 003

0.0377 0.0377 ■ 0.0377 • 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.251616 2.71 OOe- 
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700s- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e- 
004

5.4000e- 
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638 
7

6 .0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM 10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Mitigated ; 30,5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18.148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated ; 30,5020 15 0496 88 4430 0 0944 1.5974 1 5974 1.5974 1 5974 00000 18,148 59 
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259 11
92

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 ; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 ; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 ■ 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00 
00

18,000.00 
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96 
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59 
50

18.148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11 
92
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6.2 Area by SubCategory
Mitigated

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 • 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 • 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 • 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00 
00

18,000.00 
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11 
92

7 .0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8 .0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Boilers

Equipment Type Number j Hours/Day | Hours/Year Horse Power | Load Factor | Fuel Type |

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating | Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment TypeNumber

11.0 Vegetation
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed)
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric | Lot Acreage | Floor Surface Area Population

General Office Building 45.00 1000sqft 1.03 ; 45,000.00 0

High Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant) 36.00 1000sqft 0.83 ; 36,000.00 0

Hotei 50.00 Room 1.67 ; 72.600.00 0

Quality Restaurant 8.00 1000sqft 0.18 ; 8,000.00 0

Apartments Low Rise 25.00 Dwelling Unit 1.56 ; 25,000.00 72

Apartments Mid Rise 975.00 Dwelling Unit 25.66 ; 975,000.00 2789

Regional Shopping Center 56.00 1000sqf : 1.29 : 56,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2028

Utility Company Southern California Edison

CO2 Intensity 
(Ib/MWhr)

702.44 CH4 Intensity 0.029
(Ib/MWhr)

N2O Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics - Consistent with the DEIR's model.

Land Use - See SWAPE comment regarding residential and retail land uses.

Construction Phase - See SWAPE comment regarding individual construction phase lengths.

Demolition - Consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding demolition.

Vehicle Trips - Saturday trips consistent with the DEIR’s model. See SWAPE comment regarding weekday and Sunday trips.

Woodstoves - Woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces consistent with the DEIR's model. See SWAPE comment regarding gas fireplaces.

Energy Use -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - See SWAPE comment on construction-related mitigation.

Area Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Water Mitigation - See SWAPE comment regarding operational mitigation measures.

Trips and VMT - Local hire provision

Table Name | Column Name I Default Value New Value

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces FireplaceWoodMass 1,019.20 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.25 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberWood 48.75 0.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbITripsAndVMT WorkerTripLength 14.70 10.00

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 6.17

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 6.39 3.87

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 2.46 1.39

tbiVehicleTrips ST_TR 158.37 79.82
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tbiVehicleTrips STTR 8.19 3.75

tbiVehicleTrips STTR 94.36
__________

63.99

tbiVehicleTrips STTR 49.97
_________

10.74

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07
_________

6.16

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.86 4.18

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 1.05
_________

0.69

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 131.84
_________

78.27

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 5.95 3.20

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 72.16
__________

___ ____
57.65

tbiVehicleTrips SU_TR 25.24 6.39

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 5.83

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.65
- -

_________
4.13

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 11.03
_________

6.41

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 127.15 65.80

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 8.17 3.84

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 89.95
---------------  -------  —

62.64

tbiVehicleTrips WD_TR 42.70
__________

9.43

tbiWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 1.25 0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 48.75
_________

0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 1.25
_________

0.00

tbiWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 48.75
__________

0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00 0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveDayYear 25.00
_________ 

_________
0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

tbiWoodstoves WoodstoveWoodMass 999.60 0.00

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission) 
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Year Ib/day Ib/day

2021 4.2621 46.4460 31.4068 0.0635 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 6.154.337
7

6,154.337 
7

1.9472 0.0000 6.203.018
6

2022 4.7966 38.8851 39.6338 0.1195 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 1.5052 5.1421 0.0000 12,035.34
40

12.035.34
40

1.9482 0.0000 12,060.60
13

2023 4.3939 25.8648 37.5031 0.1162 7.0088 0.7598 7.7685 1.8799 0.7142 2.5940 0.0000 11,710.40 
80

11,710.40
80

0.9617 0.0000 11,734.44
97

2024 237.0656 9.5503 14.9372 0.0238 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 0.4319 0.4621 0.0000 2.307.051
7

2,307.051 
7

0.7164 0.0000 2.324.962
7

“xinin 278589 46.4460 39.6338 0.1195 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,035.34 
40

12.035.34
40

1.9482 0.0000 12,060.60 
13
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Year Ib/day Ib/day

2021 4.2621 46.4460 31.4068 0.0635 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 6.154.337
7

6,154.337
7

1.9472 0.0000 6.203.018
6

2022 4.7966 38.8851 39.6338 0.1195 8.8255 1.6361 10.4616 3.6369 1.5052 5.1421 0.0000 12,035.34
40

12.035.34
40

1.9482 0.0000 12,060.60
13

2023 4.3939 25.8648 37.5031 0.1162 7.0088 0.7598 7.7685 1.8799 0.7142 2.5940 0.0000 11,710.40 
80

11,710.40
80

0.9617 0.0000 11,734.44
97

2024 237.0656 9.5503 14.9372 0.0238 1.2171 0.4694 1.2875 0.3229 0.4319 0.4621 0.0000 2.307.051
7

2,307.051 
7

0.7164 0.0000 2.324.962
7

“xinin 278589 46.4460 39.6338 0.1195 18.2032 2.0456 20.2488 9.9670 1.8820 11.8490 0.0000 12,035.34
40

12.035.34
40

1.9482 0.0000 12,060.60 
13

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBIO-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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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2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8.405.638 
7

Mobile 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80 
05

47.917.80 
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Total 40.7912 67.7872 202.7424 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37 
87

74.422.37
87

2.8429 0.4832 74,637.44

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Area 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59 
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Energy 0.7660 6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8.355.983 
2

0.1602 0.1532 8.405.638
7

Mobile 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47,917.80 
05

47.917.80 
05

2.1953 47,972.68
39

Total 40.7912 67.7872 202.7424 0.6043 45.9592 2.4640 48.4231 12.2950 2.4399 14.7349 0.0000 74,422.37 
87

74.422.37 
87

2.8429 0.4832 74,637.44
17
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ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 9/1/2021
-----__________

10/12/2021 5 30
.........................................................

2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 10/13/2021 
______ ______________

11/9/2021
___ ___

5
- -

20
_______ _ ............... . ................................. .

3 Grading Grading 11/10/2021 1/11/2022 
_____________

5 45 
_________

4 Building Construction Building Construction
______________  
1/12/2022 12/12/2023 5 500

5 Paving Paving
______________  
12/13/2023

_____________  
1/30/2024

_________  
5 35

6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 1/31/2024 3/19/2024 5 35

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 112.5

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 2,025,000; Residential Outdoor: 675,000; Non-Residential Indoor: 326,400; Non-Residential Outdoor: 108,800; Striped
Parking Area: 0 (Architectural Coating - sqft)

OffRoad Equipment
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Phase Name I Oftroad Equipment Type I Amount Usage Hours | Horse ower | Load Factor

Demolition "Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00; 81: 0.73

Demolition Excavators 3 8.00; 158; 0.38

Demolition "Rubber Tired Dozers 2 8.00; 247; 0.40

Site Preparation "Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8.00; 247; 0.40

Site Preparation :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8.00 97; 0.37

Grading Excavators 2 8.00; 158; 0.38

Grading "Graders 1 8.00; 187; 0.41

Grading "Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8.00 247; 0.40

Grading : Scrapers 2 8.00; 367; 0.48

Grading ;Tractors/Loaders'Backhoes 2 8.00; 97; 0.37

Building Construction "Cranes 1 7.00; 231; 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts 3 8.00; 89; 0.20

Building Construction "Generator Sets 1 8.00; 84; 0.74

Building Construction :Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7.00; 97; 0.37

Building Construction : Welders 1 8.00; 46; 0.45

Paving : Pavers 2 8.00 130; 0.42

Paving "Paving Equipment 2 8.00; 132; 0.36

Paving : Rollers 2 8.00; 80; 0.38

Architectural Coating "Air Compressors 1 6.00; 78; 0.48
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor
Vehicle Class

Hauling
Vehicle Class

Demolition 6 15.00 0.00 458.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Site Preparation 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDTMix HHDT

Grading 8 20.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDTMix HHDT

Building Construction 9 801.00 143.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................

HHDT

Paving 6 15.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................
HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 160.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.90 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix
......................

HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

3.2 Demolition - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008

.................

0.0000 0.0000

3,774.317
4

Off-Road 3.1651 31 .4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 3,747.944 
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 3,747.944 
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4
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3.2 Demolition - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0.2797 0.0732 0.0122 0.0854 1.269.855
5

1,269.855 
5

0.0908 1,272.125
2

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0532 0.0346 0.3963 1.1100e-
003

0.1141 9.5000e- 
004

0.1151 0.0303 8.8000e- 
004

0.0311 110.4707 110.4707 3.3300e- 
003

110.5539

Total 0.1835 4.1800 1.4144 0.0128 0.3810 0.0137 0.3948 0.1034 0.0131 0.1165 1,380.326
2

1.380.326 
2

0.0941 1,382.679 
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 3.3074 0.0000 3.3074 0.5008 0.0000 0.5008 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 1.5513 1.5513 1.4411 1.4411 0.0000 3,747.944
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549 3,774.317
4

Total 3.1651 31.4407 21.5650 0.0388 3.3074 1.5513 4.8588 0.5008 1.4411 1.9419 0.0000 3,747.944 
9

3,747.944 
9

1.0549 3,774.317 
4



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-317 

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 11 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.2 Demolition - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.1304 4.1454 1.0182 0.0117 0.2669 0.0128 0.2797 0.0732 0.0122 0.0854 1.269.855
5

1,269.855 
5

0.0908 1,272.125
2

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0532 0.0346 0.3963 1.1100e-
003

0.1141 9.5000e- 
004

0.1151 0.0303 8.8000e- 
004

0.0311 110.4707 110.4707 3.3300e- 
003

110.5539

Total 0.1835 4.1800 1.4144 0.0128 0.3810 0.0137 0.3948 0.1034 0.0131 0.1165 1,380.326
2

1.380.326 
2

0.0941 1,382.679 
1

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457 
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 3,685.656 
9

3.685.656 
9

1.1920 3,715.457 
3
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e- 
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 
003

0.0374 132.5649 132.5649 3.9900e- 
003

132.6646

Total 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e- 
003

0.1369 1.1400e- 
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 
003

0.0374 132.5649 132.5649 3.9900e- 
003

132.6646

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 18.0663 0.0000 18.0663 9.9307 0.0000 9.9307 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 2.0445 2.0445 1.8809 1.8809 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3,685.656
9

1.1920 3,715.457 
3

Total 3.8882 40.4971 21.1543 0.0380 18.0663 2.0445 20.1107 9.9307 1.8809 11.8116 0.0000 3,685.656
9

3.685.656 
9

1.1920 3,715.457 
3
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.3 Site Preparation - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e-
003

0.1369 1.1400e- 
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 
003

0.0374 132.5649 132.5649 3.9900e- 
003

132.6646

Total 0.0638 0.0415 0.4755 1.3300e- 
003

0.1369 1.1400e- 
003

0.1381 0.0363 1.0500e- 
003

0.0374 132.5649 132.5649 3.9900e- 
003

132.6646

3.4 Grading - 2021

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 6.007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6.055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 6,007.043
4

6.007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2021

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e- 
003

0.1521 1.2700e- 
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 147.2943 147.2943 4.4300e- 
003

147.4051

Total 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e- 
003

0.1521 1.2700e- 
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e- 
003

0.0415 147.2943 147.2943 4.4300e- 
003

147.4051

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 1.9853 1.9853 1.8265 1.8265 0.0000 6.007.043
4

6,007.043
4

1.9428 6.055.613
4

Total 4.1912 46.3998 30.8785 0.0620 8.6733 1.9853 10.6587 3.5965 1.8265 5.4230 0.0000 6,007.043
4

6.007.043
4

1.9428 6,055.613
4
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2021
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e- 
003

0.1521 1.2700e- 
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e-
003

0.0415 147.2943 147.2943 4.4300e- 
003

147.4051

Total 0.0709 0.0462 0.5284 1.4800e- 
003

0.1521 1.2700e- 
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1700e- 
003

0.0415 147.2943 147.2943 4.4300e- 
003

147.4051

3.4 Grading - 2022

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 6,011.410 
5

6,011.410 
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 6,011.410
5

6.011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2022

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 1.4300e-
003

0.1521 1.2300e- 
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 142.1207 142.1207 4.0000e- 
003

142.2207

Total 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 1.4300e- 
003

0.1521 1.2300e- 
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 142.1207 142.1207 4.0000e- 
003

142.2207

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Fugitive Dust 8.6733 0.0000 8.6733 3.5965 0.0000 3.5965 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 1.6349 1.6349 1.5041 1.5041 0.0000 6,011.410 
5

6,011.410 
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8

Total 3.6248 38.8435 29.0415 0.0621 8.6733 1.6349 10.3082 3.5965 1.5041 5.1006 0.0000 6,011.410
5

6.011.410
5

1.9442 6,060.015
8
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.4 Grading - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 1.4300e- 
003

0.1521 1.2300e- 
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e- 
003

0.0415 142.1207 142.1207 4.0000e- 
003

142.2207

Total 0.0665 0.0416 0.4861 1.4300e- 
003

0.1521 1.2300e- 
003

0.1534 0.0404 1.1300e-
003

0.0415 142.1207 142.1207 4.0000e- 
003

142.2207

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333
6

2,554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 2,554.333 
6

2.554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632 
2
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.5 Building Construction - 2022 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.4284 13.1673 3.8005 0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 0.9412 0.2636 0.0245 0.2881 3,789.075 
0

3,789.075 
0

0.2381 3,795.028 
3

Worker " 2.6620 1.6677 19.4699 0.0571 6.0932 0.0493 6.1425 1.6163 0.0454 1.6617 5,691.935
4

5,691.935
4

0.1602 5,695.940 
8

Total 3.0904 14.8350 23.2704 0.0926 7.0087 0.0749 7.0836 1.8799 0.0699 1.9498 9,481.010
4

9,481.010
4

0.3984 9,490.969 
1

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333
6

2.554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632
2

Total 1.7062 15.6156 16.3634 0.0269 0.8090 0.8090 0.7612 0.7612 0.0000 2,554.333 
6

2.554.333 
6

0.6120 2,569.632 
2
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.5 Building Construction - 2022
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.4284 13.1673 3.8005 0.0354 0.9155 0.0256 0.9412 0.2636 0.0245 0.2881 3,789.075 
0

3,789.075 
0

0.2381 3,795.028 
3

Worker " 2.6620 1.6677 19.4699 0.0571 6.0932 0.0493 6.1425 1.6163 0.0454 1.6617 5,691.935
4

5,691.935
4

0.1602 5,695.940 
8

Total 3.0904 14.8350 23.2704 0.0926 7.0087 0.0749 7.0836 1.8799 0.0699 1.9498 9,481.010
4

9,481.010
4

0.3984 9,490.969 
1

3.5 Building Construction - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 2,555.209 
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.5 Building Construction - 2023 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.3183 9.9726 3.3771 0.0343 0.9156 0.0122 0.9277 0.2636 0.0116 0.2752 3,671 .400
7

3,671 .400
7

0.2096 3,676.641 
7

Worker " 2.5029 1.5073 17.8820 0.0550 6.0932 0.0479 6.1411 1.6163 0.0441 1.6604 5,483.797
4

5,483.797
4

0.1442 5,487.402 
0

Total 2.8211 11.4799 21.2591 0.0893 7.0088 0.0601 7.0688 1.8799 0.0557 1.9356 9,155.198 
1

9.155.198 
1

0.3538 9,164.043
7

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1

Total 1.5728 14.3849 16.2440 0.0269 0.6997 0.6997 0.6584 0.6584 0.0000 2,555.209 
9

2,555.209 
9

0.6079 2,570.406 
1
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.3183 9.9726 3.3771 0.0343 0.9156 0.0122 0.9277 0.2636 0.0116 0.2752 3,671 .400
7

3,671 .400
7

0.2096 3,676.641 
7

Worker " 2.5029 1.5073 17.8820 0.0550 6.0932 0.0479 6.1411 1.6163 0.0441 1.6604 5,483.797
4

5,483.797
4

0.1442 5,487.402 
0

Total 2.8211 11.4799 21.2591 0.0893 7.0088 0.0601 7.0688 1.8799 0.0557 1.9356 9,155.198 
1

9.155.198 
1

0.3538 9,164.043
7

3.6 Paving - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 2,207.584 
1

2,207.584 
1

0.7140 2,225.433 
6
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

3.6 Paving - 2023

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e- 
003

0.1141 9.0000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e- 
004

0.0311 102.6928 102.6928 2.7000e- 
003

102.7603

Total 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e- 
003

0.1141 9.0000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e- 
004

0.0311 102.6928 102.6928 2.7000e- 
003

102.7603

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584 2,207.584
1

0.7140 2,225.433
6

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.0327 10.1917 14.5842 0.0228 0.5102 0.5102 0.4694 0.4694 0.0000 2,207.584 
1

2,207.584 
1

0.7140 2,225.433 
6
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3.6 Paving - 2023

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e- 
003

0.1141 9.0000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e- 
004

0.0311 102.6928 102.6928 2.7000e- 
003

102.7603

Total 0.0469 0.0282 0.3349 1.0300e- 
003

0.1141 9.0000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.3000e- 
004

0.0311 102.6928 102.6928 2.7000e- 
003

102.7603

3.6 Paving - 2024

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547 
2

0.7140 2.225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547
2

0.7140 2,225.396 
3
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3.6 Paving - 2024

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0444 0.0257 0.3114 1 .OOOOe- 
003

0.1141 8.8000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e- 
004

0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 2.4700e- 
003

99.5663

Total 000 0.0257 0.3114 1.0000e- 
003

0.1141 8.8000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e- 
004

0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 2.4700e- 
003

99.5663

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Oft-Road 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547 
2

0.7140 2.225.396
3

Paving 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.9882 9.5246 14.6258 0.0228 0.4685 0.4685 0.4310 0.4310 0.0000 2,207.547 
2

2,207.547 
2

0.7140 2,225.396 
3
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3.6 Paving - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.0444 0.0257 0.3114 1 .OOOOe- 
003

0.1141 8.8000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e- 
004

0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 2.4700e- 
003

99.5663

Total 000 0.0257 0.3114 1.0000e- 
003

0.1141 8.8000e- 
004

0.1150 0.0303 8.1000e- 
004

0.0311 99.5045 99.5045 2.4700e- 
003

99.5663

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024 

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.4734 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 9.4300e- 
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,061.381 
8

1,061.381 
8

0.0264 1,062.041 
0

Total 0 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 9.4300e- 
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e- 
003

0.3315 1,061.381 
8

1.061.381 
8

0.0264 1,062.041 
0

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

BiO- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Archit. Coating 236.4115 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.1808 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443

Total 236.5923 1.2188 1.8101 2.9700e- 
003

0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0609 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0159 281.8443
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3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor " 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 00 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker " 0.4734 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 9.4300e- 
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e-
003

0.3315 1,061.381 
8

1,061.381 
8

0.0264 1,062.041 
0

Total 0 0.2743 3.3220 0.0107 1.2171 9.4300e- 
003

1.2266 0.3229 8.6800e- 
003

0.3315 1,061.381 
8

1.061.381 
8

0.0264 1,062.041 
0

4 .0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category Ib/day lb/day

Mitigated 9.5233 45.9914 110.0422 0.4681 45.9592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47.917.80 
05

47.917.80 
05

2.1953 47.972.68
39

Unmitigated " 9.5233 45 9914 110.0422 0.4681 459592 0.3373 46.2965 12.2950 0.3132 12.6083 47.917.80 
05

47.91780 
05

2.1953 47.972.68
39

4.2 Trip Summary Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Apartments Low Rise 145.75 154.25 154.00 506,227 506,227

Apartments Mid Rise 4,026.75 3,773.25 4075.50 13,660,065 13,660,065
General Office Building 288.45 62.55 31.05 706,812 706,812

digh Turnover (Sit Down Restaurant), 2,368.80 2,873.52 2817.72 3,413,937 3,413,937

Hotel 192.00 187.50 160.00 445.703 445.703
Quality Restaurant 501.12 511.92 461.20 707.488 707,488

Regional Shopping Center 528.08 601.44 357.84 1.112,221 1,112,221
Total 8,050.95 8.164.43 8,057.31 20,552,452 20.552.452

4.3 Trip Type Information
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Miles Trip% Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-WorC-W | H-SorC-C | H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 14.70 ; 5.90 ; 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

Apartments Mid Rise 14.70 ; 5.90 ; 8.70 40.20 19.20 40.60 86 11 3

General Office Building 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 33.00 48.00 19.00 77 19 4

High Turnover (Sit Down 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 8.50 72.50 19.00 37 20 43

Hotel 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 19.40 61.60 19.00 58 38 4

Quality Restaurant 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 12.00 69.00 19.00 38 18 44

Regional Shopping Center 16.60 ; 8.40 ; 6.90 16.30 64.70 19.00 54 35 11

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use | LDA | LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Apartments Low Rise : 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Apartments Mid Rise ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

General Office Building ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

High Turnover (Sit Down 
Restaurant)

; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Hotel ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821

Quality Restaurant • 6,5430883 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712 0.000821
L.------------- ----------------- X--------------- .---------------- _________L.------------- 1.-------------- __________________

Regional Shopping Center ; 0.543088; 0.044216 0.209971 0.116369 0.014033 0.006332 0.021166 0.033577 0.002613 0.001817 0.005285 0.000712; 0.000821

5 .0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O C02e

Category Ib/day lb/day

NaturalGas " 0.7660
Mitigated •

6.7462 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638
7

NaturalGas " 0.7660
Unmitigated •

6 7462 4.2573 0.0418 0 5292 0 5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8.355 983 
2

0 1602 0 1532 8.405 638 
7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated

NaturalGa 
s Use

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/ jay Ib/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

1119.16 0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 6.6000e- 
004

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- 
003

131.6662 131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.41 OOe- 
003

132.4486

Apartments Mid 
Rise

35784.3 0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4.234.933
9

General Office 
Building

1283.42 0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 7.5000e- 
004

9.5600e- 
003

9.5600e- 
003

9.5600e- 
003

9 5600e- 
003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e- 
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit 
Down Restaurant)

22759.9 0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2,693.546 
0

Hotel 4769.72 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 2.81 OOe- 
003

0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality 
Restaurant

5057.75 0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 2.9800e- 
003

0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

251.616 2.71 OOe- 
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e- 
004

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700a- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e- 
004

5.4000e-
004

29.7778

Total

—
0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983

2
8,355.983

2
0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638 

7
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated

NaturalGa 
s Use

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day

Apartments Low • 1.11916 
Rise :

0.0121 0.1031 0.0439 ■ 6.6000e-
I 004

8.3400e- 
003

8.3400e- ■
003 :

8.3400e- • 8.3400e-
003 I 003

131.6662 2.5200e-
003

2.41 OOe- 
003

132.4486ll-0o0-

Apartments Mid • 35.7843 
Rise :

0.3859 3.2978 1.4033 • 0.0211 0.2666 0.2666 • 0.2666 • 0.2666 4,209.916
4

4,209.916
4

0.0807 0.0772 4.234.933 
9

General Office • 1.28342
Building :

0.0138 0.1258 0.1057 ■ 7.5000e- 
; 004

9.5600e- 
003

9.5600e- ‘
003 :

9.5600e- • 9.5600e-
003 ! 003

150.9911 150.9911 2.8900e-
003

2.7700e- 
003

151.8884

High Turnover (Sit • 22.7599 
Down Restaurant):

0.2455 2.2314 1.8743 ■ 0.0134 0.1696 0.1696 ■ 0.1696 • 0.1696 2,677.634
2

2,677.634
2

0.0513 0.0491 2.693.546 
0

Hotel • 4.76972 0.0514 0.4676 0.3928 ■ 2.81 OOe-
I 003

0.0355 0.0355 • 0.0355 • 0.0355 561.1436 561.1436 0.0108 0.0103 564.4782

Quality ; 5.05775
Restaurant :

0.0545 0.4959 0.4165 • 2.9800e- 
I 003

0.0377 0.0377 ■ 0.0377 • 0.0377 595.0298 595.0298 0.0114 0.0109 598.5658

Regional 
Shopping Center

0.251616 2.71 OOe- 
003

0.0247 0.0207 1.5000e-
004

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700s- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

1.8700e- 
003

29.6019 29.6019 5.7000e- 
004

5.4000e- 
004

29.7778

Total 0.7660 6.7463 4.2573 0.0418 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 0.5292 8,355.983
2

8,355.983
2

0.1602 0.1532 8,405.638 
7

6 .0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM 10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category Ib/day Ib/day

Mitigated ; 30,5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18.148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11
92

Unmitigated ; 30,5020 15 0496 88 4430 0 0944 1.5974 1 5974 1.5974 1 5974 00000 18,148 59 
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259 11
92

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 ; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 ; 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 ■ 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00 
00

18,000.00 
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96 
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59 
50

18.148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11 
92
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Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Mitigated

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day

Architectural 
Coating

2.2670 0.0000 • 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

24.1085 0.0000 • 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 1.6500 14.1000 6.0000 0.0900 1.1400 • 1.1400 1.1400 1.1400 0.0000 18,000.00 
00

18,000.00 
00

0.3450 0.3300 18,106.96
50

Landscaping 2.4766 0.9496 82.4430 4.3600e-
003

0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 0.4574 148.5950 148.5950 0.1424 152.1542

Total 30.5020 15.0496 88.4430 0.0944 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 1.5974 0.0000 18,148.59
50

18,148.59
50

0.4874 0.3300 18,259.11 
92

7 .0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8 .0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2 Page 35 of 35 Date: 1/12/2021 2:30 PM

Village South Specific Plan (Proposed) - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power | Load Factor | Fuel Type |

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day | Heat InputYear | Boiler Rating | Fuel Type |

User Defined Equipment

Equipment TypeNumber

11.0 Vegetation
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Attachment C

Local Hire Provision Net Change
Without Local Hire Provision

Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 3,623
Amortized (MT CO2e/year) 120.77

With Local Hire Provision
Total Construction GHG Emissions (MT CO2e) 3,024

Amortized (MT CO2e/year) 100.80
% Decrease in Construction-related GHG Emissions 17%



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-343 

EXHIBIT B
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CIng ApE Technical Consultation. Data Analysis and 
• W — h E Litigation Support for the Environment

SOIL WATER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE
2656 29th Street, Suite 201

Santa Monica, California 90405 
Attn: Paul Rosenfeld. Ph.D.

Mobil: (310) 795-2335
Office: (310)452-5555

Eax: (310)452-5550
Email: prosenfeld@ swape.com

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Chemical Fate and Transport & Air Dispersion Modeling

Principal Environmental Chemist Risk Assessment & Remediation Specialist

Education
Ph.D. Soil Chemistry, University of Washington, 1999. Dissertation on volatile organic compound filtration.

M.S. Environmental Science. U.C. Berkeley, 1995. Thesis on organic waste economics.

B.A. Environmental Studies, U.C. Santa Barbara, 1991. Thesis on waste water treatment.

Professional Experience

Dr. Rosenfeld has over 25 years' experience conducting environmental investigations and risk assessments for 

evaluating impacts to human health, property, and ecological receptors. His expertise focuses on the fate and 

transport of environmental contaminants, human health risk, exposure assessment, and ecological restoration. Dr. 

Rosenfeld has evaluated and modeled emissions from unconventional oil drilling operations, oil spills, landfills, 

boilers and incinerators, process stacks, storage tanks, confined animal feeding operations, and many other industrial 

and agricultural sources. His project experience ranges from monitoring and modeling of pollution sources to 

evaluating impacts of pollution on workers at industrial facilities and residents in surrounding communities.

Dr. Rosenfeld has investigated and designed remediation programs and risk assessments for contaminated sites 

containing lead, heavy metals, mold, bacteria, particulate matter, petroleum hydrocarbons, chlorinated solvents, 

pesticides, radioactive waste, dioxins and furans, semi- and volatile organic compounds. PCBs, PAHs, perchlorate, 

asbestos, per- and poly-fluoroalkyl substances (PFOA/PFOS), unusual polymers, fuel oxygenates (MTBE), among 

other pollutants. Dr. Rosenfeld also has experience evaluating greenhouse gas emissions from various projects and is 

an expert on the assessment of odors from industrial and agricultural sites, as well as the evaluation of odor nuisance 

impacts and technologies for abatement of odorous emissions. As a principal scientist at SWAPE, Dr. Rosenfeld 

directs air dispersion modeling and exposure assessments. He has served as an expert witness and testified about 

pollution sources causing nuisance and/or personal injury at dozens of sites and has testified as an expert witness on 

more than ten cases involving exposure to air contaminants from industrial sources.
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Professional History:
Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE); 2003 to present; Principal and Founding Partner
UCLA School of Public Health; 2007 to 2011; Lecturer (Assistant Researcher)
UCLA School of Public Health; 2003 to 2006; Adjunct Professor
UCLA Environmental Science and Engineering Program; 2002-2004; Doctoral Intern Coordinator
UCLA Institute of the Environment, 2001-2002; Research Associate
Komex HO Science, 2001 to 2003; Senior Remediation Scientist
National Groundwater Association, 2002-2004; Lecturer
San Diego State University, 1999-2001; Adjunct Professor
Anteon Corp., San Diego, 2000-2001; Remediation Project Manager
Ogden (now Amec), San Diego. 2000-2000; Remediation Project Manager
Bechtel, San Diego, California, 1999 - 2000; Risk Assessor
King County, Seattle, 1996 - 1999; Scientist
James River Corp., Washington, 1995-96; Scientist
Big Creek Lumber, Davenport, California, 1995; Scientist
Plumas Corp., California and USFS, Tahoe 1993-1995; Scientist
Peace Corps and World Wildlife Fund, St. Kitts. West Indies, 1991-1993; Scientist

Publications:

Remy, L.L., Clay T., Byers, V.. Rosenfeld P. E. (2019) I lospital, Health, and Community Burden After Oil 
Refinery Fires, Richmond, California 2007 and 2012. Environmental Health. 18:48

Simons, R.A., Seo, Y. Rosenfeld, P., (2015) Modeling the Effect of Refinery Emission On Residential Property 
Value. Journal of Real Estate Research. 27(3)321-342

Chen, J. A, Zapata A. R., Sutherland A. J., Molmen, D.R., Chow, B. S., Wu, L. E., Rosenfeld, P. E., Hesse, R. C., 
(2012) Sulfur Dioxide and Volatile Organic Compound Exposure To A Community In Texas City Texas Evaluated 
Using Aermod and Empirical Data. American Journal of Environmental Science, 8(6), 622-632.

Rosenfeld, P.E. & Feng, L. (2011). The Risks of Hazardous Waste. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2011). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best 
Practices in the Agrochemical Industry, Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

Gonzalez, J., Feng, L., Sutherland, A., Waller, C., Sok, H., Hesse, R., Rosenfeld, P. (2010). PCBs and 
Dioxins/Furans in Attic Dust Collected Near Former PCB Production and Secondary Copper Facilities in Sauget, IL. 
Procedia Environmental Sciences. 113-125.

Feng, L., Wu, C., Tam, L., Sutherland, A.J.. Clark. J.J.. Rosenfeld. P.E. (2010). Dioxin and Furan Blood Lipid and 
Attic Dust Concentrations in Populations Living Near Four Wood Treatment Facilities in the United States. Journal 
of Environmental Health. 73(6), 34-46.

Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2010). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best 
Practices in the Wood and Paper Industries. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

Cheremisinoff, N.P., & Rosenfeld, P.E. (2009). Handbook of Pollution Prevention and Cleaner Production: Best 
Practices in the Petroleum Industry. Amsterdam: Elsevier Publishing.

Wu, C.. Tam, L., Clark. J.. Rosenfeld, P. (2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in populations living 
near four wood treatment facilities in the United States. WIT Transactions on Ecology' and the Environment, Air 
Pollution, 123 (17), 319-327.

Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Page 2 of 10 June 2019
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1am L. K.., Wu C. D., Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008). A Statistical Analysis Of Attic Dust And Blood Lipid 
Concentrations Of Tetrachloro-p-Dibcnzodioxin (TCDD) Toxicity Equivalency Quotients (TEQ) In Two 
Populations Near Wood Treatment Facilities. Organohalogen Compounds, 70, 002252-002255.

Tam L. K.., W'u C. D., Clark J. J. and Rosenfeld, P.E. (2008). Methods For Collect Samples For Assessing Dioxins 
And Other Environmental Contaminants In Attic Dust: A Review. Organohalogen Compounds, 70. 000527- 
000530.

Hensley. A.R. A. Scott, J. J. J. Clark, Rosenfeld. P.E. (2007). Attic Dust and Human Blood Samples Collected near 
a Former Wood Treatment Facility. Environmental Research. 105, 194-197.

Rosenfeld, P.E., J. J. J. Clark, A. R. Hensley. M. Suffet. (2007). The Use of an Odor Wheel Classification for 
Evaluation of Human I lealth Risk Criteria for Compost Facilities. Water Science & Technology 55(5), 345-357.

Rosenfeld, P. E., M. Suffet. (2007). The Anatomy Of Odour Wheels For Odours Of Drinking Water, Wastew ater, 
Compost And The Urban Environment. Water Science & Technology 55(5), 335-344.

Sullivan, P. J. Clark, J.J.J., Agardy, F. J., Rosenfeld, P.E. (2007). Toxic Legacy, Synthetic Toxins in the Food. 
Water. and Air in American Cities. Boston Massachusetts: Elsevier Publishing

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet I.H. (2004). Control of Compost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash. Water Science 
and Technology. 49(9),171-178.

Rosenfeld P. E., J.J. Clark, I.H. (Mel) Suffet (2004). The Value of An Odor-Quality-Wheel Classification Scheme 
For The Urban Environment. Water Environment Federation's Technical Exhibition and Conference (WEFTEC) 
2004. New Orleans, October 2-6, 2004.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet, I.H. (2004). Understanding Odorants Associated With Compost, Biomass Facilities, 
and the Land Application of Biosolids. Water Science and Technology. 49(9), 193-199.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Suffet LIL (2004). Control of Compost Odor Using High Carbon Wood Ash, Water Science 
and Technology, 49( 9). 171-178.

Rosenfeld, P. E., Grey, M. A., Sellew, P. (2004). Measurement of Biosolids Odor and Odorant Emissions from 
Windrows, Static Pile and Biofilter. Water Environment Research. 76(4), 310-315.

Rosenfeld, P.E., Grey, M and Suffet, M. (2002). Compost Demonstration Project, Sacramento California Using 
High-Carbon Wood Ash to Control Odor at a Green Materials Composting Facility. Integrated Waste Management 
Board Public Affairs Office, Publications Clearinghouse (MS-6), Sacramento, CA Publication #442-02-008.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. (2001). Characterization of odor emissions from three different biosolids. Water 
Soil and Air Pollution. 127(1-4), 173-191.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and I lenry C. L., (2000). Wood ash control of odor emissions from biosolids application. Journal 
of Environmental Quality. 29, 1662-1668.

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry and D. Bennett. (2001). Wastewater dewatering polymer affect on biosolids odor 
emissions and microbial activity. Water Environment Research. 73(4), 363-367.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. (2001). Activated Carbon and Wood Ash Sorption of Wastewater, Compost, and 
Biosolids Odorants. Water Environment Research, 73, 388-393.

Rosenfeld, P.E., and Henry C. L., (2001). High carbon wood ash effect on biosolids microbial activity and odor. 
Water Environment Research. 131(1-4), 247-262.
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Chollack, T. and P. Rosenfeld. (1998). Compost Amendment Handbook For Landscaping. Prepared for and 
distributed by the City of Redmond, Washington State.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1992). The Mount Liamuiga Crater Trail. Heritage Magazine of St. Kitts, 3(2).

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1993). High School Biogas Project to Prevent Deforestation On St. Kitts. Biomass Users 
Network, 7(1).

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1998). Characterization, Quantification, and Control of Odor Emissions From Biosolids 
Application To Forest Soil. Doctoral Thesis. University of Washington College of Forest Resources.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1994). Potential Utilization of Small Diameter Trees on Siena County Public Land. Masters 
thesis reprinted by the Sierra County Economic Council. Sierra County, California.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (1991). How to Build a Small Rural Anaerobic Digester & Uses Of Biogas In The First And Third 
World. Bachelors Thesis. University of California.

Presentations:

Rosenfeld, P.E., Sutherland, A; Hesse, R.; Zapata, A. (October 3-6, 2013). Air dispersion modeling of volatile 
organic emissions from multiple natural gas wells in Decatur, TX. 44th Western Regional Meeting. American 
Chemical Society. Lecture conducted from Santa Clara, CA.

Sok, H.L.; Waller, C.C.; Feng, L.; Gonzalez, J.; Sutherland. A.J.; Wisdom-Stack, T.; Sahai, R.K.; Hesse, R.C.; 
Rosenfeld, P.E. (June 20-23, 2010). Atrazine: A Persistent Pesticide in Urban Drinking Water. 
Urban Environmental Pollution. Lecture conducted from Boston, MA.

Feng, L.; Gonzalez, J.; Sok, H.L.; Sutherland, A.J.; Waller, C.C.; Wisdom-Stack, T.; Sahai, R.K.; La, M.; Hesse. 
R.C.; Rosenfeld. P.E. (June 20-23, 2010). Bringing Environmental Justice to East St. Louis, 
Illinois. Urban Environmental Pollution. Lecture conducted from Boston, MA.

Rosenfeld, P.E. (April 19-23, 2009). Perfluoroctanoic Acid (PFOA) and Perfluoroactane Sulfonate (PFOS) 
Contamination in Drinking Water From the Use of Aqueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the United 
States. 2009 Ground Water Summit and 2009 Ground Water Protection Council Spring Meeting, Lecture conducted 
from Tuscon, AZ.

Rosenfeld, P.E. (April 19-23, 2009). Cost to Filter Atrazine Contamination from Drinking Water in the United 
States” Contamination in Drinking Water From the Use of Aqueous Film Forming Foams (AFFF) at Airports in the 
United States. 2009 Ground Water Summit and 2009 Ground Water Protection Council Spring Meeting. Lecture 
conducted from Tuscon, AZ.

Wu, C., Tam. L., Clark, J., Rosenfeld, P (20-22 July, 2009). Dioxin and furan blood lipid concentrations in 
populations living near four wood treatment facilities in the United States. Brebbia, C.A. and Popov, V., eds., Ait- 
Pollution XVII: Proceedings of the Seventeenth International Conference on Modeling. Monitoring and 
Management of Air Pollution. Lecture conducted from Tallinn, Estonia.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18. 2007). Moss Point Community Exposure To Contaminants From A Releasing 
Facility. The 23"1 Annual International Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Platform lecture conducted from 
University of Massachusetts. Amherst MA.

Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18, 2007). The Repeated Trespass of Tritium-Contaminated Water Into A 
Surrounding Community Form Repeated Waste Spills From A Nuclear Power Plant. The 23d Annual International 
Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Platform lecture conducted from University of Massachusetts, Amherst 
MA.
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Rosenfeld, P. E. (October 15-18. 2007). Somerville Community Exposure To Contaminants From Wood Treatment 
Facility Emissions. The 23rd Annual International Conferences on Soils Sediment and Water. Lecture conducted 
from University of Massachusetts, Amherst MA.

Rosenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Production, Chemical Properties, Toxicology, & Treatment Case Studies of 1,2,3- 
Trichloropropane (TCP). The Association for Environmental Health and Sciences (AEHS) Annual Meeting. Lecture 
conducted from San Diego, CA.

Rosenfeld P. E. (March 2007). Blood and Attic Sampling for Dioxin/Furan, PAH. and Metal Exposure in Florala, 
Alabama. The AEHS Annual Meeting. Lecture conducted from San Diego, CA.

Hensley A.R., Scott, A., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J. (August 21 - 25, 2006). Dioxin Containing Attic Dust And 
Human Blood Samples Collected Near A Former Wood Treatment Facility. The 26th International Symposium on 
Halogenated Persistent Organic Pollutants - D1OXIN2006. Lecture conducted from Radisson SAS Scandinavia 
Hotel in Oslo Norway.

Hensley A.R., Scott, A., Rosenfeld P.E., Clark, J.J.J. (November 4-8, 2006). Dioxin Containing Attic Dust And 
Human Blood Samples Collected Near A Former Wood Treatment Facility. APHA 134 Annual Meeting & 
Exposition. Lecture conducted from Boston Massachusetts.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (October 24-25. 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PFOA and Related Chemicals. 
Mealey’s C8/PFOA. Science, Risk & Litigation Conference. Lecture conducted from The Rittenhouse Hotel, 
Philadelphia, PA.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 19, 2005). Brominated Flame Retardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Human 
Ingestion, Toxicology and Remediation PEMA Emerging Contaminant Conference. Lecture conducted from Hilton 
Hotel, Irvine California.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 19, 2005). Fate, Transport, Toxicity, And Persistence of 1,2,3-TCP. PEMA 
Emerging Contaminant Conference. Lecture conducted from Hilton Hotel in Irvine, California.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (September 26-27, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PDBEs. Mealey's Groundwater 
Conference. Lecture conducted from Ritz Carlton Hotel, Marina Del Ray, California.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (June 7-8, 2005). Fate, Transport and Persistence of PFOA and Related Chemicals. 
International Society of Environmental Forensics: Focus On Emerging Contaminants. Lecture conducted from 
Sheraton Oceanfront Hotel, Virginia Beach. Virginia.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (July 21-22, 2005). Fate Transport, Persistence and Toxicology of PFOA and Related 
Perfluorochemicals. 2005 National Groundwater Association Ground Water And Environmental Law Conference. 
Lecture conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore Maryland.

Paul Rosenfeld Ph.D. (July 21-22, 2005), Brominated Flame Retardants in Groundwater: Pathways to Human 
Ingestion, Toxicology and Remediation. 2005 National Groundwater Association Ground Water and 
Environmental Law Conference. Lecture conducted from Wyndham Baltimore Inner Harbor, Baltimore Maryland.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph.D. and Rob Hesse R.G. (May 5-6, 2004). Tert-butyl Alcohol Liability 
and Toxicology, A National Problem and Unquantified Liability. National Groundwater Association. Environmental 
Law Conference. Lecture conducted from Congress Plaza Hotel, Chicago Illinois.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (March 2004). Perchlorate Toxicology. Meeting of the American Groundwater Trust. 
Lecture conducted from Phoenix Arizona.

Hagemann, M.F., Paul Rosenfeld. Ph.D. and Rob Hesse (2004). Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. 
Meeting of tribal representatives. Lecture conducted from Parker, AZ.
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Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (April 7, 2004). A National Damage Assessment Model For PCE and Dry Cleaners. 
Drycleaner Symposium. California Ground Water Association. Lecture conducted from Radison Hotel, Sacramento, 
California.

Rosenfeld, P. E., Grey, M., (June 2003) Two stage biofilter for biosolids composting odor control. Seventh 
International in Situ And On Site Bioremediation Symposium Battelle Conference Orlando, FL.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. and James Clark Ph.D. (February 20-21, 2003) Understanding Historical Use, Chemical 
Properties, Toxicity and Regulatory Guidance of 1,4 Dioxane. National Groundwater Association, Southwest Focus 
Conference. Water Supply and Emerging Contaminants.. Lecture conducted from Hyatt Regency Phoenix Arizona.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (February 6-7, 2003), Underground Storage Tank Litigation and Remediation. California 
CUPA Forum. Lecture conducted from Marriott Hotel, Anaheim California.

Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D. (October 23, 2002) Underground Storage Tank Litigation and Remediation. EPA 
Underground Storage Tank Roundtable. Lecture conducted from Sacramento California.

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Suffet, M. (October 7- 10, 2002). Understanding Odor from Compost, Wastewater and 
Industrial Processes. Sixth Annual Symposium On Off Flavors in the Aquatic Environment. International Water 
Association. Lecture conducted from Barcelona Spain.

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Suffet, M. (October 7- 10, 2002). Using High Carbon Wood Ash to Control Compost Odor. 
Sixth Annual Symposium On Off Flavors in the Aquatic Environment. International Water Association. Lecture 
conducted from Barcelona Spain.

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A. (September 22-24, 2002). Biocycle Composting For Coastal Sage Restoration. 
Northwest Biosolids Management Association. Lecture conducted from Vancouver Washington..

Rosenfeld, P.E. and Grey, M. A. (November 11-14, 2002). Using High-Carbon Wood Ash to Control Odor at a 
Green Materials Composting Facility. Soil Science Society Annual Conference. Lecture conducted from 
Indianapolis, Maryland.

Rosenfeld. P.E. (September 16, 2000). Two stage biofilter for biosolids composting odor control. Water 
Environment Federation. Lecture conducted from Anaheim California.

Rosenfeld. P.E. (October 16, 2000). Wood ash and biofilter control of compost odor. Biofest. Lecture conducted 
from Ocean Shores, California.

Rosenfeld, P.E. (2000). Bioremediation Using Organic Soil Amendments. California Resource Recovery 
Association. Lecture conducted from Sacramento California.

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. Harrison. (1998). Oat and Grass Seed Germination and Nitrogen and Sulfur 
Emissions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash. Water Environment Federation 12th 
Annual Residuals and Biosolids Management Conference Proceedings. Lecture conducted from Bellevue 
Washington.

Rosenfeld, P.E.. and C.L. Henry. (1999). An evaluation of ash incorporation with biosolids for odor reduction. Soil 
Science Society of America. Lecture conducted from Salt Lake City Utah.

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. Harrison. (1998). Comparison of Microbial Activity and Odor Emissions from 
Three Different Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil. Brown and Caldwell. Lecture conducted from Seattle Washington.

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry. (1998). Characterization, Quantification, and Control of Odor Emissions from 
Biosolids Application To Forest Soil. Biofest. Lecture conducted from Lake Chelan. Washington.
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Rosenfeld, P.E, C.L. Henry, R. Harrison. (1998). Oat and Grass Seed Germination and Nitrogen and Sulfur 
Emissions Following Biosolids Incorporation With High-Carbon Wood-Ash. Water Environment Federation 12th 
Annual Residuals and Biosolids Management Conference Proceedings. Lecture conducted from Bellevue 
Washington.

Rosenfeld, P.E., C.L. Henry, R. B. Harrison, and R. Dills. (1997). Comparison of Odor Emissions From Three 
Different Biosolids Applied to Forest Soil. Soil Science Society of America. Lecture conducted from Anaheim 
California.

Teaching Experience:

UCLA Department of Environmental Health (Summer 2003 through 20010) Taught Environmental Health Science 
100 to students, including undergrad, medical doctors, public health professionals and nurses. Course focused on 
the health effects of environmental contaminants.

National Ground Water Association, Successful Remediation Technologies. Custom Course in Sante Fe, New 
Mexico. May 21, 2002. Focused on fate and transport of fuel contaminants associated with underground storage 
tanks.

National Ground Water Association; Successful Remediation Technologies Course in Chicago Illinois. April 1, 
2002. Focused on fate and transport of contaminants associated with Superfund and RCRA sites.

California Integrated Waste Management Board, April and May, 2001. Alternative Landfill Caps Seminar in San 
Diego, Ventura. and San Francisco. Focused on both prescriptive and innovative landfill cover design.

UCLA Department of Environmental Engineering, February 5, 2002. Seminar on Successful Remediation 
Technologies focusing on Groundwater Remediation.

University Of Washington, Soil Science Program, Teaching Assistant for several courses including: Soil Chemistry, 
Organic Soil Amendments, and Soil Stability.

U.C. Berkeley, Environmental Science Program Teaching Assistant for Environmental Science 10.

Academic Grants Awarded:

California Integrated Waste Management Board. $41,000 grant awarded to UCLA Institute of the Environment.
Goal: To investigate effect of high carbon wood ash on volatile organic emissions from compost. 2001.

Synagro Technologies, Corona California: SI 0,000 grant awarded to San Diego State University.
Goal: investigate effect of biosolids for restoration and remediation of degraded coastal sage soils. 2000.

King County, Department of Research and Technology, Washington State. $100,000 grant awarded to University of 
Washington: Goal: To investigate odor emissions from biosolids application and the effect of polymers and ash on 
VOC emissions. 1998.

Northwest Biosolids Management Association, Washington State. $20,000 grant awarded to investigate effect of 
polymers and ash on VOC emissions from biosolids. 1997.

James River Corporation. Oregon: $ 10,000 grant was awarded to investigate the success of genetically engineered 
Poplar trees with resistance to round-up. 1996.

United State Forest Sendee, Tahoe National Forest: $15,000 grant was awarded to investigating fire ecology of the 
Tahoe National Forest. 1995.

Kellogg Foundation, Washington D.C. $500 grant was awarded to construct a large anaerobic digester on St. Kitts 
in West Indies. 1993
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Deposition and/or Trial Testimony:

In the United States District Court For The District of New Jersey
Duarte ct al, Plaintiffs, vs. United States Metals Refining Company ct. al. Defendant.
Case No.: 2:17-cv-01624-ES-SCM
Rosenfeld Deposition. 6-7-2019

In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division
MT Carla Maersk, Plaintiffs, vs. Conti 168., Schiffahrts-GMBH & Co. Bulker KG MS “Conti Perdido” 
Defendant.
Case No.: 3:15-CV-OO1O6 consolidated with 3:15-CV-OO237
Rosenfeld Deposition. 5-9-2019

In The Superior Court of the State of California in And For The County Of Los Angeles - Santa Monica 
Carole-Taddeo-Bates et al., vs. Ifran Khan et al., Defendants 
Case No.: No. BC615636 
Rosenfeld Deposition, 1 -26-2019

In The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Los Angeles - Santa Monica 
The San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments et al. vs El Adobe Apts. Inc. et al.. Defendants 
Case No.: No. BC646857
Rosenfeld Deposition, 10-6-2018; Trial 3-7-19

In United States District Court For The District of Colorado
Bells et al. Plaintiff vs. The 3M Company et al.. Defendants
Case: No l:16-cv-02531-RBJ
Rosenfeld Deposition, 3-15-2018 and 4-3-2018

In The District Court Of Regan County, Texas, 112th Judicial District
Phillip Bales et al.. Plaintiff vs. Dow Agrosciences, LLC, et al.. Defendants
Cause No 1923
Rosenfeld Deposition, 11-17-2017

in The Superior Court of the State of California In And For The County Of Contra Costa
Simons ct al.. Plaintiffs vs. Chevron Corporation, et al., Defendants
Cause No Cl2-01481
Rosenfeld Deposition, 11-20-2017

In The Circuit Court Of The Twentieth Judicial Circuit, St Clair County, Illinois
Martha Custer et al.. Plaintiff vs. Cerro Flow Products, Inc., Defendants
Case No.: No. 019-L-2295
Rosenfeld Deposition, 8-23-2017

in The Superior Court of the State of California, For The County of Los Angeles
Warm Gilbert and Penny Gilber, Plaintiff vs. BMW of North America LLC
Case No.: LC102019 (c/w BC582154)
Rosenfeld Deposition, 8-16-2017, Trail 8-28-2018

In the Northern District Court of Mississippi, Greenville Division
Brenda J. Cooper, et al., Plaintiffs, vs. Meritor Inc., et al., Defendants 
Case Number: 4:16-cv-52-DMB-JVM
Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2017

Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Page 8 of 10 June 2019
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In The Superior Court of the State of Washington. County of Snohomish
Michael Davis and Julie Davis et al., Plaintiff vs. Cedar Grove Composting Inc., Defendants
Case No.: No. 13-2-03987-5
Rosenfeld Deposition, February 2017
Trial, March 2017

In The Superior Court of the State of California, County of Alameda
Charles Spain.. Plaintiff vs. Thermo Fisher Scientific, et al.. Defendants
Case No.: RG14711115
Rosenfeld Deposition, September 2015

In The Iowa District Court in And For Poweshiek County
Russell D. Winburn, et al.. Plaintiffs vs. Doug Hoksbergen, et al.. Defendants
Case No.: LALA002187
Rosenfeld Deposition. August 2015

In The Iowa District Court For Wapello County
Jerry Dovico, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Valley View Sine LLC, et al., Defendants
Law No,: LALA105144 - Division A
Rosenfeld Deposition. August 2015

In The Iowa District Court For Wapello County
Doug Pauls, et al.,, et al., Plaintiffs vs. Richard Warren, et al.. Defendants
Law No,: LALA 105144 - Division A
Rosenfeld Deposition, August 2015

In The Circuit Court of Ohio County, West Virginia
Robert Andrews, et al. v. Antero, et al.
Civil Action NO. I4-C-30000
Rosenfeld Deposition, June 2015

In The Third Judicial District County of Dona Ana, New Mexico
Betty Gonzalez, et al. Plaintiffs vs. Del Oro Dairy, Del Oro Real Estate LLC, Jerry Settles and Deward 
DeRuyter, Defendants
Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2015

In The Iowa District Court For Muscatine County
Laurie Freeman et. al. Plaintiffs vs. Grain Processing Corporation, Defendant
Case No 4980
Rosenfeld Deposition: May 2015

In the Circuit Court of the 17th Judicial Circuit, in and For Broward County, Florida
Walter Hinton, et. al. Plaintiff, vs. City of Fort Lauderdale, Florida, a Municipality, Defendant.
Case Number CACE07030358 (26)
Rosenfeld Deposition: December 2014

In the United States District Court Western District of Oklahoma
Tommy McCarty, et al.. Plaintiffs, v. Oklahoma City Landfill. LLC d/b/a Southeast Oklahoma City
Landfill. et al. Defendants.
Case No. 5:12-cv-0l 152-C
Rosenfeld Deposition: July 2014

Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Page 9 of 10 June 2019
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In the County Court of Dallas County Texas
Lisa Parr et al. Plaintiff, vs. Aruba et al. Defendant.
C ase N umber cc-11-01650-E
Rosenfeld Deposition: March and September 2013
Rosenfeld Trial: April 2014

In the Court of Common Pleas of Tuscarawas County Ohio
John Michael Abicht, et al.. Plaintiffs, vs. Republic Services, Inc., et al., Defendants
Case Number: 2008 CT 10 0741 (Cons, w/ 2009 CV 10 0987)
Rosenfeld Deposition: October 2012

In the United States District Court of Southern District of Texas Galveston Division
Kyle Cannon, Eugene Donovan, Genaro Ramirez, Carol Sassler, and Harvey Walton, each Individually and 
on behalf of those similarly situated. Plaintiffs. vs. BP Products North America, Inc., Defendant.
Case 3:10-cv-00622
Rosenfeld Deposition: February 2012
Rosenfeld Trial: April 2013

In the Circuit Court of Baltimore County Maryland
Philip E. Cvach. 11 et al.. Plaintiffs vs. Two Farms, Inc. d/b/a Royal Fanns, Defendants
Case Number: 03-C-12-012487 OT
Rosenfeld Deposition: September 2013

Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. Page 10 of 10 June 2019
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c IAJ ADC Technical Consultation, Data Analysis and• "e — h — Litigation Support for the Environment

1640 5th St.., Suite 204 Santa 

Santa Monica, California 90401 

Tel: (949) 887-9013

Email: mhagemann@swape.com

Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP
Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization 

Industrial Stormwater Compliance 

Investigation and Remediation Strategies 

Litigation Support and Testifying Expert 

CEQA Review

Education:

M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984.

B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982.

Professional Certifications:

California Professional Geologist

California Certified Hydrogeologist

Qualified SWPPP Developer and Practitioner

Professional Experience:

Matt has 25 years of experience in environmental policy, assessment and remediation. He spent nine 

years with the U.S. EPA in the RCRA and Superfund programs and served as EPA's Senior Science 

Policy Advisor in the Western Regional Office where he identified emerging threats to ground water from 

perchlorate and MTBE. While with EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of 

the assessment of seven major military facilities undergoing base closure. He led numerous enforcement 

actions under provisions of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) while also working 

with permit holders to improve hydrogeologic characterization and water quality monitoring.

Matt has worked closely with U.S. EPA legal counsel and the technical staff of several states in the 

application and enforcement of RCRA, Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act regulations. Matt 

has trained the technical staff in the States of California, Hawaii, Nevada, Arizona and the Territory of 

Guam in the conduct of investigations, ground water fundamentals, and sampling techniques.

Positions Matt has held include:

• Founding Partner, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) (2003 - present);

• Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 - 2014;

• Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H2O Science, Inc. (2000 -- 2003);
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• Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 - 2004);
• Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989- 

1998);

• Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Division (1998 - 2000);

• Adjunct Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosciences (1993 - 
1998);

• Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 -1995);
• Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 - 1998); and

• Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 - 1986).

Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst:
With SWAPE, Matt's responsibilities have included:

• Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of over 100 environmental impact reports 

since 2003 under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard to hazardous waste, water 

resources, water quality, air quality, Valley Fever, greenhouse gas emissions, and geologic 

hazards. Make recommendations for additional mitigation measures to lead agencies at the 

local and county level to include additional characterization of health risks and 

implementation of protective measures to reduce worker exposure to hazards from toxins 

and Valley Fever.

• Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities.
• Manager of a project to provide technical assistance to a community adjacent to a former 

Naval shipyard under a grant from the U.S. EPA.

• Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns.

• Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications 
for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission.

• Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S.
• Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in 

Southern California drinking water wells.

• Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the 

review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas 

stations throughout California.

• Expert witness on two cases involving MTBE litigation.

• Expert witness and litigation support on the impact of air toxins and hazards at a school.

• Expert witness in litigation at a former plywood plant.

With Komex H2O Science Inc., Matt’s duties included the following:

• Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimony 

by the former U.S. EPA Administrator and General Counsel.

• Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 

of MTBE use, research, and regulation.

• Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 

of perchlorate use, research, and regulation.
• Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking 

water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony 
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies.

• Research to support litigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by 

MTBE in California and New York.

2
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• Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production-related contamination in Mississippi.
• Lead author for a multi-volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los 

Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines.

3
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• Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with 
clients and regulators.

Executive Director:

As Executive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt led efforts to restore water quality at Orange 

County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of 

wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Orange 

County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection 

of wastewater and control of the discharge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the 

development of countywide water quality permits for the control of urban runoff and permits for the 

discharge of wastewater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality, including 

Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with business 

institutions including the Orange County Business Council.

Hydrogeology:
As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to 

characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Marc Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point 

Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station, Moffett Field, Mather Army 

Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot. Specific activities were as follows:

• Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of 

monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and 
groundwater.

• Initiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory 

analysis at military bases.
• identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation 

development through work on four national U.S. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund 
Ground water Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum.

At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of 

groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to 

show zones of vulnerability, and the results were adopted and published by the State of Hawaii and 

County of Maui.

As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the 

Safe Drinking Water Act and NEPA to prevent drinking water contamination. Specific activities included 

the following:

• Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for 

the protection of drinking water.

• Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities 

through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports, 

conducted public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very 

concerned about the impact of designation.

4
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• Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments, 
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water 

transfer.

Matt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCRA Hazardous Waste program. Duties were as follows:

• Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance 

with Subtitle C requirements.

• Reviewed and wrote "part B” permits for the disposal of hazardous waste.
• Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed 

the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U.S. 

EPA legal counsel.

• Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor's investigations of waste sites.

With the National Park Service, Matt directed service-wide investigations of contaminant sources to 

prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks:

• Applied pertinent laws and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, NRDA, and the 
Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants.

« Conducted watershed-scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and 

Olympic National Park.

• Identified high-levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico 
and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA.

• Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a 
national workgroup.

• Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while 
serving on a national workgroup.

• Co-authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal 
watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation­

wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks.

• Contributed to the Federal Multi-Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water 

Action Plan.

Policy:

Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency, Region 9. Activities included the following:

• Advised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the 

potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking 

water supplies.
• Shaped EPA's national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing 

to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in 

Water: Critical Information and Research Needs.

• Improved the technical training of EPA’s scientific and engineering staff.

• Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region's 300 scientists and engineers in 
negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific 

principles into the policy-making process.

• Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents.

5
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Geology:

With the U.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for 

timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows:

• Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical 

models to determine slope stability.

• Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource 

protection.

• Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the 
city of Medford, Oregon.

As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later 

listed on the Superfund NPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern 

Oregon. Duties included the following:

• Supervised year-long effort for soil and ground water sampling.

• Conducted aquifer tests.

• Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal.

Teaching:

From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university 

levels:

• At San Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in 
environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater 

contamination.

• Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students.

• Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin.

Matt taught physical geology (lecture and lab and introductory geology at Golden West College in 

Huntington Beach, California from 2010 to 2014.

Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations:

Hagemann, M.F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Presentation to the Public 

Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon.

Hagemann, M.F., 2008. Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA. Invited presentation to U.S. 

EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California.

Hagemann, M.F., 2005. Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and 

Public Participation. Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao.

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 

in Nevada and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las 

Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee).

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at 
schools in Southern California, Los Angeles.

6
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Brown, A., Farrow, J., Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE 

Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. 
Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater 

Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 

in Arizona and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, 

Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee).

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 

in the Southwestern U.S. Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy 

of Sciences, Irvine, CA.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a 

tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River. Invited presentation to a 

meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water 

Supplies. Invited presentation to the Inter-Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant. 

Invited presentation to the U.S. EPA Region 9.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination. Invited 

presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committee.

Hagemann, M.F., 2003. Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water. Presentation to a meeting of 

the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Presentation to a 

meeting of the National Ground water Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address 

Impacts to Ground water. Presentation to the annual meeting of the Society of Environmental 

Journalists.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Groundwater 

(and Who Will Pay). Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association.

Hagemann, M.F., 2002. An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage 

Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and 

State Underground Storage Tank Program managers.

Hagemann, M.F., 2001. From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater. Unpublished 

report.
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Hagemann, M.F., 2001. Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTBE in Groundwater Used as Drinking Water. 

Unpublished report.

Hagemann, M.F., 2001. Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Underground Storage 

Tanks. Unpublished report.

Hagemann, M.F., and VanMouwerik, M., 1999. Potential Water Quality Concerns Related 

to Snowmobile Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related to Personal Watercraft 

Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report.

Hagemann, M.F., 1999, is Dilution the Solution to Pollution in National Parks? The George Wright 

Society Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina.

Hagemann, M.F., 1997, The Potential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.S. EPA Superfund 

Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada.

Hagemann, M.F., and Gill, M., 1996, Impediments to Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett Field Naval Air 

Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City.

Hagemann, M.F., Fukunaga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic 

Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii. Hawaii Water Works Association Annual Meeting, Maui, 

October 1996.

Hagemann, M. F., Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu, 

Hawaii. Proceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Resources Management, Air 

and Waste Management Association Publication VIP-61.

Hagemann, M.F., 1994. Groundwater Characterization and Cleanup at Closing Military Bases 

in California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting.

Hagemann, M.F. and Sabol, M.A., 1993. Role of the U.S. EPA in the High Plains States Groundwater 

Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biennial Symposium on the Artificial Recharge of 

Groundwater.

Hagemann, M.F., 1993. U.S. EPA Policy on the Technical Impracticability of the Cleanup of DNAPL- 

contaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting.

8
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Hagemann, M.F., 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of 

Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35.

Other Experience:
Selected as subject matter expert for the California Professional Geologist licensing examination, 2009- 

2011.

9
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Responses to Comment Letter O2 – Western States Regional Council of Carpenters (WSRCC), 

c/o Mitchell M. Tsai 

Response O2 – a 

Comment noted for the record. This comment does not raise any substantive issues regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft Focused EIR. The commenter requests to be included on the noticing list for all 

future notices referring or related to the Project related to CEQA and the California Planning and Zoning 

Law. The commenter has been added to the noticing and mailing list.  

The City of Ontario intends to fully comply with the requirements of California Public Resources Code 

(PRC) Section 21000 et seq., 21092.2, and 21167(f), California Planning and Zoning Law (Government Code 

Sections 65000-65010), and California Government Code Section 65092. That is, the comment requests 

that the City comply with CEQA when responding to Western States Regional Council of Carpenters’ 

(WSRCC) comments. As requested, the City’s responses to WSRCC’s comments will be sent to the WSRCC 

as part of the Final Focused EIR distribution prior to certification of Final Focused EIR. As the comment 

does not raise any issues with respect to the content and adequacy of the Draft Focused EIR or the 

Project’s environmental effects, no further response is warranted. The comment is included here to 

provide a complete record of WSRCC’s letter. The comment will become part of the administrative record 

and will be considered by the decision-makers. The comment does not raise any CEQA related issues, and 

no response is therefore warranted. 

Response O2 – b 

Comment noted for the record. The commenter requests that the City require the Project to be built using 

local workers (i.e., residing within 10 miles of the Project) in order to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT), 

improve jobs/housing balance and the economic performance of the Project and reduce greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emissions.    

The commenter also requests that the City require the Project to be built with construction workers who 

have graduated from a specified apprenticeship program in order to produce a positive economic impact 

of the Project. The Draft Focused EIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of the Project. 

CEQA does not require an analysis of the Project’s economic effects or allow mitigation measures intended 

to address economic characteristics of the Project (14. Cal. Code Regs. Sections 15064[e], 15064[f][6], 

15131[a] and 15382). Accordingly, the commenter’s request for the City to require construction labor 

requirements in order to improve economic conditions does not raise any CEQA issues. This comment will 

be provided to the City’s decision-makers for their policy consideration. 

Regarding VMT as to construction workers, CEQA provides the lead agency with discretion to choose the 

most appropriate methodology to evaluate a project’s VMT (14. Cal. Code Regs. Sections 15064.3[b][4]). 

CEQA does not require a separate VMT analysis for construction worker trips or for the construction phase 

of the Project. The Project’s Traffic Analysis (provided as Appendix I to Appendix F of the Draft Focused 

EIR) was conducted in accordance with San Bernardino County’s Traffic Impact Study Guidelines. 

Additionally, the VMT analysis in the Traffic Analysis concluded that the Project would have a less than 

significant impact related to VMT, as analyzed in Appendix F of the Draft Focused EIR.  
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The Project would have a less than significant impact regarding the GHG emissions from construction, as 

discussed in Appendix F of the Draft Focused EIR, pages 97 through 102. As indicated in Appendix B of 

Appendix F of the Draft Focused EIR, Table 9, the combined 30-year amortized construction GHG 

emissions for Phases I and II would be 602 metric tons of carbon dioxide-equivalents (MTCO2e; 93 and 

509 MTCO2e, respectively). This would account for approximately 0.7 percent of all GHG emissions related 

to the Project, including operational emissions, which is approximately 85,987 MTCO2e (refer to Section 

4.8: Greenhouse Gas Emissions of Appendix F, pages 97 through 102).  

The commenter included a letter from Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) dated March 8, 2021, 

which discusses GHG emissions associated with trip lengths for construction workers traveling to a job 

site. The SWAPE letter provided calculations for GHG emissions reductions resulting from local hire 

provisions being applied to the Project’s construction. The SWAPE letter concludes that if a local hire 

provision with a 10-mile radius were implemented, the GHG emissions associated with Project 

construction would decrease by approximately 17 percent. However, the SWAPE letter, and the 

calculations provided, utilized data and information related to a different project in a separate jurisdiction, 

the Village South Specific Plan and City of Claremont, respectively. The SWAPE letter also uses CalEEMod 

2016, while the current version available is CalEEMod 2022.1. The SWAPE letter also uses EMFAC2014 

data, while EMFAC2021 is the latest. Therefore, the calculations do not pertain to the Project and are not 

based on the correct modeling. In comparison, the analysis provided in the Draft Focused EIR utilizes the 

most up to date and most relevant modeling for the Project.  

Furthermore, the SWAPE letter states that it ran a model “reducing all worker trip lengths to 10 miles…” 

(page 4 of the SWAPE Letter). Thus, the SWAPE letter assumes that a local hire program would result in 

local residents comprising 100% of the project’s construction workforce, while being located within 10 

miles of the project site. In fact, most local hire programs are able to ensure that only a small percentage 

of construction workers reside locally. For example, the Community Workforce Agreement between the 

City of Moreno Valley and the construction workers union (CWA) governing public works contracts defines 

“Local Residents” as residing in the City of Moreno Valley or Riverside County. The CWA only requires that 

contractors use “best efforts” to hire local residents and sets a goal of 30 percent of the workforce be 

local residents. Accordingly, the commenter’s suggestion that all construction workers live within 10 miles 

of the Project site is unrealistic. 

Using the attainment of the 30 percent goal as an example of an existing local hire program and utilizing 

the SWAPE letter’s assumption that 100 percent local resident workforce would reduce construction-

related GHG emissions by 17 percent (and assuming the SWAPE letter’s conclusions are transferrable to 

the Project), implementing a local hire program for the Project would result in a 5.1 percent reduction in 

construction-related GHG emissions (30 percent of 17 percent). This would represent a reduction of 15.81 

MTCO2e of construction-related GHG emissions or approximately 0.018 percent of the Project’s mitigated 

construction and operational mitigated emissions combined (85,987 MTCO2e of construction and 

operational GHG emissions). This would not constitute a significant reduction in GHG emissions and 

therefore the implementation of a local-hire provision as a mitigation measure would be ineffective in 

reducing GHG emissions. The City’s “duty to condition project approval on incorporation of feasible 

mitigation measures only exists when such measures would ‘substantially lessen’ a significant 

environmental effect (Public Resources Code Section 21002; CEQA Guidelines, Section 15021, subd. 

[a][2]). Thus, the [City] need not, under CEQA, adopt every nickel and dime mitigation scheme brought to 



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 2 – Comments and Responses to Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
2-366 

its attention or proposed in the project EIR…” (San Franciscans For Reasonable Growth v. City and County 

of San Francisco [1989] 209 Cal.App.3d 1502.) Furthermore, it is quite possible that the 30 percent goal 

would not be attained and the reduction in GHG emissions could be substantially less. In addition, the 

local hire program would require extensive record-keeping and monitoring that would not be justified in 

light of the insignificant reduction in GHG emissions (i.e., the mitigation would not be roughly proportional 

to the impact as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, subd. [a][4][A]–[B]). Therefore, no 

revisions to the Draft Focused EIR are required. 

Response O2 – c 

The commenter requests that the City require certain construction protocols to address the possibility of 

COVID-19 infections among construction worker during the construction process. This comment does not 

address the adequacy of the environmental analysis and/or document. This comment is noted for the 

record. In addition, at this time, COVID-19 public health restrictions on workplace activities functions have 

been repealed and are no longer in effect. If COVID-19 infections were to increase in severity, it is expected 

that applicable public health authorities would impose new restrictions and protocols for testing, 

distancing and other measures on construction sites to address these public health concerns. Therefore, 

no revisions to the Draft Focused EIR are required. 

Response O2 – d 

Comment noted for the record. This comment does not raise any substantive issues regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft Focused EIR. Therefore, no further response is needed. 

Response O2 – e 

Comment noted for the record. The commenter incorrectly states that the Draft Focused EIR fails to 

substantiate all of its conclusions to allow meaningful public review and comment, provide adequate 

mitigation measures, and fully assess all pertinent environmental factors – necessitating revision and 

recirculation of the Draft Focused EIR. The commenter has failed to identify any instances where the Draft 

Focused EIR contains insufficient information that precluded inadequate impact analysis. In accordance 

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 (Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations [CCR]), this Draft 

Focused EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2025060731) has been prepared as a “Program EIR”, as this EIR 

addresses the proposed Project and is intended to cover anticipated future discretionary approvals. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, the Project Applicant for Ownership Area 1 prepared a CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15183 Consistency Analysis, provided as Appendix F to the Draft Focused EIR, to 

document that the proposed Project is consistent with TOP 2050 and its associated TOP 2050 

Supplemental EIR, and with the exception of potential impacts to biological resources and historic 

resources, the Project is adequately addressed in the prior EIR and does not represent a new or more 

severe significant impact that is “peculiar” to the Project, nor does it represent a new or more severe 

impact related to off-site infrastructure or cumulative impacts. The City serves as the applicant for 

Ownership Area 2. Therefore, this EIR is “focused” solely on the Project’s potential to impact biological 

resources and historic resources. 
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Response O2 – f 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a) states that:  

(a) When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, no subsequent 

EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of 

substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one or more of the following: 

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of 

the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant 

environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 

significant effects; 

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project 

is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative 

declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a 

substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or 

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have 

been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was 

certified as complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any of the 

following: 

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 

previous EIR or negative declaration; 

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than 

shown in the previous EIR; 

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would 

in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant 

effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the 

mitigation measure or alternative; or 

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from 

those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more 

significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to 

adopt the mitigation measure or alternative. 

The Project is consistent with the City’s TOP 2050 land use and zoning designations. The Project would 

not change the existing land use and zoning designations within TOP 2050, including the referenced 

property within Ownership Area 2; see the Project Specific Plan for additional information. The Project 

(Ownership Areas 1 and 2) consists of 22 planning areas accommodating a variety of land uses including 

residential, commercial/mixed-use, retail, office, parks and open space, and community facility 

components, and other similar uses that are compatible with the Project site’s location and surrounding 

existing and proposed land uses. The Project Land Use Plan implements the vision of TOP 2050 by 

providing a designed natural open space framework, interacting with mixed retail and office centers which 

anchor traditional residential neighborhoods. The Land Use Plan identifies the location of the land use 
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designations for the Project site. The Project zoning via the Specific Plan mirrors TOP 2050 Land Use 

designations and is identified along the 22 planning areas (see Draft Focused EIR Figure 3 8: Land Use 

Plan). As such, the Project does not propose a substantial change in land use and density compared to 

those analyzed in the original TOP 2050 Supplemental EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15183(a), 

additional environmental review via the Focused EIR is only required for impacts that are: peculiar to the 

project or property; not previously analyzed as significant in the prior EIR (the TOP 2050 Supplemental 

EIR); or potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts not discussed in the prior EIR.  

In its recent 2024 decision in Hilltop Group Inc. v. County of San Diego (2024), California’s Fourth District 

Court of Appeal clarified that CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 does not permit additional environmental 

review for project’s consistent with and within the scope of the prior EIR (i.e., the TOP 2050 Supplemental 

EIR), except as necessary to determine whether a project will have significant effects that are peculiar to 

the project or the site that were not analyzed in the prior EIR and cannot be substantially mitigated by 

uniformly applied development policies or standards. Additionally, California Public Resources Code 

21083.3(a) provides that:  

(a) If a parcel has been zoned to accommodate a particular density of development or has been 

designated in a community plan to accommodate a particular density of development and an 

environmental impact report was certified for that zoning or planning action, the application of 

this division to the approval of any subdivision map or other project that is consistent with the 

zoning or community plan shall be limited to effects upon the environment which are peculiar to 

the parcel or to the project and which were not addressed as significant effects in the prior 

environmental impact report, or which substantial new information shows will be more significant 

than described in the prior environmental impact report. 

Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 21083.3(a), where peculiar impacts exist for the 

Project (i.e., historic resources and biological resources), a Focused EIR has been prepared. As such, new 

significant effects arising from conditions specific to the Project site are documented and analyzed in the 

Draft Focused EIR. The City has incorporated feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts to Tier II 

historic and biological resources to the extent feasible; see Draft Focused EIR Section 4.2: Historic 

Resources for additional information.  

Response O2 – g 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 states:  

(a) CEQA mandates that projects which are consistent with the development density established 

by existing zoning, community plan, or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified shall 

not require additional environmental review, except as might be necessary to examine whether 

there are project-specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. This 

streamlines the review of such projects and reduces the need to prepare repetitive 

environmental studies. 

As stated by the commenter, “consistency” with an established general plan, as stipulated by CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15183, is explicitly defined as the proposed Project’s density being the same or less 

than the standard expressed in the certified plan (i.e., TOP 2050). As described in Response O2 – f, the 
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Project is consistent with the development density established by the existing zoning and general plan 

land use set forth by TOP 2050. Refer to Draft Focused EIR Table 3-2: Maximum Project Buildout, which 

demonstrates that the Project, across 22 planning areas, could be developed at the maximum density 

envisioned by TOP 2050, which includes up to 4,293 residential dwelling units, 115,809 square feet of 

retail uses, and 135,110 square feet of offices uses. Additionally, the Project would aid the City in achieving 

its Regional Housing Needs Assessment goal for new residential dwelling units within the City (i.e., 20,854 

additional housing units by 2029). Therefore, the Project is consistent with both TOP 2050 and the City’s 

2021-2029 Housing Element, which establishes the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment target for 

2021 to 2029.  

Response O2 – h 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(4) states that: “A lead agency has discretion to choose the most 

appropriate methodology to evaluate a project's vehicle miles traveled, including whether to express the 

change in absolute terms, per capita, per household or in any other measure. A lead agency may use 

models to estimate a project's vehicle miles traveled, and may revise those estimates to reflect 

professional judgment based on substantial evidence.” Consistent with City Guidelines, the efficiency 

metric VMT per service population has been adopted by the City of Ontario for transportation impact 

analysis. 

Project impacts related to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) are assessed in Draft Focused EIR Appendix F: 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 Consistency Analysis, page 140, based on the findings of the Vehicle Miles 

Traveled Analysis (VMT Analysis), provided as Appendix I2 of Draft Focused EIR Appendix F. The 

Consistency Analysis includes an assessment of the Project’s consistency with CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064.3(b). Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, the Project prepared a VMT Analysis that 

analyzes Project-related VMT consistent with City guidelines. The VMT Analysis determined that the 

cumulative effect on VMT with buildout of the Project would not exceed the City impact threshold of 27.6 

VMT per service population. As such, the Project-generated VMT was estimated under baseline and 

buildout conditions and was found to be below the City’s impact threshold. Therefore, a less than 

significant impact would occur regarding inconsistency with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 (Appendix 

F, page 140). The TOP 2050 Supplemental EIR identified a significant and unavoidable impact for conflict 

with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b). Therefore, the Project-specific impacts to VMT are consistent 

with or lesser than those identified for the buildout of TOP 2050. Therefore, no changes to the Draft 

Focused EIR are required. 

Response O2 – i 

Refer to Response O2 – h, above. As discussed in the Project’s Draft Focused EIR Appendix F, the Project 

would result in a less than significant VMT impact, consistent with the findings of TOP 2050’s 

Supplemental EIR, which anticipated a significant and unavoidable VMT impact resulting from full buildout 

of the TOP 2050 Land Use Plan.  

The Reduced Development Area Alternative is described in Draft Focused EIR Section 6.0 Alternatives. As 

described on Draft Focused EIR pages 6-11 through 6-12, the Reduced Development Area Alternative 

would reduce impacts of the proposed Project to historic and biological resources. However, the Reduced 

Density Alternative would fail to achieve certain Project objectives consistent with TOP 2050’s Policy Plan, 
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including the provision for a “Comprehensive Circulation System for Multiple Modes of Travel,” as the 

local street system envisioned by the proposed Project would not be achievable under this alternative 

(Draft Focused EIR page 6-12). The Reduced Development Area Alternative, intended to reduce the 

Project’s anticipated significant and unavoidable impacts to historic resources, would prevent 

development within properties identified as having historic significance; refer to Draft Focused EIR page 

6-8 through 6-9 for further information. Therefore, the Reduced Development Area Alternative would 

result in a Specific Plan configuration consisting of discontinuous parcels not conducive for local 

connectivity within the Specific Plan. Even though this alternative fails to fully support the TOP 2050 

objective of designing a comprehensive circulation system for multiple modes of travel, this alternative 

has been identified as the “environmentally-superior alternative” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(e)(2), because it would result in lessened impacts to historic resources; refer to Draft Focused EIR 

page 6-15 for more information.  

As described in Draft Focused EIR Section 6, CEQA does not require the lead agency (the City of Ontario) 

to choose the environmentally superior alternative. Instead, CEQA requires the City to consider 

environmentally superior alternatives, weigh those considerations against the environmental impacts of 

the proposed Project, and make findings that the benefits of those considerations outweigh the harm. 

“Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: 

(i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant 

environmental impacts” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[c]). Therefore, the Reduced 

Development Area Alternative may not be considered due to its inability to achieve the Project’s 

objectives and, by extension, TOP 2050 Policy Plan. Therefore, no changes to the Draft Focused EIR are 

required. 

Response O2 – j 

Comment noted for the record. The commenter incorrectly states that the Draft Focused EIR contains 

deficient and insufficient analysis concerning significant environmental impacts, specifically those related 

to Biological Resources and Historic Resources; continuing to claim that the analysis of the Project’s 

impacts to Biological Resources is fundamentally flawed, suffering from various analytical shortcomings, 

limitations, and overall inadequacy due to the incomplete evaluation of “Ownership Area 2,” resulting in 

a conclusion of “significant and unavoidable” impacts for that portion of the site.  

As discussed in Draft Focused EIR Section 4.1: Biological Resources, Ownership Area 2 is being evaluated 

only at a programmatic level, and there are no specific development proposals at this time. This Focused 

EIR evaluates Ownership Area 2 at a “programmatic” level, representing the potential future 

developments in Planning Areas 1 through 4 and 6. Planning Areas within Ownership Area 2 do not 

propose any development at this time. Therefore, these Planning Areas would be developed at a future 

date. Upon commencement of a project-level CEQA review for Ownership Area 2, a focused biological 

resources assessment and site reconnaissance survey would be conducted for this area, determining the 

project’s potential impacts. Any focused surveys and required mitigation measures would be 

implemented prior to project approval and construction initiation. Future development would modify the 

existing habitat when Ownership Area 2 is completed; however, impacts on sensitive species due to 

habitat modifications would be minimized with mitigation incorporated along with compliance with 

applicable plans, policies and programs, including the Project Specific Plan and TOP 2050. Furthermore, 
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the Project zoning mirrors the existing TOP 2050 land use designations for the Project site and is therefore 

consistent with TOP 2050 findings. 

At the time of the project-level CEQA analysis and associated biological resources assessment of 

Ownership Area 2, unforeseen site conditions could be discovered that warrant a finding of potentially 

significant impact. In that case, a subsequent CEQA analysis, in the form of a subsequent EIR or EIR 

Addendum, may be required pursuant to Sections 15162(a) and 15164 of the State CEQA Guidelines. This 

determination would be made by City staff at the time of future Ownership Area 2 site-specific 

development applications. 

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, the Draft Focused EIR determines the 

significance of impacts based on substantial evidence in the record. Where the analysis concluded that 

impacts would be significant, the Draft Focused EIR identified feasible mitigation measures pursuant to 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 to avoid or substantially lessen those impacts. After incorporation of all 

feasible mitigation measures, the Draft Focused EIR determined that biological resources impacts for 

Ownership Area 2 would remain significant and unavoidable, as impacts within Ownership Area 2 are not 

fully known until the time of project-level analysis. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15144, the 

determination of significant and unavoidable impacts for biological resources in the Draft Focused EIR 

reflects a good-faith, reasoned analysis based on available information at the time of preparation. The 

Draft Focused EIR evaluates impacts at a level of detail, commensurate with the Project’s programmatic 

nature and incorporates mitigation measures where feasible. Where mitigation cannot feasibly reduce 

impacts to a less-than-significant level, the Draft Focused EIR discloses that conclusion. 

The City as the Lead Agency may approve a project with unavoidable significant impacts upon adoption 

of a Statement of Overriding Considerations supported by substantial evidence. 

Response O2 – k 

Commented noted for the record. The commenter incorrectly states that the Draft Focused EIR’s analysis 

concerning historic resources is fatally flawed and lacks necessary depth; continuing that the document 

fails to provide the robust evidence and detailed discussion necessary to establish that the Project's 

impacts to Historic Resources will be appropriately identified and minimized. The City disagrees with these 

assertions. In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, the Draft Focused EIR determines 

the significance of impacts based on substantial evidence in the record. Where the analysis concluded 

that impacts would be significant, the Draft Focused EIR identified feasible mitigation measures pursuant 

to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 to avoid or substantially lessen those impacts for historic resources. 

After incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures, the Draft Focused EIR determined that historic 

resources impacts would remain significant and unavoidable given that the resources would be either 

relocated or, if relocation proves infeasible, demolished. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 

15144, the determination of significant and unavoidable impacts for historic resources in the Draft 

Focused EIR reflects a good-faith, reasoned analysis based on available information at the time of 

preparation. The Draft Focused EIR evaluates impacts at a level of detail, commensurate with the Project’s 

programmatic nature and incorporates mitigation measures where feasible. Where mitigation cannot 

feasibly reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level, the Draft Focused EIR discloses that conclusion. 

See Draft Focused EIR Section 4.2: Historic Resources and Appendix F: CEQA Guidelines 15183 Consistency 

Analysis of the Draft Focused EIR for further discussion.  
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The City as the Lead Agency may approve the project upon adoption of a Statement of Overriding 

Considerations supported by substantial evidence. 

Response O2 – l 

See Response O2 – j and O2 – k, above. Public Resources Code Sections 21002 and 21002.1(b) establish 

that agencies must mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects where feasible. Similarly, State 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1) requires an EIR to describe feasible mitigation measures that could 

minimize significant adverse impacts. The standard is one of feasibility and substantial evidence—not 

elimination of all impacts. Where the analysis concluded that impacts would be significant, the Draft 

Focused EIR identified feasible mitigation measures pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 to avoid 

or substantially lessen those impacts for biological and historic resources. After incorporation of all 

feasible mitigation measures, the Draft Focused EIR determined that biological and historic resources 

impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(b) requires 

disclosure of significant effects that cannot be avoided if the project is implemented. Where impacts 

remain significant and unavoidable after adoption of all feasible mitigation, State CEQA Guidelines Section 

15093 authorizes the decision-making body to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

The existence of significant and unavoidable impacts does not demonstrate that mitigation is ineffective 

or legally deficient. Rather, it reflects that the Lead Agency has applied all feasible mitigation measures 

and reduced impacts to the greatest extent feasible, consistent with State CEQA Guidelines. 

Response O2 – m 

Comment noted for the record. The commenter asserts that the Draft Focused EIR failed to identify and 

analyze all viable and feasible mitigation measures for the Project’s impacts to biological and historic 

resources. See Response O2 – l above. Substantial evidence is provided on Draft Focused EIR pages 4.1-

13 through 4.1-16 to support the finding that no feasible mitigation measures were identified to 

substantially lessen the Project’s significant impacts related to biological and historic resources to a less-

than-significant level. 

Response O2 – n 

This comment summarizes the comments discussed above and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue or concerns about the adequacy of the Draft Focused EIR. As such, no further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter O3 – Southern California Edison 

 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

EDISON
An EDISON t/VT£XMnOML Company

Sent via electronic mail to rtorres@ontarioca.gov

February 17, 2026

Rafael Torres
Assistant Planner
City of Ontario Planning Department
303 East B Street
Ontario CA 91764

RE: Centerpark Specific Plan Project

Dear Mr. Torres:

Southern California Edison (SCE) is pleased to submit the following comments on the Notice of 
Availability of a Draft Focused Environmental Impact Report for the CenterPark Specific Plan 
Project (Proposed Project). The City of Ontario proposes a Specific Plan to allow the development 
of up to 250.919 square feet of commercial retail/office uses, up to 4,293 residential units across 
medium density and mixed-use residential uses, 67.26 acres of open space parkland/non- 
recreational uses and associated on-site and off-site infrastructure improvements on 29 parcels 
in the southwestern portion of the City,

SCE’s Electrical Facilities
SCE provides electrical service to the City of Ontario and maintains electrical transmission and 
distribution facilities, as well as substations and supporting appurtenances in the City of Ontario.

Method of Service
SCE understands the Project developer will place all new and existing electrical lines within the 
Project site underground per City of Ontario requirements and in accordance with the City of 
Ontario undergrounding Ordinances.

In order to determine electrical infrastructure necessary to support the Proposed Project, the 
project proponent must submit a signed Method of Service agreement to SCE and pay 
engineering fees for an electric service study to be completed. Infrastructure necessary to 
support this project is subject to the licensing and permitting authority of the CPUC.

Service requests are handled online:

Building, Renovation and Planning Projects

For other existing service requests, including removal of SCE equipment, call: 1.800.655.4555.

SCE appreciates the opportunity to comment on the CenterPark Specific Plan Projec and looks 
forward to working and collaborating with the City. If you have any questions regarding this 
letter, please contact me at stevi.luevano@sce.com or 661.751.7453.

Regards,

Stevi N Luevano
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Responses to Comment Letter O3 – Southern California Edison 

Response O3 – a 

Comment noted for the record. This comment does not raise any substantive issues regarding the 

adequacy of the Draft Focused EIR. The commenter requests to be included on the noticing list for all 

future notices referring or related to the Project related to CEQA and the California Planning and Zoning 

Law. The commenter has been added to the noticing and mailing list.  

Response O3 – b 

Comment noted for the record. The commenter states that the project proponent must submit a signed 

Method of Service agreement to SCE and pay engineering fees for an electric service study to be 

completed. This comment does not raise any substantive issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft 

Focused EIR. Therefore, no further response is required. 
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Section 3.0  Errata to the Draft Focused EIR 

3.1 INTRODUCTION TO THE ERRATA 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 (a), this section of the Final Focused EIR provides 

changes to the Draft Focused EIR that have been made to clarify, correct, or supplement the information 

provided in that document. This section contains revisions to the Draft Focused EIR based upon (1) 

additional or revised information required to prepare a response to a specific comment; (2) applicable 

updated information that was not available at the time of Draft Focused EIR publication; and/or (3) 

typographical errors. This section also includes additional mitigation measures to fully respond to 

commenter concerns as well as provide additional clarification to mitigation requirements included in the 

Draft Focused EIR.  

These changes and additions are due to recognition of inadvertent errors or omissions, and to respond to 

comments received on the Draft Focused EIR during the public review period. The changes described in 

this section do not add significant new information to the Draft Focused EIR that would require 

recirculation of the Draft Focused EIR. More specifically, CEQA requires recirculation of a Draft Focused 

EIR only when “significant new information” is added to a Draft Focused EIR after public notice of the 

availability of the Draft Focused EIR has occurred (refer to California Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 

21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5), but before the EIR is certified. Section 15088.5 of the 

CEQA Guidelines specifically states:  

New information added to an EIR is not ‘significant’ unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the 

public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 

project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that 

the project’s proponents have declined to implement. ‘Significant new information’ requiring 

recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

• A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 

measure proposed to be implemented. 

• A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 

measures are adopted to reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 

• A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 

analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, but the 

project’s proponents decline to adopt it. 

• The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 

meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 also provides that “[re]circulation is not required where the new 

information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an 

adequate EIR... A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the 

administrative record.” As demonstrated in this Final Focused EIR, the changes presented in this section 

do not constitute new significant information warranting recirculation of the Draft Focused EIR as set forth 
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in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Rather, the Draft Focused EIR is comprehensive and has been 

prepared in accordance with CEQA. 

As explained below, none of the changes adds any new significant information and recirculation is not 

required. 

The responses to comments contain material and revisions that will be added to the text of the Final 

Focused EIR. City of Ontario staff has reviewed this material and determined that none of this material 

constitutes the type of significant new information that requires recirculation of the Draft Focused EIR for 

further public comment under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. None of this new material indicates that 

the Project will result in a significant new environmental impact not previously disclosed or analyzed in 

the Draft Focused EIR. Additionally, none of this material indicates that there would be a substantial 

increase in the severity of a previously identified environmental impact that will not be mitigated, or that 

there would be any of the other circumstances requiring recirculation described in Section 15088.5. 

Changes to the Draft Focused EIR are listed by Section, page, paragraph, etc. to best guide the reader to 

the revision. Changes are identified as follows: 

• Deletions are indicated by strikeout text. 

• Additions are indicated by underline text. 

3.1 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT FOCUSED EIR 

The following text has been revised in response to comments received on the Draft Focused EIR. 

Section 2.0 Introduction 

1. Table 2-1: NOP Written Comments Summary 

Table 2-1: NOP Written Comments Summary 

Commenting Agency/Person Letter Dated Summary of Comments Issue Addressed in: 

Southern California Gas 

Company (SoCal Gas) SE Region  
6/26/2025 • No issues No response required. 

South Coast Air Quality 

Management District 
7/9/2025 • No issues No response required. 

California Department of 

Conservation 
7/10/2025 

• Potential impact from loss or 

conversion of farmland 

Not applicable to 

Historic Resources* 

Southern California Association 

of Governments 
7/10/2025 • No issues No response required. 

City of Eastvale 7/14/2025 
• Potential roadway and intersection 

traffic impacts 

Not applicable to 

Historic Resources * 

California Department of Fish 

and Wildlife 
7/15/2025 

• Potential impacts to burrowing owl 

habitat 

Refer to Section 4.1: 

Biological Resources 

Not applicable to 

Historic Resources* 

SoCal Gas No Conflict 7/28/2025 • No issues No response required. 

=========



CenterPark Specific Plan Project  
Final Focused Environmental Impact Report  Section 3 – Errata to the Draft Focused EIR 

 

City of Ontario  March 2026 
3-3 

*As discussed above, the City determined that, other than biological resources and historic resources, all 

other environmental issue areas were adequately addressed in the City’s TOP EIR, pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15183. 

 

Section 4.1 Biological Resources 

1. Table 4.1-2 on pages 4.1-6 through 4.1-10 is revised as follows: 

Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-2: Special-Status Wildlife Species Potentially 

Occurring in the Site Vicinity 

Common Name 

Scientific Name 

Status 
Habitat Requirements Occurrence Potential   

Federal State 

Invertebrates 
Crotch’s bumble bee 

(Bombus crotchii) 
-- SC Inhabits grasslands and shrublands and 

requires a hotter and drier environment 

than other bumblebee species. 

No Potential: Not expected to occur 

on-site based on lack of suitable 

food sources and heavily disturbed 

conditions. 
Delhi Sands flower-loving 

fly (Rhaphiomidas 

terminatus abdominalis) 

FE -- Restricted to Delhi sand formations in 

Riverside and San Bernardino Counties. 
Low Potential. The Delhi Sands 

flower-loving fly is not expected to 

occur on-site based on the historic 

and ongoing impacts to the Project 

site respective of active dairy and 

agricultural use. However, 

approximately 19-acres of the 

eastern region of the Project site and 

Ownership Area 2 are mapped as 

Delhi soils. 

Reptiles and Amphibians 
Western spadefoot (Spea 

hammondii) 
 SSC Primary habitat for this species includes 

suitable breeding habitat below 1500 

meters (i.e., vernal pools or other 

standing water that is free of exotic 

species) with secondary habitats 

including adjacent chaparral, sage scrub, 

grassland, and alluvial scrub habitats. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed soils and continuous 

dairy and agricultural activities 

conducted. 

Southern California 

legless lizard (Anniella 

stebbinsi) 

 SSC Broadleaved upland forest, chaparral, 

coastal dunes, and coastal scrub. Occurs 

in sandy or loose loamy soils under 

sparse vegetation, generally in moist, 

loose soil. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation or soils. 

California glossy snake 

(Arizona elegans 

occidentalis) 

 SSC Generalist reported from a range of 

scrub and grassland habitats, often with 

loose or sandy soils. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation or soils.  
Coastal western whiptail 

(Aspidoscelis tigris 

stejnegeri) 

 SSC The coastal western whiptail occurs in a 

wide variety of habitats including coastal 

sage scrub, desert scrub, Riversidean 

alluvial fan scrub, woodlands, grasslands, 

playas, and respective ecotones between 

these habitats. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation or soils. 

San Bernardino ringneck 

snake (Diadophis 

punctatus modestus) 

-- -- Chaparral, coastal sage scrub, grassland, 

riparian, and woodlands. 
No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation or soils. 
Western pond turtle 

(Actinemys marmorata) 
-- SSC The western pond turtle inhabits slow 

moving permanent or intermittent 

Not Detected. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

—
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Common Name 

Scientific Name 

Status 
Habitat Requirements Occurrence Potential   

Federal State 
streams, small ponds, small lakes, 

reservoirs, abandoned gravel pits, 

permanent and ephemeral shallow 

wetlands, stock ponds, and sewage 

treatment lagoons. 

undisturbed basking sites and 

permanent water. 

Coast horned lizard 

(Phrynosoma blainvillii) 
-- SSC Open areas of sandy soil with coastal sage 

scrub, chaparral, grassland, riparian, and 

washes and watercourses. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation or soils. 
Coast patch-nosed snake 

(Salvadora hexalepis 

virgultea) 

-- SSC The coast patch-nosed snake prefers 

brushy coastal sage scrub/ chaparral 

habitats. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation or soils. 
Two-striped gartersnake 

(Thamnophis 

hammondii) 

-- SSC Marsh and swamp, riparian scrub, 

riparian woodland, and wetland. Highly 

aquatic, found in or near permanent 

fresh water. Often along streams with 

rocky beds and riparian growth. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation, soils or 

permanent water. 

Birds 
Cooper's hawk (Accipiter 

cooperii) 

-- SSC Cooper’s hawk is most commonly found 

within or adjacent to riparian/oak forest 

and woodland habitats. This uncommon 

resident of California increases in 

numbers during winter migration. 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site and breed within the 

mature Eucalyptus trees. 

Sharp-shinned hawk 

(Accipiter striatus) 

-- CWL Potential habitat for the sharp-shinned 

hawk includes montane coniferous forest 

for potential breeding areas and riparian 

scrub, woodland, and forest habitat, oak 

woodland and forest, chaparral, coastal 

sage scrub, desert scrub, and Riversidean 

alluvial fan sage scrub for foraging. 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 

Tri-colored blackbird 

(Agelaius tricolor) 

-- ST/SSC Marshes and grasslands. Breeding 

colonies require nearby water, nesting 

substrate, and foraging habitat of 

grassland, woodland, or agricultural 

cropland. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of nesting 

habitat (cattail, rushes, and willows) 

within or adjacent to the Project 

site. 

Golden eagle (Aquila 

chrysaetos) 

-- CWL, SFP Within southern California, the species 

prefers grasslands, brushlands (coastal 

sage scrub and chaparral), deserts, oak 

savannas, open coniferous forests, and 

montane valleys. 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 

Great egret (Ardea alba) -- Nesting 

Colony 

Wet areas, fields, margins of open water. Moderate Potential – Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site but not 

breed. 

Great blue heron (Ardea 

herodias) 

-- Nesting 

Colony 

Wet areas, fields, margins of open water. Moderate Potential – Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site but not 

breed. 

Burrowing owl (Athene 

cunicularia) 

-- SSCSC The burrowing owl uses predominantly 

open land, including grassland, 

agriculture, playa, sparse coastal sage 

scrub, desert scrub habitats. Some 

breeding burrowing owls are year-round 

residents and additional individuals from 

the north may winter throughout the 

region. 

Moderate Potential – Suitable 

burrows larger than 4 inches in 

diameter and foraging habitat 

documented within the fallow fields 

on-site. 

Ferruginous hawk (Buteo 

regalis) 

-- CWL Grasslands and other open terrain of the 

plains and foothills. Wintering species. 

Primarily open fields with low vegetation. 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 
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Common Name 

Scientific Name 

Status 
Habitat Requirements Occurrence Potential   

Federal State 
Swainson’s hawk (Buteo 

swainsoni) 

-- ST Grasslands and other open terrain. Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 

Mountain plover 

(Charadrius montanus) 

-- SSC Dry upland prairies and plains, 

semidesert, bare dirt fields. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation. 

Northern harrier (Circus 

cyaneus) 

-- SSC The northern harrier frequents open 

wetlands, wet/lightly grazed pastures, 

fields, dry uplands/prairies, mesic 

grasslands, drained marshlands, 

croplands, meadows, grasslands, open 

rangelands, fresh and saltwater 

emergent wetlands. 

High Potential. Observed adjacent 

to and on-site during previous 

surveys of adjacent properties in 

2022. 

Western yellow-billed 

cuckoo (Coccyzus 

americanus occidentalis) 

FT SE Riparian. Uncommon to rare summer 

resident of valley foothill and desert 

riparian habitats. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed riparian scrub, forest or 

woodland vegetation. 

Snowy egret (Egretta 

thula) 

-- Nesting 

Colony 

Wet areas, fields, margins of open water. Moderate Potential – Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site but not 

breed. 

White-tailed kite (Elanus 

leucurus) 

-- SFP The white-tailed kite is found in riparian, 

oak woodlands adjacent to large open 

spaces including grasslands, wetlands, 

savannahs and agricultural fields. This 

non-migratory bird species occurs 

throughout the lower elevations of 

California and commonly nests in coast 

live oaks. 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 

California horned lark 

(Eremophila alpestris 

actia) 

-- CWL Variety of open habitats, usually where 

trees and large shrubs are absent. 

Moderate Potential – Expected to 

occasionally forage and breed on-

site. 

Merlin (Falco 

columbarius) 

-- CWL Grasslands, coastal sage scrub and 

estuaries, windrows, open fields. 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 

Prairie falcon (Falco 

mexicanus) 

-- CWL Habitat use of the prairie falcon includes 

annual grasslands to alpine meadows. 

The prairie falcon is associated primarily 

with perennial grasslands, savannahs, 

rangeland, some agricultural fields 

during the winter season, and desert 

scrub areas, all typically dry 

environments of western North 

American where there are cliffs or bluffs. 

for nest sites. 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 

American peregrine falcon 

(Falco peregrinus 

anatum) 

-- SFP Throughout the species' range, peregrine 

falcons are found in a large variety of 

open habitats, including tundra, 

marshes, seacoasts, savannahs and high 

mountains. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed vegetation. 

Loggerhead shrike (Lanius 

ludovicianus) 

-- SSC This species of shrike hunts in open or 

grassy areas and nests in large chaparral 

shrubs such as ceanothus and lemonade 

berry. 

Low Potential – May occasionally 

forage on-site. 

California gull (Larus 

californicus) 

-- CWL Nearly all types of fresh and salt water, 

cropland, landfills, refuse areas, open 

lawns. 

Moderate Potential – Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site. 

California black rail 

(Laterallus jamaicensis 

coturniculus) 

-- ST/SFP Brackish marsh, freshwater marsh, 

marsh and swamp, salt marsh, wetland. 

Inhabits freshwater marshes, wet 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 
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Common Name 

Scientific Name 

Status 
Habitat Requirements Occurrence Potential   

Federal State 
meadows and shallow margins of 

saltwater marshes bordering large bays. 

Long-billed curlew 

(Numenius americanus) 

-- CWL Coastal estuaries, upland herbaceous 

areas, croplands, wet areas, open fields, 

shores of open water. 

Moderate Potential – Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site. 

Double-crested 

cormorant 

(Nannopterum auritum) 

-- CWL Lakes, fresh, salt, and estuarine waters. Moderate Potential – Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site. 

White-faced ibis (Plegadis 

chihi) 

-- CWL Freshwater marshes and brackish areas. High Potential. Observed adjacent 

to and on-site during previous 

surveys of adjacent properties in 

2022. 
Coastal California 

gnatcatcher (Polioptila 

californica californica) 

FT SSC The coastal California gnatcatcher is a 

nonmigratory bird species that primarily 

occurs within sage scrub habitats in 

coastal southern California dominated by 

California sagebrush. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats including 

coastal sage scrub and associations. 

Mammals 
Pallid bat (Antrozous 

pallidus) 

-- SSC Chaparral, coastal scrub, desert wash, 

Great Basin grassland, Great Basin scrub, 

Mojavean desert scrub, riparian 

woodland, Sonoran desert scrub, upper 

montane coniferous forest, and valley 

and foothill grassland. Oak and grassland 

ecotones. Prefers foraging in the open. 

Roosts in attics or rock cracks; in the 

open, near foliage at night. 

Low Potential. Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site 

Northwestern San Diego 

pocket mouse 

(Chaetodipus fallax 

fallax) 

-- --SSC The northwestern San Diego pocket 

mouse occurs in coastal sage, upland 

sage scrubs, and alluvial fan sage scrub, 

sage scrub/grassland ecotones, 

chaparral, and desert scrubs at all 

elevations up to 6,000 feet. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats including 

coastal sage scrub and associations. 

Townsend’s big-eared bat 

(Corynorhinus 

townsendii) 

-- SSC A wide variety of habitats including 

woodlands and arid grasslands. Roosts in 

mines and caves. 

Low Potential. Expected to 

occasionally forage on-site. 

San Bernardino kangaroo 

rat (Dipodomys merriami 

parvus) 

FE SESSC Prefers alluvial scrub, coastal sage scrub 

habitats with sandy and gravelly 

substrates.  

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats including 

Riversidean alluvial fan sage scrub 

and associations. 

Stephens' kangaroo rat 

(Dipodomys stephensi) 

FTFE ST The Stephens' kangaroo rat is found 

almost exclusively in open grasslands or 

sparse shrublands with cover of less than 

50 percent during the summer. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 

Western mastiff bat 

(Eumops perotis 

californicus) 

-- SSC Roosts in rocky areas and forages in 

grassland, shrublands, and woodlands. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 

Western yellow bat 

(Lasiurus xanthinus) 

-- SSC Roosts in the skirts of palm trees and 

forages in adjacent habitats.  

Low Potential. Scattered palm trees 

representing potential roosting 

habitat documented within the 

central region on-site. 

San Diego black-tailed 

jackrabbit (Lepus 

californicus bennettii) 

-- --SSC The San Diego blacktailed jackrabbit in 

open habitats, primarily including 

grasslands, sage scrub, alluvial fan sage 

scrub, and Great Basin sage scrub. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 

—
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Common Name 

Scientific Name 

Status 
Habitat Requirements Occurrence Potential   

Federal State 
Western small-footed 

myotis (Myotis 

ciliolabrum) 

-- -- Feeds among trees or over brush. Roosts 

in caves, mines, and in cliff or rock 

openings. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 
Yuma myotis (Myotis 

yumanensis) 
-- -- Water and wooded canyon bottoms. 

Roosts in caves and abandoned 

buildings. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 
San Diego desert woodrat 

(Neotoma lepida 

intermedia) 

-- SSC Riversidean and coastal sage scrub, 

chaparral and nonnative grasslands. Shrub 

and desert habitats, primarily associated 

with rock outcroppings, boulders, cacti, or 

areas of dense undergrowth. 

No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 

Pocketed free-tailed bat 

(Nyctinomops 

femorosaccus) 

-- SSC Desert habitats. Roosts in rock crevices in 

cliffs. 
No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 
Big free-tailed bat 

(Nyctinomops macrotis) 
-- SSC Desert habitats. Roosts in rock crevices in 

cliffs. 
No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 
Los Angeles pocket 

mouse (Perognathus 

longimembris 

brevinasus)  

 SSC Low elevation grassland alluvial sage 

scrub and coastal sage scrub habitats. 
No Potential. Not expected to occur 

on-site based on a lack of suitable 

undisturbed habitats. 

Federal (USFWS) Protection and Classification 

FE – Federally Endangered 

FT – Federally Threatened 

FC – Federal Candidate for Listing 

State (CDFW) Protection and Classification 

SE – State Endangered 

SSC – State Species of Special Concern 

CWL – California Watch List 

SFP – State Fully Protected 

SC – State Candidate for Listing 

Source: Cadre Environmental. 2024. Biological Resources Technical Report Center Park Specific Plan City of Ontario, California, page 29-37. 
(Appendix C1).  

 

2. Draft Focused EIR Section 4.1.3.: Regulatory Setting on pages 4.1-13 and 4.1-14 has been revised as 

follows: 

California Endangered Species Act 

The California Endangered Species Act (CESA), enacted in 1970 and amended in 1984, is a California law 

that conserves and protects plant and animal species at risk of extinction. It generally parallels the main 

provisions of the FESA and is administered by the CDFW. Plant and animal species may be designated, 

threatened or endangered under CESA after a formal listing process by the CFGC. With already 

approximately 250 species currently listed, a CESA-listed species, or any part or product of the plant or 

animal, may not be imported into the state, exported out of the state, “taken” (i.e., killed), possessed, 

purchased, or sold without proper authorization. Implementation of CESA has reduced and avoided 

impacts to California’s most imperiled plants, and animals, and invertebrates, has protected hundreds of 

thousands of acres of vital habitat, and has led to a greater scientific understanding of California’s 

incredible biodiversity. Candidate species may be afforded temporary protection as though they were 

already listed as threatened or endangered at the discretion of the Fish and Game Commission. Unlike 

the FESA, CESA does not include listing provisions for invertebrate species. Under certain conditions and 

if the take is incidental to otherwise lawful activities, CESA has provisions for take through Incidental Take 

Permits (ITP) or memorandum of understanding (MOU). In addition, some sensitive mammals and birds 
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are protected by the state as “fully protected species.” California “species of special concern” are species 

designated as vulnerable to extinction due to declining population levels, limited ranges, and/or 

continuing threats. This list is primarily a working document for the CDFW’s California Natural Diversity 

Database (CNDDB), which maintains a record of known and recorded occurrences of sensitive species. 

Informally listed taxa are not protected per se but warrant consideration in the preparation of biological 

resources assessments. 

3. Draft Focused EIR Section 4.1.4: Impact Thresholds and Significance Criteria page 4.1-18 has been 

revised as follows: 

Burrowing Owl Survey 

The BUOW (SCSSC) uses predominantly open land, including grassland, agriculture, playa, sparse coastal 

sage scrub, and desert scrub habitats. The consultant concluded there would be a moderate potential for 

BUOW within the Project site. Suitable habitat including burrows larger than 4-inches in diameter, which 

is suitable habitat for the BUOW, was observed within the Project site.  

4. Draft Focused EIR Section 4.1.6: Impact and Mitigation Measures pages 4.1-20 and 4.1-21 has been 

revised as follows: 

Within Ownership Area 1, suitable foraging and/or nesting habitat for the Cooper’s hawk (SSC), sharp-

shinned hawk (CWL), golden eagle (CWL, SFP), great egret (Nesting Colony), great blue heron 

(Nesting Colony), Burrowing owl (SCSSC), ferruginous hawk (CWL), Swainson’s hawk (ST), snowy egret 

(Nesting colony), white-tailed kite (SFP), California horned lark (CWL), merlin (CWL), prairie falcon (CWL), 

loggerhead shrike (SSC), California gull (CWL), long-billed curlew (CWL), and double crested cormorant 

(CWL) was observed within the agricultural fields and the artificially created unvegetated dairy effluent 

retention ponds. Additionally, suitable habitat for breeding was documented within the Project site for 

Cooper’s hawk (SSC) and California horned lark (CWL). As stated in Section 4.1.3: Regulatory Setting, the 

City has approved a Memorandum of Agreement with Inland Empire Resource Conservation District to 

administer the Greater Prado Basin Habitat Conservation Program and associated Ontario Ranch Habitat 

Mitigation Fees. Consequently, the Project would adhere to the required Ontario Ranch development 

impact fees which include a habitat mitigation fee of $4,320 per net acre for proposed residential, 

commercial, hotel and restaurant, office, and industrial development. These paid mitigation fees would 

then be collected by the City and be deposited into a trust fund to use for the acquisition, restoration, 

rehabilitation, and maintenance of lands deemed to have long-term conservation value. Additionally, 

MM BIO-2 would require a qualified biologist to conduct a nesting bird survey(s) to be reviewed by the 

City to reduce impacts to nesting birds to less than significant levels. Therefore, implementation of 

MM BIO-2 would reduce potential impacts to these species to less than significant levels.  

5. Draft Focused EIR Section 4.1.6: Impact and Mitigation Measures pages 4.1-21 and 4.1-22 has been 

revised as follows: 

Burrowing Owl  

BUOW is a CDFW Candidate species pursuant to CESA Species of Special Concern. The BUOW uses 

predominantly open land, including grassland, agriculture, playa, sparse coastal sage scrub, and desert 

scrub habitats. The BUOW (low-occurrence potential) often occur in less than optimal and/or disturbed 
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conditions. Suitable burrows larger than 4 inches in diameter and foraging habitat for the BUOW were 

documented within and adjacent to the east of Ownership Area 1. However, despite the fact that the site 

has been exposed to long-standing disturbances, suitable BUOW habitat, including burrows larger than 4-

inches in diameter, was observed within the fallow fields on Ownership Area 1. Although there is suitable 

BUOW habitat, potential impacts to refugia, nesting, and foraging habitat for this species would be 

mitigated to a level of less than significant following implementation of MM BIO-4, which would ensure 

BUOW surveys are completed prior to construction. MM BIO-4 would implement focused and 

preconstruction surveys to ensure potential impacts to refugia, nesting, and foraging habitat for the 

BUOW would be reduced to less than significant levels. Upon arrival at the survey area and prior to 

initiating the walking surveys, the biologist would use binoculars and/or spotting scope to scan suitable 

habitat. A total of four surveys would be conducted with at least one site visit between February 15th and 

April 15th, and a minimum of three surveys at least three weeks apart between April 15th and July 15th. 

Furthermore, one site visit would occur after June 15th.   

6. Mitigation Measure MM BIO-4 on pages 4.1-24 and 4.1-25 has been revised as follows: 

MM BIO-4 Focused and Preconstruction Burrowing Owl Surveys. Focused surveys for burrowing 

owl will be conducted in accordance with the March 7, 20122022, CDFW staff report on 

Burrowing Owl Mitigation prior to vegetation removal or ground-disturbing activities for 

all phases of Project construction. Specifically, a total of four (4) surveys will be 

conducted: 1) at least one site visit between February 15th and April 15th, and 2) a 

minimum of three (3) surveys, at least three weeks apart, between April 15th and July 15th, 

with at least one visit after June 15th. A report of the findings prepared by a qualified 

biologist shall be submitted to the City of Ontario prior to any permit or approval for 

ground disturbing activities. The Designated Biologist shall provide CDFW a GIS or KMZ 

map of BUOW burrow complex(es) and atypical burrows (e.g. culverts, buckled concrete, 

etc.) The map shall be at a scale of 1:24,000 or finer to show details and shall show 

locations of all BUOW sightings and labeled if sightings were potential burrows, occupied 

burrows, satellite burrows, areas of concentrated burrows, and BUOW sign. Locations 

documented by use of GPS coordinates must be collected in NAD83 datum. The map shall 

include an outline of the Project Site, a title, north arrow, scale bar, and legend. 

A 14-day burrowing owl preconstruction survey will also be conducted immediately prior 

to the initiation of ground-disturbing construction to ensure protection for this species. 

The survey will be conducted in compliance with CDFW guidelines (CDFW 2012). A report 

of the findings prepared by a qualified biologist shall be submitted to the City of Ontario 

prior to any permit or approval for ground disturbing activities. 

If burrowing owls are detected on-site during the focused surveys or 14-day 

preconstruction survey efforts, during the breeding season (February 1st to August 31st) 

then construction activities shall be limited to beyond 300 feet of the active burrows until 

a qualified biologist has confirmed that nesting efforts are complete or not initiated. In 

addition to monitoring breeding activity, if construction is proposed to be initiated during 

the breeding season or active relocation is proposed, a burrowing owl relocation plan will 

be developed and approved by the City of Ontario, CDFW and USFWS. 
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If burrowing owl occupancy is confirmed, and if Project activities may impact burrowing 

owl, including burrow exclusion and closure, the Project Proponent shall begin early 

coordination with CDFW for appropriate CESA authorization (i.e., Incidental Take Permit 

(ITP) under Fish and Game Code section 2081) prior to commencement of Project 

activities. The ITP application shall describe, at a minimum, project activities and 

equipment, proposed avoidance/buffers, temporary and permanent impacts, 

monitoring, relocation and/or translocation, and minimization and compensatory 

mitigation actions. ITP compensatory mitigation will be fulfilled by one or more of 

following options: 1) Permittee- responsible mitigation land acquisition or 2) 

Conservation or Mitigation Bank credits (if available). 
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