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February 19, 2025 
 

Mr. Zachary Forbath 
City Ventures 
3121 Michelson Drive, Suite 150 
Irvine, CA 92555 
 
 

Subject:  
Flower Street Multi-Family Residential Development – Focused Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy 
Impact Study, City of Bellflower, CA  
 
Dear Mr. Forbath: 
 

MD Acoustics, LLC (MD) has completed a focused Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy Impact 
Evaluation for the proposed multi-family development located at 9903 Flower Street in the City of 
Bellflower, CA. The purpose of this focused study is to evaluate the air quality, greenhouse gas, and energy 
construction and operational emissions generated by the proposed project and to compare the project 
emissions to South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) thresholds of significance as it 
relates to residential and commercial uses and consistency to the City’s General Plan. A list of definitions 
and terminology is located in Appendix A.   
 

1.0 Project Description 
The Project Site is on approximately 1.1 acres. The Project includes the construction of a new residential 
development containing 32 residential dwelling units. The proposed project site plan is in Appendix B. 
 
Land uses surrounding the site include residential uses to the north and west, Civic Center Drive to the 
east, and Flower Street to the south. 
  

2.0 AQ/GHG Thresholds of Significance 
2.1  AQ Significance Thresholds 
Project emissions were compared to both regional and localized SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance for 
construction and operational emissions1,2.  
 
2.2  GHG Significance Thresholds 
The project emissions were compared to the SCAQMD’s 3,000 MTCO2e draft threshold for all land uses3.  
 
3.0 Evaluation Procedure/Methodology 
MD utilized the latest version of CalEEMod (2022.1.1.29) to calculate both the construction and 
operational emissions from the project site4. Project construction is modeled to commence no earlier than 
July 2025 and be completed by June 2026. Construction assumes demolition, site preparation, grading, 

 
1 https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf 
2 https://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/localized-significance-thresholds 
3 https://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook/ghg-significance-thresholds/page/2 
4 https://www.caleemod.com/ 
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building construction, paving, and architectural coating. CalEEmod defaults were utilized. Assumptions 
and output calculations are provided in Appendix C. 
 
4.0 Local Ambient Conditions 
The project site is located in South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) in the Southeast LA County Source Receptor 
Area (SRA) 55. The nearest air monitoring station to the project site is the Compton – 700 North Bullis 
Road Air Monitoring Station. Historical air quality data for the vicinity can be found both at CARB and 
SCAQMD’s websites6,7. Temperature and historical precipitation data can be found at the WRCC8. 
 

5.0 Findings 
The following outlines the emissions for the project: 
 
5.1  Regional Construction Emissions 
The construction emissions for the project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s daily emission thresholds at 
the regional level as indicated in Table 1, and therefore the impact would be considered less than 
significant.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

<Table 1, next page> 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
5 https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/default-document-library/map-of-monitoring-areas.pdf?sfvrsn=6 
6 https://www.aqmd.gov/home/library/air-quality-data-studies/historical-data-by-year 
7 https://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/ 
8 https://www.wrcc.dri.edu/summary/Climsmsca.html 
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Table 1: Regional Significance – Construction Emissions (lbs/day) 
  Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day) 

Activity VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Demolition             

On-Site2 1.47 13.90 15.10 0.02 1.30 0.63 

Off-Site3 0.06 1.18 1.31 0.01 0.42 0.12 

Total 1.53 15.08 16.41 0.03 1.72 0.75 

Site Preparation             

On-Site2 1.13 12.10 12.10 0.02 3.00 1.69 

Off-Site3 0.03 0.03 0.52 0.00 0.10 0.02 

Total 1.16 12.13 12.62 0.02 3.10 1.71 

Grading             

On-Site2 1.51 14.10 14.50 0.02 3.43 1.93 

Off-Site3 0.21 13.34 5.87 0.07 3.16 0.96 

Total 1.72 27.44 20.37 0.09 6.59 2.89 

Building Construction             

On-Site2 1.07 8.95 10.00 0.02 0.33 0.30 

Off-Site3 0.00 0.24 1.66 0.00 0.33 0.08 

Total 1.07 9.19 11.66 0.02 0.66 0.38 

Paving             

On-Site2 0.54 4.41 6.48 0.01 0.18 0.17 

Off-Site3 0.05 0.22 0.89 0.00 0.21 0.05 

Total 0.59 4.63 7.37 0.01 0.39 0.22 

Architectural Coating             

On-Site2 19.72 0.86 1.13 0.00 0.02 0.02 

Off-Site3 0.02 0.02 0.30 0.00 0.06 0.01 

Total 19.74 0.88 1.43 0.00 0.08 0.03 

Total of overlapping phases4 20.33 5.51 8.80 0.01 0.47 0.25 

SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Exceeds Thresholds No No No No No No 

Notes:        
1 Source: CalEEMod Version 2022.1.1.29 
2 On-site emissions from equipment operated on-site that is not operated on public roads. 
3 Off-site emissions from equipment operated on public roads. 
4 Architectural coatings and paving phases may overlap. 

 
5.2  Localized Construction Emissions 
 
Utilizing the construction equipment list and associated acreages per 8-hour day provided in the SCAQMD 
“Fact Sheet for Applying CalEEMod to Localized Significance Thresholds” (South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 2011b), the maximum number of acres disturbed in a day would be 1.0 acres during 
grading (as shown in Table 2 below); therefore, the project emissions have been compared to the 1-acre 
per day localized significance threshold. 
 
 
 

<Table 2, next page> 
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Table 2: Maximum Number of Acres Disturbed Per Day1 
Activity Equipment Number Acres/8hr-day Total Acres 

Grading 
Graders 1 0.5 0.5 

Rubber Tired Dozers 1 0.5 0.5 

Total Per Phase   1.0 
Notes: 
1. Source: CalEEMod output and South Coast AQMD, Fact Sheet for Applying CalEEMod to Localized Significance Thresholds. 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/localized-significance-thresholds/caleemod-guidance.pdf?sfvrsn=2 

  
None of the analyzed criteria pollutants would exceed the LST emission thresholds at the nearest sensitive 
receptors as shown in Table 3. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant from construction. 
 

Table 3: Localized Significance – Construction Emissions (lbs/day) 

Phase 

On-Site Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)1 

NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Demolition 13.90 15.10 1.30 0.63 

Site Preparation 12.10 12.10 3.00 1.69 

Grading 14.10 14.50 3.43 1.93 

Building Construction 8.95 10.00 0.33 0.30 

Paving 4.41 6.48 0.18 0.17 

Architectural Coating 0.86 1.13 0.02 0.02 

Total for overlapping construction phases 14.22 17.61 0.53 0.49 

SCAQMD Threshold2 80 571 4 3 

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No 
Notes: 
1 Source: Calculated from CalEEMod and SCAQMD’s Mass Rate Look-up Tables for one-acre (see Table 2), to be conservative, in Southeast Los Angeles County 
Source Receptor Area (SRA 5). 
2 The nearest sensitive receptors are the single-family residential uses located adjacent north of the project site; therefore, the 25-meter threshold was 
utilized. 

 
5.3 Regional Operational Emissions 
The operating emissions were based on year 2026, which is the anticipated opening year for the project. 
Project trip generation was provided by the CalEEMod output for the project (Appendix B). The CalEEMod 
default vehicle miles traveled (VMTs) were used. 
 
The summer and winter emissions created by the proposed project’s long-term operations were 
calculated and the highest emissions from either summer or winter are summarized in Table 4. The data in 
Table 3 shows that the operational emissions for the project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s regional 
significance thresholds.  
 

Table 4: Regional Significance – Operational Emissions (lbs/day) 

Activity 

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)1 

VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Area Sources2 0.87 0.02 1.81 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Energy Usage3 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 

Mobile Sources4  0.57 0.47 4.91 0.01 1.08 0.28 

Total Emissions 1.45 0.58 6.76 0.01 1.09 0.29 

SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55 

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No 
Notes: 
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1 Source: CalEEMod Version 2022.1.1.29 
2 Area sources consist of emissions from consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscaping equipment. 
3 Energy usage consists of emissions from on-site natural gas usage. 
4 Mobile sources consist of emissions from vehicles and road dust. 

 
5.4 Localized Operational Emissions 
Project-related air emissions from on-site sources such as architectural coatings, landscaping equipment, 
on-site usage of natural gas appliances as well as the operation of vehicles on-site may have the potential 
to exceed the State and Federal air quality standards in the project vicinity, even though these pollutant 
emissions may not be significant enough to create a regional impact to the Air Basin. 
 
According to SCAQMD LST methodology, LSTs would apply to the operational phase of a project, if the 
project includes stationary sources, or attracts mobile sources (such as heavy-duty trucks) that may spend 
long periods queuing and idling at the site; such as industrial warehouse/transfer facilities. The proposed 
project is a residential project and does not include such uses. Therefore, due to the lack of stationary 
source emissions, no long-term localized significance threshold analysis is warranted.  
 
5.5 Odors 
Potential sources that may emit odors during construction activities include the application of materials 
such as asphalt pavement.  The objectionable odors that may be produced during the construction 
process are of short-term in nature and the odor emissions are expected cease upon the drying or 
hardening of the odor producing materials.  Diesel exhaust and VOCs would be emitted during 
construction of the project, which are objectionable to some; however, emissions would disperse rapidly 
from the project site and therefore should not reach an objectionable level at the nearest sensitive 
receptors. Due to the short-term nature and limited amounts of odor producing materials being utilized, 
no significant impact related to odors would occur during construction of the proposed project. 
 
The SCAQMD recommends that odor impacts be addressed in a qualitative manner. Such an analysis shall 
determine whether the project would result in excessive nuisance odors, as defined under the California 
Code of Regulations and Section 41700 of the California Health and Safety Code, and thus would 
constitute a public nuisance related to air quality. 
 
Potential sources that may emit odors during the on-going operations of the proposed project would 
include odor emissions from the trash storage areas and vehicle emissions.  Due to the distance of the 
nearest receptors from the project site and through compliance with SCAQMD’s Rule 402 no significant 
impact related to odors would occur during the on-going operations of the proposed project.  
 
5.6 GHG Emissions 
Table 5 outlines the construction and operational GHG emissions for the project. The project’s emissions 
are below (255.01 MTCO2e) the SCAQMD’s draft screening threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e for all land uses 
and; therefore, the impact is less than significant. 
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Table 5: Opening Year Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Category 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Metric Tons/Year)1 

Bio-CO2 NonBio-CO2 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Area Sources2 0.00 0.55 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.55 

Energy Usage3 0.00 49.70 49.70 0.00 0.00 49.80 

Mobile Sources4 0.00 181.00 181.00 0.01 0.01 184.00 

Solid Waste6 2.12 0.00 2.12 0.21 0.00 7.41 

Water7 0.38 2.05 2.43 0.04 0.00 3.68 

Refrigerants 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 

Construction8 0.00 9.43 9.43 0.00 0.00 9.53 

Total Emissions 2.50 242.73 245.23 0.26 0.01 255.01 

SCAQMD Draft Screening Threshold  3,000 

Exceeds Threshold?           No 
Notes: 
1 Source: CalEEMod Version 2022.1.1.29 
2 Area sources consist of GHG emissions from consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscape equipment. 
3 Energy usage consist of GHG emissions from electricity and natural gas usage. 
4 Mobile sources consist of GHG emissions from vehicles.  
5 Solid waste includes the CO2 and CH4 emissions created from the solid waste placed in landfills. 
6 Water includes GHG emissions from electricity used for transport of water and processing of wastewater. 
7 Construction GHG emissions based on a 30-year amortization rate. 

 
5.7 Consistency with Applicable Plans  
 
Consistency with the City’s General Plan 
 
The project site is located in the City of Bellflower. The project site has a current land use classification 
of C-G Commercial General according to the City of Bellflower Zoning Map. As the proposed project is a 
residential development, the site would require a zoning amendment to be consistent with the land 
use and zoning designations of the City’s General Plan. However, the current zoning allows for uses 
including shopping centers and restaurants, and a multi-family residential development would typically 
have significantly less traffic needs than such uses and therefore would not exceed the assumed 
emissions for the site. 
 
The project will be subject to the policies and ordinances pertaining to air quality and climate change in 
the City’s General Plan. Although the project would generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, these emissions are short-term and not considered to have a significant impact on the 
environment. Furthermore, project emissions have demonstrated that they will be below any 
significant thresholds as outlined by SCAQMD. 
 
In addition, as shown below, the project’s GHG impacts have been evaluated by assessing the project’s 
consistency with applicable statewide, regional, and local GHG reduction plans and strategies.   
 
Consistency with the City of Bellflower Climate Action Plan 
 
The City of Bellflower Climate Action Plan (CAP) was adopted by the City in 2012 and establishes 
visions for the City in areas including buildings, urban form and mobility, government operations, and 
preparing for climate change. The project is consistent with the goals of the plan to increase land use 
intensification and diversity, as the project is a multi-family development within a quarter mile of 
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multiple bus stops, and the project will comply with all Title 24 energy standards. Therefore, the 
project is not anticipated to conflict with the goals of the plan. 
 
Consistency with Executive Orders S-03-05 and B-30-15 
 
Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15 are orders from the State’s Executive Branch for the purpose of 
reducing GHG emissions. These strategies call for developing more efficient land-use patterns to match 
population increases, workforce, and socioeconomic needs for the full spectrum of the population. The 
project includes elements of smart land use as it is well-served by transportation infrastructure and 
near public transit. 
 
Although the project’s emissions level in 2050 cannot be reliably quantified, statewide efforts are 
underway to facilitate the State’s achievement of that goal and it is reasonable to expect the project’s 
emissions profile to decline as the regulatory initiatives identified by ARB in the First Update are 
implemented, and other technological innovations occur. As such, given the reasonably anticipated 
decline in project emissions once fully constructed and operational, the project is consistent with the 
Executive Order’s horizon-year goal. Therefore, the project is consistent with Executive Orders S-3-05 
and B-30-15. 
 
Consistency with AB32 Scoping Plan 
 
The ARB Board approved a Climate Change Scoping Plan in December 2008. The Scoping Plan outlines 
the State’s strategy to achieve the 2020 greenhouse gas emissions limit. The Scoping Plan “proposes a 
comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce overall greenhouse gas emissions in California, 
improve our environment, reduce our dependence on oil, diversify our energy sources, save energy, 
create new jobs, and enhance public health” (California Air Resources Board 2008). The measures in 
the Scoping Plan have been in place since 2012. 
 
This Scoping Plan calls for an “ambitious but achievable” reduction in California’s greenhouse gas 
emissions, cutting approximately 30 percent from business-as-usual emission levels projected for 2020, 
or about 10 percent from today’s levels. In May 2014, the CARB released its First Update to the Climate 
Change Scoping Plan (CARB 2014). This Update identifies the next steps for California’s leadership on 
climate change. In November 2017, the CARB released the 2017 Scoping Plan. This Scoping Plan 
incorporates, coordinates, and leverages many existing and ongoing efforts and identifies new policies 
and actions to accomplish the State’s climate goals, and includes a description of a suite of specific 
actions to meet the State’s 2030 GHG limit. The 2020 Scoping Plan builds upon the successful 
framework established by the Initial Scoping Plan and First Update, while identifying new, 
technologically feasible, and cost-effective strategies to ensure that California meets its GHG reduction 
targets.  
 
As the latest, 2022 Scoping Plan builds upon previous versions, project consistency with applicable 
strategies of the 2008, 2017, and 2022 Plan are assessed in Table 6. As shown in Table 6, the project is 
consistent with the applicable strategies within the Scoping Plan. 
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Table 6: Project Consistency with CARB Scoping Plan Policies and Measures1 
          

2008 Scoping Plan Measures to Reduce Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Project Compliance with Measure 

California Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards – 
Implement adopted standards and planned second phase of 
the program. Align zero-emission vehicle, alternative and 
renewable fuel and vehicle technology programs with long-
term climate change goals. 

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards; vehicles 
that access the project that are required to comply with 
the standards will comply with the strategy. 

Energy Efficiency – Maximize energy efficiency building and 
appliance standards; pursue additional efficiency including 
new technologies, policy, and implementation mechanisms. 
Pursue comparable investment in energy efficiency from all 
retail providers of electricity in California. 

Consistent. The project will be compliant with the current 
Title 24 standards.  

Low Carbon Fuel Standard – Develop and adopt the Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard. 

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards; vehicles 
that access the project that are required to comply with 
the standards will comply with the strategy. 

Vehicle Efficiency Measures – Implement light-duty vehicle 
efficiency measures. 

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards; vehicles 
that access the project that are required to comply with 
the standards will comply with the strategy. 

Medium/Heavy-Duty Vehicles – Adopt medium and heavy-
duty vehicle efficiency measures. 

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards; vehicles 
that access the project that are required to comply with 
the standards will comply with the strategy. 

Green Building Strategy – Expand the use of green building 
practices to reduce the carbon footprint of California’s new 
and existing inventory of buildings. 

Consistent. The California Green Building Standards Code 
(proposed Part 11, Title 24) was adopted as part of the 
California Building Standards Code in the CCR. Part 11 
establishes voluntary standards, that are mandatory in the 
2022 edition of the Code, on planning and design for 
sustainable site development, energy efficiency (in excess 
of the California Energy Code requirements), water 
conservation, material conservation, and internal air 
contaminants. The project will be subject to these 
mandatory standards. 

High Global Warming Potential Gases – Adopt measures to 
reduce high global warming potential gases. 

Consistent. CARB identified five measures that reduce HFC 
emissions from vehicular and commercial refrigeration 
systems; vehicles that access the project that are required 
to comply with the measures will comply with the 
strategy. 

Recycling and Waste – Reduce methane emissions at 
landfills. Increase waste diversion, composting, and 
commercial recycling. Move toward zero-waste. 

Consistent. The state is currently developing a regulation 
to reduce methane emissions from municipal solid waste 
landfills. The project will be required to comply with City 
programs, such as City’s  recycling and waste reduction 
program, which comply, with the 75 percent reduction 
required by 2020 per AB 341. 

Water – Continue efficiency programs and use cleaner 
energy sources to move and treat water. 

Consistent. The project will comply with all applicable City 
ordinances and CAL Green requirements.           

2017 Scoping Plan Recommended Actions to Reduce 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Project Compliance with Recommended Action 

Implement Mobile Source Strategy: Further increase GHG 
stringency on all light-duty vehicles beyond existing 
Advanced Clean Car regulations. 

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards; vehicles 
that access the project that are required to comply with 
the standards will comply with the strategy. 
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Implement Mobile Source Strategy: At least 1.5 million zero 
emission and plug-in hybrid light-duty electric vehicles by 
2025 and at least 4.2 million zero emission and plug-in hybrid 
light-duty electric vehicles by 2030. 

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards; vehicles 
that access the project that are required to comply with 
the standards will comply with the strategy. 

Implement Mobile Source Strategy: Innovative Clean Transit: 
Transition to a suite of to-be-determined innovative clean 
transit options. Assumed 20 percent of new urban buses 
purchased beginning in 2018 will be zero emission buses with 
the penetration of zero-emission technology ramped up to 
100 percent of new sales in 2030. Also, new natural gas 
buses, starting in 2018, and diesel buses, starting in 2020, 
meet the optional heavy-duty low-NOX standard. 

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards; vehicles 
that access the project that are required to comply with 
the standards will comply with the strategy. 

Implement Mobile Source Strategy: Last Mile Delivery: New 
regulation that would result in the use of low NOX or cleaner 
engines and the deployment of increasing numbers of zero-
emission trucks primarily for class 3-7 last mile delivery 
trucks in California. This measure assumes ZEVs comprise 2.5 
percent of new Class 3–7 truck sales in local fleets starting in 
2020, increasing to 10 percent in 2025 and remaining flat 
through 2030. 

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards; vehicles 
that access the project that are required to comply with 
the standards will comply with the strategy. 

Implement SB 350 by 2030: Establish annual targets for 
statewide energy efficiency savings and demand reduction 
that will achieve a cumulative doubling of statewide energy 
efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas end uses by 
2030. 

Consistent. The project will be compliant with the current 
Title 24 standards.  

By 2019, develop regulations and programs to support 
organic waste landfill reduction goals in the SLCP and SB 
1383. 

Consistent. The project will be required to comply with 
City programs, such as City’s recycling and waste 
reduction program, which comply, with the 75 percent 
reduction required by 2020 per AB 341. 

2022 Scoping Plan Recommended Actions to Reduce 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Project Compliance with Recommended Action 

Deploy ZEVs and reduce driving demand Consistent. The project will be in an urbanized area within a 
quarter mile of transit. 

Coordinate supply of liquid fossil fuels with declining California 
fuel demand 

Consistent. The project will be compliant with the current 
Title 24 standards. 

Generate clean electricity Consistent. The project will be compliant with the current 
Title 24 standards and would not interfere with clean energy 
generation. 

Decarbonize industrial energy supply Consistent. The project will be compliant with the current 
Title 24 standards and would be residential, therefore would 
not interfere with this goal. 

Decarbonize buildings Consistent. The project will be compliant with the current 
Title 24 standards. 

Reduce non-combustion emissions Consistent. The project will be compliant with the current 
Title 24 standards. 

Notes: 
1Source: CARB Scoping Plan (2008, 2017, and 2022) 

 
Consistency with SCAG’s 2020-2045 RTP/SCS 
 
At the regional level, the 2020-2045 RTP and Sustainable Communities Strategy represent the region’s 
Climate Action Plan that defines strategies for reducing GHGs. In order to assess the project’s potential 
to conflict with the RTP/SCS, this section analyzes the project’s land use profile for consistency with 
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those in the Sustainable Communities Strategy. Generally, projects are considered consistent with the 
provisions and general policies of applicable City and regional land use plans and regulations, such as 
SCAG’s Sustainable Communities Strategy, if they are compatible with the general intent of the plans 
and would not preclude the attainment of their primary goals. 
 
Table 7 demonstrates the project’s consistency with the Actions and Strategies set forth in the 2020-
2045 RTP/SCS. As shown in Table 7, the project would be consistent with the GHG reduction related 
actions and strategies contained in the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS. 
 

Table 7: Project Consistency with SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS1 

Actions and Strategies 
Responsible 

Party(ies) Consistency Analysis 

Land Use Strategies 

Reflect the changing population and demands, 
including combating gentrification and displacement, 
by increasing housing supply at a variety of 
affordability levels. 

Local 
Jurisdictions 

Consistent. The proposed project is a residential 
development on a currently commercial site; 
therefore, it will not displace existing housing. 

Focus new growth around transit. 
Local 
Jurisdictions 

Consistent. The proposed project is a residential 
development that would be consistent with the 
2020 RTP/SCS focus on growing near transit 
facilities. 

Plan for growth around livable corridors, including 
growth on the Livable Corridors network. 

SCAG, Local 
Jurisdictions 

Consistent. The proposed project is a residential 
development that would be consistent with the 
2020 RTP/SCS focus on growing along the 2,980 
miles of Livable Corridors in the region. 

Provide more options for short trips through 
Neighborhood Mobility Areas and Complete 
Communities. 

SCAG, Local 
Jurisdictions 

Consistent. The proposed project would help 
further jobs/housing balance objectives. The 
proposed project is also consistent with the 
Complete Communities initiative that focuses 
on creation of mixed-use districts in growth 
areas. 

Support local sustainability planning, including 
developing sustainable planning and design policies, 
sustainable zoning codes, and Climate Action Plans. 

Local 
Jurisdictions 

Not Applicable. This strategy calls on local 
governments to adopt General Plan updates, 
zoning codes, and Climate Action Plans to 
further sustainable communities. The proposed 
project would not interfere with such 
policymaking and would be consistent with 
those policy objectives. 

Protect natural and farmlands, including developing 
conservation strategies. 

SCAG, Local 
Jurisdictions 

Consistent. The proposed project is a residential 
development in an existing community that 
would help reduce demand for growth in 
urbanizing areas that threaten green fields and 
open spaces. 

Transportation Strategies 

Preserve our existing transportation system. 

SCAG, County 
Transportation 
Commissions, 
Local 
Jurisdictions 

Not Applicable. This strategy calls on investing 
in the maintenance of our existing 
transportation system. The proposed project 
would not interfere with such policymaking. 
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Manage congestion through programs like the 
Congestion Management Program, Transportation 
Demand Management, and Transportation Systems 
Management strategies. 

County 
Transportation 
Commissions, 
Local 
Jurisdictions 

Consistent. The proposed project is a residential 
development that will minimize congestion 
impacts on the region because of its proximity 
to public transit and general density of 
population and jobs. 

Promote safety and security in the transportation 
system. 

SCAG, County 
Transportation 
Commissions, 
Local 
Jurisdictions 

Not Applicable. This strategy aims to improve 
the safety of the transportation system and 
protect users from security threats. The 
proposed project would not interfere with such 
policymaking. 

Complete our transit, passenger rail, active 
transportation, highways and arterials, regional 
express lanes goods movement, and airport ground 
transportation systems. 

SCAG, County 
Transportation 
Commissions, 
Local 
Jurisdictions 

Not Applicable. This strategy calls for 
transportation planning partners to implement 
major capital and operational projects that are 
designed to address regional growth. The 
proposed project would not interfere with this 
larger goal of investing in the transportation 
system. 

Technological Innovation and 21st Century Transportation 

Promote zero-emissions vehicles. 
SCAG, Local 
Jurisdictions 

Consistent. While this action/strategy is not 
necessarily applicable on a project-specific 
basis, the City's Building Code requires the 
proposed building to provide conduit for on-site 
electric vehicle charging stalls, which the project 
is to provide in the proposed parking garage.  

Promote neighborhood electric vehicles. 
SCAG, Local 
Jurisdictions 

Consistent. While this action/strategy is not 
necessarily applicable on a project-specific 
basis, the City's Building Code requires the 
proposed building to provide conduit for on-site 
electric vehicle charging stalls, which the project 
is to provide in the proposed parking garage.  

Implement shared mobility programs. 
SCAG, Local 
Jurisdictions 

Not Applicable. This strategy is designed to 
integrate new technologies for last-mile and 
alternative transportation programs. The 
proposed project would not interfere with these 
emerging programs. 

Notes:                 
1 Source: Southern California Association of Governments; 2020–2045 RTP/SCS, May 2020. 

 
5.8 Energy Analysis 
 
Information from the CalEEMod 2022.1.1.29 Daily and Annual Outputs contained in the air quality and 
greenhouse gas analyses above was utilized for this analysis. The CalEEMod outputs detail project related 
construction equipment, transportation energy demands, and facility energy demands.  
 
Construction Energy Demand 
 
Construction Equipment Electricity Usage Estimates 
Electrical service will be provided by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP). Based 
on the 2017 National Construction Estimator, Richard Pray (2017)9, the typical power cost per 1,000 

 
9 Pray, Richard. 2017 National Construction Estimator. Carlsbad : Craftsman Book Company, 2017. 
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square feet of building construction per month is estimated to be $2.32. The project plans to develop 
the site with 30,720 square feet of residential development over the course of approximately 12 
months. Based on Table 8, the total power cost of the on-site electricity usage during the construction 
of the proposed project is estimated to be approximately $855.24. As shown in Table 8, the total 
electricity usage from Project construction related activities is estimated to be approximately 15,550 
kWh.10 

Table 8: Project Construction Power Cost and Electricity Usage 
   

Power Cost (per 1,000 square 
foot of building per month of 

construction) 

Total Building 
Size (1,000 

Square Foot)1 

Construction 
Duration 
(months) 

Total Project 
Construction 
Power Cost 

$2.32  30.720 12 $855.24  

 

Cost per kWh 
Total Project Construction 

Electricity Usage (kWh) 

$0.06 15,550 
*Assumes the project will be under the A-1 Small Commercial & Multi-Family Service rate under LADWP. 
https://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/faces/ladwp/aboutus/a-financesandreports/a-fr-electricrates/a-fr-er-
stcommindrates?_adf.ctrl-state=4uqberzct_4&_afrLoop=958662023680086 

 
Construction Equipment Fuel Estimates 
 
Using the CalEEMod data input, the project’s construction phase would consume electricity and fossil 
fuels as a single energy demand, that is, once construction is completed their use would cease. CARB’s 
2017 Emissions Factors Tables show that on average aggregate fuel consumption (gasoline and diesel 
fuel) would be approximately 18.5 hp-hr-gal.11 As presented in Table 9 below, project construction 
activities would consume an estimated 24,126 gallons of diesel fuel.  

 

 

 

 

<Table 9, next page> 

 

 

 

 

 

 
10 LADWP’s Small Commercial & Multi-Family Service (A-1) is approximately $0.06 per kWh of electricity Southern California Edison (SCE). Rates & Pricing Choices: 
General Service/Industrial Rates. https://library.sce.com/content/dam/sce-doclib/public/regulatory/historical/electric/2020/schedules/general-service-&-
industrial-rates/ELECTRIC_SCHEDULES_GS-1_2020.pdf 
11 Aggregate fuel consumption rate for all equipment was estimated at 18.5 hp-hr/day (from CARB’s 2017 Emissions Factors Tables and fuel consumption rate 
factors as shown in Table D-21 of the Moyer Guidelines: (https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/moyer/guidelines/2017gl/2017_gl_appendix_d.pdf). 

 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/moyer/guidelines/2017gl/2017_gl_appendix_d.pdf
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Table 9: Construction Equipment Fuel Consumption Estimates  

Phase 
Number 
of Days Offroad Equipment Type Amount 

Usage 
Hours 

Horse 
Power 

Load 
Factor 

HP 
hrs/day 

Total Fuel 
Consumption 

(gal diesel 
fuel)1 

Demolition 

20 Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8 33 0.73 193 208 

20 Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8 367 0.4 1,174 1,270 

20 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 8 84 0.37 746 806 

Site Preparation 

2 Graders 1 8 148 0.41 485 52 

2 Rubber Tired Dozers 1 7 367 0.4 1,028 111 

2 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8 84 0.37 249 27 

Grading 

4 Graders 1 8 148 0.41 485 105 

4 Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8 367 0.4 1,174 254 

4 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 7 84 0.37 435 94 

Building 
Construction 

200 Cranes 1 6 367 0.29 639 6,904 

200 Forklifts 1 6 82 0.2 98 1,064 

200 Generator Sets 1 8 14 0.74 83 896 

200 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 6 84 0.37 186 2,016 

200 Welders 3 8 84 0.45 907 9,808 

Paving 

10 Cement and Mortar Mixers 1 6 10 0.56 34 18 

10 Pavers 1 6 81 0.42 204 110 

10 Paving Equipment 1 8 89 0.36 256 139 

10 Rollers 1 7 36 0.38 96 52 

10 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8 84 0.37 249 134 

Architectural 
Coating 10 Air Compressors 1 6 37 0.48 107 58 

CONSTRUCTION FUEL DEMAND (gallons of diesel fuel) 24,126 
Notes:         
1Using Carl Moyer Guidelines Table D-21 Fuel consumption rate factors (bhp-hr/gal) for engines less than 750 hp. 
(Source: https://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/moyer/guidelines/2017gl/2017_gl_appendix_d.pdf) 

 
Construction Worker Fuel Estimates 
It is assumed that all construction worker trips are from light duty autos (LDA) along area roadways. 
With respect to estimated VMT, the construction worker trips would generate an estimated 93,908 
VMT. Vehicle fuel efficiencies for construction workers were estimated in the air quality and 
greenhouse gas analysis using information generated using CARB’s EMFAC model (see Appendix C for 
details). Table 10 shows that an estimated 3,107 gallons of fuel would be consumed for construction 
worker trips. 
 

Table 10: Construction Worker Fuel Consumption Estimates 
        

Phase 
Number of 

Days 
Worker 

Trips/Day 
Trip Length 

(miles) 

Vehicle 
Miles 

Traveled 

Average 
Vehicle Fuel 

Economy 
(mpg) 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

Demolition 20 12.50 18.5 4,625 30.23 153 

Site Preparation 2 7.50 18.5 278 30.23 9 

Grading 4 10.00 18.5 740 30.23 24 

Building Construction 200 23.00 18.5 85,100 30.23 2,815 

Paving 10 12.50 18.5 2,313 30.23 77 

Architectural Coating 10 4.61 18.5 853 30.23 28.2 

Total Construction Worker Fuel Consumption 3,107 
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Notes:       
1Assumptions for the worker trip length and vehicle miles traveled are consistent with CalEEMod 2022.1.1.29 defaults. 

 
Construction Vendor/Hauling Fuel Estimates 
 

Tables 11 and 12 show the estimated fuel consumption for vendor and hauling during building 
construction and architectural coating. With respect to estimated VMT, the vendor and hauling trips 
would generate an estimated 25,287 VMT. For the architectural coatings it is assumed that the 
contractors would be responsible for bringing coatings and equipment with them in their light duty 
vehicles.12 Tables 11 and 12 show that an estimated 3,837 gallons of fuel would be consumed for 
vendor and hauling trips. 
 

Table 11: Construction Vendor Fuel Consumption Estimates (MHD Trucks)1 

Phase 
Number of 

Days 
Vendor 

Trips/Day 
Trip Length 

(miles) 
Vehicle Miles 

Traveled 

Average 
Vehicle Fuel 

Economy 
(mpg) 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

Demolition 20 0.00 10.2 0 7.73 0 

Site Preparation 2 0.00 10.2 0 7.73 0 

Grading 4 0.00 10.2 0 7.73 0 

Building Construction 200 3.42 10.2 6,977 7.73 903 

Paving 10 5.00 10.2 510 7.73 66 

Architectural Coating 10 0.00 10.2 0 7.73 0 

Total Vendor Fuel Consumption 969 

Notes:       
1 Assumptions for the vendor trip length and vehicle miles traveled are consistent with CalEEMod 2022.1.1.29 defaults. 

 
Table 12: Construction Hauling Fuel Consumption Estimates (HHD Trucks)1 

Phase 
Number of 

Days 
Hauling 

Trips/Day 
Trip Length 

(miles) 

Vehicle 
Miles 

Traveled 

Average 
Vehicle Fuel 

Economy 
(mpg) 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

Demolition 20 13.3 20 5,320 6.21 857 

Site Preparation 2 0.0 20 0 6.21 0 

Grading 4 156.0 20 12,480 6.21 2,011 

Building Construction 200 0 20 0 6.21 0 

Paving 10 0 20 0 6.21 0 

Architectural Coating 10 0 20 0 6.21 0 

Total Construction Hauling Fuel Consumption 2,868 

Notes:       
1Assumptions for the hauling trip length and vehicle miles traveled are consistent with CalEEMod 2022.1.1.29 defaults. 

 
 
 

 
12 Vendors delivering construction material or hauling debris from the site during grading would use medium to heavy duty vehicles with an average fuel 
consumption of 9.22 mpg for medium heavy-duty trucks and 6.74 mpg for heavy heavy-duty trucks (see Appendix C for details). 
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Construction Energy Efficiency/Conservation Measures 
 

Construction equipment used over the approximately 12-month construction phase would conform to 
CARB regulations and California emissions standards and is evidence of related fuel efficiencies. In 
addition, the CARB Airborne Toxic Control Measure limits idling times of construction vehicles to no 
more than five minutes, thereby minimizing unnecessary and wasteful consumption of fuel due to 
unproductive idling of construction equipment. Furthermore, the project has been designed in 
compliance with California’s Energy Efficiency Standards and 2022 CALGreen Standards.   
 
Construction of the proposed residential development would require the typical use of energy 
resources.  There are no unusual project characteristics or construction processes that would require 
the use of equipment that would be more energy intensive than is used for comparable activities; or 
equipment that would not conform to current emissions standards (and related fuel efficiencies). 
Equipment employed in construction of the project would therefore not result in inefficient wasteful, 
or unnecessary consumption of fuel. 
 
Operational Energy Demand 
 
Energy consumption in support of or related to project operations would include transportation energy 
demands (energy consumed by employee and patron vehicles accessing the project site) and facilities 
energy demands (energy consumed by building operations and site maintenance activities). 
 
Transportation Fuel Consumption 
 
The largest source of operational energy use would be vehicle operation of customers. The site is located 
in an urbanized area.  
 
Using the defaults VMT estimates from CalEEMod, it is assumed that the average vehicle miles traveled 
was 8.656 miles for all vehicle categories. As the proposed project is a residential project, it was assumed 
that vehicles would operate 365 days per year. Table 13 shows the worst-case estimated annual fuel 
consumption for all classes of vehicles from autos to heavy-heavy trucks.13 Table 13 shows that an 
estimated 23,955 gallons of fuel would be consumed per year for the operation of the proposed project. 
 
 
 
 
 

<Table 13, next page> 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
13 Average fuel economy based on aggregate mileage calculated in EMFAC 2021 for opening year (2026). See Appendix A for EMFAC output. 
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Table 13: Estimated Vehicle Operations Fuel Consumption   

Vehicle Type Vehicle Mix 

Number 
of 

Vehicles 

Average 
Trip 

(miles)1 
Daily 
VMT 

Average 
Fuel 

Economy 
(mpg) 

Total 
Gallons 
per Day 

Total Annual 
Fuel 

Consumption 
(gallons) 

Light Auto Automobile 88.6 8.656 767 30.23 25.38 9,262 

Light Truck Automobile 9.5 8.656 83 25.15 3.29 1,199 

Light Truck Automobile 31.3 8.656 271 24.99 10.85 3,959 

Medium Truck Automobile 29.7 8.656 257 20.36 12.62 4,607 

Light Heavy Truck 2-Axle Truck 6.3 8.656 55 15.90 3.43 1,253 

Light Heavy Truck 10,000 lbs + 2-Axle Truck 1.6 8.656 14 15.14 0.90 330 

Medium Heavy Truck 3-Axle Truck 1.9 8.656 17 7.73 2.18 795 

Heavy Heavy Truck 4-Axle Truck 5.0 8.656 43 6.21 6.98 2,549 

Total 174.0 - 1,506 -- 65.63 -- 

Total Annual Fuel Consumption 23,955 
Notes:        
1Based on the size of the site and relative location, trips were assumed to be local rather than regional. 

 
Trip generation and VMT generated by the proposed project are consistent with other similar residential 
uses of similar scale and configuration. That is, the proposed project does not propose uses or operations 
that would inherently result in excessive and wasteful vehicle trips and VMT, nor associated excess and 
wasteful vehicle energy consumption. Therefore, project transportation energy consumption would not 
be considered inefficient, wasteful, or otherwise unnecessary. 
 
Facility Energy Demands (Electricity and Natural Gas) 
 
The annual natural gas and electricity demands were provided per the CalEEMod output and are provided 
in Table 14. 

Table 14: Project Mitigated Annual Operational Energy Demand Summary1   
Natural Gas Demand kBTU/year 

Apartments Mid Rise 355,419 

Total 355,419 

  
Electricity Demand kWh/year 

Apartments Mid Rise 117,307 

Parking Lot 10,303 

Total 127,610 
Notes:  
1Taken from the CalEEMod 2022.1.1.29 annual output. 

 
As shown in Table 14, the estimated electricity demand for the proposed project is approximately 127,610 
kWh per year. In 2022, the residential sector of the County of Los Angeles consumed approximately 
23,255 million kWh of electricity.14 In addition, the estimated natural gas consumption for the proposed 
project is approximately 355,419 kBTU per year. In 2022, the residential sector of the County of Los 
Angeles consumed approximately 1,122 million therms of gas.15 Therefore, the increase in both electricity 

 
14 California Energy Commission, Electricity Consumption by County. https://ecdms.energy.ca.gov/elecbycounty.aspx 
15 California Energy Commission, Gas Consumption by County. http://ecdms.energy.ca.gov/gasbycounty.aspx 
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and natural gas demand from the proposed project is insignificant compared to the County’s 2022 
demand.  
 
Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Plan Consistency 
 
Regarding federal transportation regulations, the project site is located in an already developed area. 
Access to/from the project site is from existing roads. These roads are already in place so the project 
would not interfere with, nor otherwise obstruct intermodal transportation plans or projects that may be 
proposed pursuant to the ISTEA because SCAG is not planning for intermodal facilities in the project area.  
 
Regarding the State’s Energy Plan and compliance with Title 24 CCR energy efficiency standards, the 
applicant is required to comply with the California Green Building Standard Code requirements for energy 
efficient buildings and appliances as well as utility energy efficiency programs implemented by the SCE 
and Southern California Gas Company.  
 
Regarding the State’s Renewable Energy Portfolio Standards, the project would be required to meet or 
exceed the energy standards established in the California Green Building Standards Code, Title 24, Part 11 
(CALGreen). CalGreen Standards require that new buildings reduce water consumption, employ building 
commissioning to increase building system efficiencies, divert construction waste from landfills, and install 
low pollutant-emitting finish materials.  
 
6.0 Conclusions 
Construction and operational project emissions were evaluated and compared to both regional and 
localized SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance. In addition, project GHG emissions were evaluated and 
compared to SCAQMD’s draft threshold of 3,000 MTCO2e per year for all land uses. Project emissions are 
anticipated to be below SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance with no mitigation. Therefore, the impact is 
less than significant.   
 
Furthermore, neither construction nor operation of the project would result in wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy, or wasteful use of energy resources.  The proposed project does 
not include any unusual project characteristics or construction processes that would require the use of 
equipment that would be more energy intensive than is used for comparable activities and is a 
residential project that is not proposing any additional features that would require a larger energy 
demand than other residential projects of similar scale and configuration. The energy demands of the 
project are anticipated to be accommodated within the context of available resources and energy 
delivery systems. The project would therefore not cause or result in the need for additional energy 
producing or transmission facilities. The project would not engage in wasteful or inefficient uses of 
energy and aims to achieve energy conservations goals within the State of California. The Project has 
been designed in compliance with California’s Energy Efficiency Standards and 2022 CalGreen 
Standards.  The Project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or 
energy efficiency; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
 
MD is pleased to provide this focused Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy Impact Evaluation.  If you 
have any questions regarding this analysis, please don’t hesitate to call us at (805) 426-4477. 
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Sincerely, 
MD Acoustics, LLC 

 
 
Tyler Klassen, EIT 
Air Quality Specialist 
    



 

 

Appendix A 
Glossary of Terms



 

 

 
AQMP  Air Quality Management Plan  
CAAQS  California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
CARB   California Air Resources Board 
CEQA   California Environmental Quality Act 
CFCs   Chlorofluorocarbons 
CH4   Methane 
CNG   Compressed natural gas 
CO   Carbon monoxide 
CO2   Carbon dioxide 
CO2e   Carbon dioxide equivalent 
DPM   Diesel particulate matter  
GHG   Greenhouse gas  
HFCs   Hydrofluorocarbons 
LST   Localized Significant Thresholds 
MTCO2e Metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
MMTCO2e Million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent 
NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NOx   Nitrogen Oxides 
NO2   Nitrogen dioxide 
N2O   Nitrous oxide 
O3   Ozone 
PFCs   Perfluorocarbons 
PM   Particle matter 
PM10  Particles that are less than 10 micrometers in diameter 
PM2.5  Particles that are less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter 
PMI   Point of maximum impact 
PPM   Parts per million 
PPB   Parts per billion 
RTIP   Regional Transportation Improvement Plan  
RTP   Regional Transportation Plan 
SCAB   South Coast Air Basin 
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District 
SF6   Sulfur hexafluoride 
SIP   State Implementation Plan 
SOx   Sulfur Oxides 
SRA   Source/Receptor Area 
TAC   Toxic air contaminants 
VOC  Volatile organic compounds 

WRCC  Western Regional Climate Center 
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CITY VENTURES

BELLFLOWER, CA

PROJECT INFORMATION
APN:
Address: 9903 Flower Street
City: Bellflower, CA
County: Los Angeles County
Zoning:

SITE SUMMARY - PARCEL 1
Site Area: ±1.11 ac

Units:
  8 units - P1 (1150sf - 2bd/2.5b)
  8 units - P2 (1250sf - 2bd/2.5ba)
  8 units - P3 (1400sf - 3bd/2.5ba)
  8 units - P4 (1550sf - 3bd+flex/3.5ba)
32 units - Total

Density: ±28.8 du/ac

Parking Provided:
64 spaces - Garages
  3 spaces - Guest
67 spaces - Total (±2.1 sp/unit)

SITE SUMMARY - PARCEL 2
Site Area: ±0.40 ac

Units:
  4 units - P1 (1150sf - 2bd/2.5ba)
  4 units - P2 (1250sf - 2bd/2.5ba)
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Parking Provided:
32 spaces - Garages
  0 spaces - Guest
32 spaces - Total (±2.0 sp/unit)
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888.456.5849 | ktgy.com FLOWER & CIVIC CENTER

20241037
CITY VENTURES

BELLFLOWER, CA
CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN

NOVEMBER 13, 2024
OPTION 2
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field Value

Project Name 9903 Flower St

Construction Start Date 7/1/2025

Operational Year 2026

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.30

Precipitation (days) 8.00

Location 9903 Flower St, Bellflower, CA 90706, USA

County Los Angeles-South Coast

City Bellflower

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 4882

EDFZ 7

Electric Utility Southern California Edison

Gas Utility Southern California Gas

App Version 2022.1.1.29

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Size Unit Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq
ft)

Special Landscape
Area (sq ft)

Population Description

Apartments Mid
Rise

32.0 Dwelling Unit 0.84 30,720 0.00 — 95.0 —
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Parking Lot 0.27 Acre 0.27 0.00 5,000 — — —

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Un/Mit. ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 19.7 27.4 20.4 0.09 0.78 5.81 6.59 0.73 2.16 2.89 — 13,417 13,417 0.69 1.72 25.6 13,974

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.17 9.18 11.5 0.02 0.33 0.33 0.66 0.30 0.08 0.38 — 2,212 2,212 0.09 0.04 0.04 2,226

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.85 3.83 4.48 0.01 0.14 0.23 0.37 0.13 0.06 0.19 — 988 988 0.04 0.04 0.37 1,001

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.15 0.70 0.82 < 0.005 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.03 — 164 164 0.01 0.01 0.06 166

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Year ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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2025 1.72 27.4 20.4 0.09 0.78 5.81 6.59 0.73 2.16 2.89 — 13,417 13,417 0.69 1.72 25.6 13,974

2026 19.7 8.78 11.5 0.02 0.29 0.33 0.62 0.27 0.08 0.35 — 2,220 2,220 0.09 0.04 1.34 2,236

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2025 1.17 9.18 11.5 0.02 0.33 0.33 0.66 0.30 0.08 0.38 — 2,212 2,212 0.09 0.04 0.04 2,226

2026 1.10 8.79 11.3 0.02 0.29 0.33 0.62 0.27 0.08 0.35 — 2,204 2,204 0.09 0.04 0.03 2,218

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2025 0.44 3.83 4.48 0.01 0.14 0.23 0.37 0.13 0.06 0.19 — 988 988 0.04 0.04 0.37 1,001

2026 0.85 2.48 3.23 0.01 0.08 0.09 0.18 0.08 0.02 0.10 — 625 625 0.03 0.01 0.17 629

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2025 0.08 0.70 0.82 < 0.005 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.02 0.01 0.03 — 164 164 0.01 0.01 0.06 166

2026 0.15 0.45 0.59 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.01 < 0.005 0.02 — 103 103 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 104

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Un/Mit. ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.45 0.53 6.76 0.01 0.02 1.07 1.08 0.01 0.27 0.29 15.1 1,504 1,519 1.59 0.05 4.22 1,579

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.28 0.56 4.56 0.01 0.01 1.07 1.08 0.01 0.27 0.29 15.1 1,449 1,465 1.59 0.06 0.32 1,522

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.36 0.55 5.69 0.01 0.01 1.01 1.03 0.01 0.26 0.27 15.1 1,409 1,424 1.59 0.05 1.86 1,482

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Unmit. 0.25 0.10 1.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.18 0.19 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 2.50 233 236 0.26 0.01 0.31 245

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Sector ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.57 0.43 4.91 0.01 0.01 1.07 1.08 0.01 0.27 0.28 — 1,187 1,187 0.06 0.05 4.00 1,206

Area 0.87 0.02 1.81 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 4.85 4.85 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.87

Energy 0.01 0.09 0.04 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 300 300 0.02 < 0.005 — 301

Water — — — — — — — — — — 2.29 12.4 14.7 0.24 0.01 — 22.2

Waste — — — — — — — — — — 12.8 0.00 12.8 1.28 0.00 — 44.7

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.22 0.22

Total 1.45 0.53 6.76 0.01 0.02 1.07 1.08 0.01 0.27 0.29 15.1 1,504 1,519 1.59 0.05 4.22 1,579

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.56 0.47 4.52 0.01 0.01 1.07 1.08 0.01 0.27 0.28 — 1,137 1,137 0.06 0.05 0.10 1,153

Area 0.71 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Energy 0.01 0.09 0.04 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 300 300 0.02 < 0.005 — 301

Water — — — — — — — — — — 2.29 12.4 14.7 0.24 0.01 — 22.2

Waste — — — — — — — — — — 12.8 0.00 12.8 1.28 0.00 — 44.7

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.22 0.22

Total 1.28 0.56 4.56 0.01 0.01 1.07 1.08 0.01 0.27 0.29 15.1 1,449 1,465 1.59 0.06 0.32 1,522

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.53 0.45 4.41 0.01 0.01 1.01 1.02 0.01 0.26 0.26 — 1,094 1,094 0.06 0.05 1.64 1,111

Area 0.82 0.01 1.24 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 3.32 3.32 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.34

Energy 0.01 0.09 0.04 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 300 300 0.02 < 0.005 — 301
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Water — — — — — — — — — — 2.29 12.4 14.7 0.24 0.01 — 22.2

Waste — — — — — — — — — — 12.8 0.00 12.8 1.28 0.00 — 44.7

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.22 0.22

Total 1.36 0.55 5.69 0.01 0.01 1.01 1.03 0.01 0.26 0.27 15.1 1,409 1,424 1.59 0.05 1.86 1,482

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.10 0.08 0.80 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.18 0.19 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 — 181 181 0.01 0.01 0.27 184

Area 0.15 < 0.005 0.23 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 0.55 0.55 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.55

Energy < 0.005 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 49.7 49.7 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 49.8

Water — — — — — — — — — — 0.38 2.05 2.43 0.04 < 0.005 — 3.68

Waste — — — — — — — — — — 2.12 0.00 2.12 0.21 0.00 — 7.41

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.04 0.04

Total 0.25 0.10 1.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.18 0.19 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 2.50 233 236 0.26 0.01 0.31 245

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Demolition (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.47 13.9 15.1 0.02 0.57 — 0.57 0.52 — 0.52 — 2,494 2,494 0.10 0.02 — 2,502

Demoliti
on

— — — — — 0.73 0.73 — 0.11 0.11 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

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

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.08 0.76 0.83 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 137 137 0.01 < 0.005 — 137

Demoliti
on

— — — — — 0.04 0.04 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.14 0.15 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 22.6 22.6 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 22.7

Demoliti
on

— — — — — 0.01 0.01 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.05 0.05 0.87 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.16 0.00 0.04 0.04 — 173 173 0.01 0.01 0.63 175

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.01 1.13 0.44 0.01 0.01 0.25 0.26 0.01 0.07 0.08 — 918 918 0.05 0.14 2.13 964

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 9.11 9.11 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 9.23

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling < 0.005 0.06 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 50.3 50.3 < 0.005 0.01 0.05 52.8

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.51 1.51 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.53

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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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Hauling < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 8.33 8.33 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 8.74

3.3. Site Preparation (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.31 12.1 12.1 0.02 0.56 — 0.56 0.52 — 0.52 — 2,065 2,065 0.08 0.02 — 2,072

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — 2.44 2.44 — 1.17 1.17 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.07 0.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 11.3 11.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 11.4

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 1.87 1.87 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.88
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———————< 0.005< 0.005—< 0.005< 0.005—————Dust
From
Material
Movement

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.52 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 104 104 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.38 105

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.55 0.55 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.55

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.09

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.5. Grading (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

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

Off-Road
Equipment

1.51 14.1 14.5 0.02 0.64 — 0.64 0.59 — 0.59 — 2,455 2,455 0.10 0.02 — 2,463

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — 2.79 2.79 — 1.34 1.34 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.02 0.15 0.16 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 26.9 26.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 27.0

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — 0.03 0.03 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 4.45 4.45 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.47

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — 0.01 0.01 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Worker 0.04 0.04 0.70 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 138 138 0.01 < 0.005 0.51 140

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.17 13.3 5.17 0.07 0.14 2.90 3.03 0.14 0.79 0.93 — 10,825 10,825 0.59 1.70 25.1 11,370

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.46 1.46 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.48

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling < 0.005 0.15 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 119 119 0.01 0.02 0.12 124

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.24 0.24 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.24

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling < 0.005 0.03 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 19.6 19.6 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 20.6

3.7. Building Construction (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.07 8.95 10.0 0.02 0.33 — 0.33 0.30 — 0.30 — 1,801 1,801 0.07 0.01 — 1,807

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.07 8.95 10.0 0.02 0.33 — 0.33 0.30 — 0.30 — 1,801 1,801 0.07 0.01 — 1,807
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Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.30 2.56 2.87 0.01 0.09 — 0.09 0.09 — 0.09 — 515 515 0.02 < 0.005 — 516

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.06 0.47 0.52 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 85.2 85.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 85.5

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.10 0.10 1.60 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.30 0.00 0.07 0.07 — 319 319 0.01 0.01 1.17 323

Vendor < 0.005 0.12 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 109 109 < 0.005 0.02 0.30 113

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.10 0.11 1.36 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.30 0.00 0.07 0.07 — 302 302 0.01 0.01 0.03 306

Vendor < 0.005 0.13 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 109 109 < 0.005 0.02 0.01 113

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 87.6 87.6 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.14 88.7

Vendor < 0.005 0.04 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 31.0 31.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 32.4

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Worker 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 14.5 14.5 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 14.7

Vendor < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 5.13 5.13 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 5.36

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.9. Building Construction (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.01 8.57 9.96 0.02 0.29 — 0.29 0.27 — 0.27 — 1,801 1,801 0.07 0.01 — 1,807

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.01 8.57 9.96 0.02 0.29 — 0.29 0.27 — 0.27 — 1,801 1,801 0.07 0.01 — 1,807

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.27 2.26 2.63 0.01 0.08 — 0.08 0.07 — 0.07 — 476 476 0.02 < 0.005 — 477

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.05 0.41 0.48 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 78.8 78.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 79.0

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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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Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.08 0.09 1.49 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.30 0.00 0.07 0.07 — 312 312 0.01 0.01 1.06 317

Vendor < 0.005 0.12 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 107 107 < 0.005 0.02 0.29 112

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.08 0.10 1.27 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.30 0.00 0.07 0.07 — 296 296 0.01 0.01 0.03 300

Vendor < 0.005 0.12 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 107 107 < 0.005 0.02 0.01 111

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.03 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 79.3 79.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.12 80.4

Vendor < 0.005 0.03 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 28.2 28.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 29.4

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 13.1 13.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 13.3

Vendor < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.67 4.67 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 4.87

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.11. Paving (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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995—0.010.04991991—0.17—0.170.18—0.180.016.484.410.47Off-Road
Equipment

Paving 0.07 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.12 0.18 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 27.2 27.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 27.3

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

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 0.02 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 4.50 4.50 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.51

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

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.05 0.05 0.81 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.16 0.00 0.04 0.04 — 169 169 0.01 0.01 0.57 172

Vendor < 0.005 0.17 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.05 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 156 156 0.01 0.02 0.42 163

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.46 4.46 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 4.52
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Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.27 4.27 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 4.46

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.74 0.74 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.75

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.71 0.71 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.74

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.13. Architectural Coating (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.12 0.86 1.13 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 134 134 0.01 < 0.005 — 134

Architect
ural
Coatings

19.6 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 0.02 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 3.66 3.66 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.67

Architect
ural
Coatings

0.54 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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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Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 0.61 0.61 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.61

Architect
ural
Coatings

0.10 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 62.4 62.4 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.21 63.4

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.65 1.65 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.67

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.27 0.27 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.28

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use
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4.1.1. Unmitigated

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

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

0.57 0.43 4.91 0.01 0.01 1.07 1.08 0.01 0.27 0.28 — 1,187 1,187 0.06 0.05 4.00 1,206

Parking
Lot

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.57 0.43 4.91 0.01 0.01 1.07 1.08 0.01 0.27 0.28 — 1,187 1,187 0.06 0.05 4.00 1,206

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

0.56 0.47 4.52 0.01 0.01 1.07 1.08 0.01 0.27 0.28 — 1,137 1,137 0.06 0.05 0.10 1,153

Parking
Lot

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.56 0.47 4.52 0.01 0.01 1.07 1.08 0.01 0.27 0.28 — 1,137 1,137 0.06 0.05 0.10 1,153

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

0.10 0.08 0.80 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.18 0.19 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 — 181 181 0.01 0.01 0.27 184

Parking
Lot

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.10 0.08 0.80 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.18 0.19 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 — 181 181 0.01 0.01 0.27 184

4.2. Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — 171 171 0.01 < 0.005 — 172

Parking
Lot

— — — — — — — — — — — 15.0 15.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 15.1

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 186 186 0.01 < 0.005 — 187

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — 171 171 0.01 < 0.005 — 172

Parking
Lot

— — — — — — — — — — — 15.0 15.0 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 15.1

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 186 186 0.01 < 0.005 — 187

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — 28.3 28.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 28.4

Parking
Lot

— — — — — — — — — — — 2.49 2.49 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.50

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 30.8 30.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 30.9

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

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

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e
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—————————————————Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

0.01 0.09 0.04 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 114 114 0.01 < 0.005 — 114

Parking
Lot

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.01 0.09 0.04 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 114 114 0.01 < 0.005 — 114

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

0.01 0.09 0.04 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 114 114 0.01 < 0.005 — 114

Parking
Lot

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.01 0.09 0.04 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 114 114 0.01 < 0.005 — 114

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

< 0.005 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 18.9 18.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 18.9

Parking
Lot

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total < 0.005 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 18.9 18.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 18.9

4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Consum
Products

0.66 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coatings

0.05 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Landsca
pe
Equipme
nt

0.16 0.02 1.81 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 4.85 4.85 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.87

Total 0.87 0.02 1.81 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 4.85 4.85 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.87

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Consum
er
Products

0.66 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coatings

0.05 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total 0.71 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Consum
er
Products

0.12 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architect
ural
Coatings

0.01 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Landsca
pe
Equipme
nt

0.02 < 0.005 0.23 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 0.55 0.55 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.55

Total 0.15 < 0.005 0.23 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 0.55 0.55 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.55

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use
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4.4.1. Unmitigated

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

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 2.29 11.8 14.1 0.24 0.01 — 21.7

Parking
Lot

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.54 0.54 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.54

Total — — — — — — — — — — 2.29 12.4 14.7 0.24 0.01 — 22.2

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 2.29 11.8 14.1 0.24 0.01 — 21.7

Parking
Lot

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.54 0.54 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.54

Total — — — — — — — — — — 2.29 12.4 14.7 0.24 0.01 — 22.2

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 0.38 1.96 2.34 0.04 < 0.005 — 3.59

Parking
Lot

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.09 0.09 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.09

Total — — — — — — — — — — 0.38 2.05 2.43 0.04 < 0.005 — 3.68

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

4.5.1. Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 12.8 0.00 12.8 1.28 0.00 — 44.7

Parking
Lot

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — 12.8 0.00 12.8 1.28 0.00 — 44.7

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 12.8 0.00 12.8 1.28 0.00 — 44.7

Parking
Lot

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — 12.8 0.00 12.8 1.28 0.00 — 44.7

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 2.12 0.00 2.12 0.21 0.00 — 7.41

Parking
Lot

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — 2.12 0.00 2.12 0.21 0.00 — 7.41

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use

4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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CO2eRN2OCH4CO2TNBCO2BCO2PM2.5TPM2.5DPM2.5EPM10TPM10DPM10ESO2CONOxROGLand
Use

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.22 0.22

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.22 0.22

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.22 0.22

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.22 0.22

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartme
nts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.04 0.04

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.04 0.04

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type

4.7.1. Unmitigated

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

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

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

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type

4.8.1. Unmitigated

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

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

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

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

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

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

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

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

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Species ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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—————————————————Sequest
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

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

Demolition Demolition 7/1/2025 7/29/2025 5.00 20.0 —

Site Preparation Site Preparation 7/30/2025 8/1/2025 5.00 2.00 —

Grading Grading 8/2/2025 8/7/2025 5.00 4.00 —

Building Construction Building Construction 8/8/2025 5/15/2026 5.00 200 —

Paving Paving 5/16/2026 5/30/2026 5.00 10.0 —

Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 5/31/2026 6/14/2026 5.00 10.0 —
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5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Phase Name Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.40

Demolition Concrete/Industrial
Saws

Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 33.0 0.73

Site Preparation Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 367 0.40

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Diesel Average 2.00 7.00 84.0 0.37

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.40

Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 367 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 82.0 0.20

Building Construction Generator Sets Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 14.0 0.74

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 84.0 0.37

Building Construction Welders Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 46.0 0.45

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Paving Pavers Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 81.0 0.42

Paving Paving Equipment Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 89.0 0.36

Paving Rollers Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 36.0 0.38

Paving Cement and Mortar
Mixers

Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 10.0 0.56

Architectural Coating Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 37.0 0.48
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5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

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

Demolition — — — —

Demolition Worker 12.5 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Demolition Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Demolition Hauling 13.3 20.0 HHDT

Demolition Onsite truck — — HHDT

Site Preparation — — — —

Site Preparation Worker 7.50 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Site Preparation Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Site Preparation Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Site Preparation Onsite truck — — HHDT

Grading — — — —

Grading Worker 10.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Grading Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Grading Hauling 156 20.0 HHDT

Grading Onsite truck — — HHDT

Building Construction — — — —

Building Construction Worker 23.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Building Construction Vendor 3.42 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Building Construction Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT

Paving — — — —

Paving Worker 12.5 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Paving Vendor 5.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT



9903 Flower St Detailed Report, 2/19/2025

36 / 46

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Architectural Coating — — — —

Architectural Coating Worker 4.61 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Architectural Coating Vendor — 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Architectural Coating Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Architectural Coating Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Non-Residential Interior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Non-Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Parking Area Coated (sq ft)

Architectural Coating 62,208 20,736 0.00 0.00 706

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Phase Name Material Imported (cy) Material Exported (cy) Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (Building
Square Footage)

Acres Paved (acres)

Demolition 0.00 0.00 0.00 23,000 —

Site Preparation — — 1.88 0.00 —

Grading — 5,000 4.00 0.00 —

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.27

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Control Strategies Applied Frequency (per day) PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction
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Water Exposed Area 2 61% 61%

Water Demolished Area 2 36% 36%

5.7. Construction Paving

Land Use Area Paved (acres) % Asphalt

Apartments Mid Rise — 0%

Parking Lot 0.27 100%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (lb/MWh)
Year kWh per Year CO2 CH4 N2O

2025 0.00 532 0.03 < 0.005

2026 0.00 532 0.03 < 0.005

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

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

Apartments Mid
Rise

174 157 131 60,402 1,507 1,360 1,133 522,866

Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.10. Operational Area Sources

5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated
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5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq
ft)

Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq
ft)

Non-Residential Interior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Non-Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Parking Area Coated (sq ft)

62208 20,736 0.00 0.00 706

5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Season Unit Value

Snow Days day/yr 0.00

Summer Days day/yr 250

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption

5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N2O and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)
Land Use Electricity (kWh/yr) CO2 CH4 N2O Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Apartments Mid Rise 117,307 532 0.0330 0.0040 355,419

Parking Lot 10,303 532 0.0330 0.0040 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption

5.12.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Indoor Water (gal/year) Outdoor Water (gal/year)

Apartments Mid Rise 1,192,762 0.00

Parking Lot 0.00 70,123

5.13. Operational Waste Generation
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5.13.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Waste (ton/year) Cogeneration (kWh/year)

Apartments Mid Rise 23.7 —

Parking Lot 0.00 —

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant GWP Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate Service Leak Rate Times Serviced

Apartments Mid Rise Average room A/C &
Other residential A/C
and heat pumps

R-410A 2,088 < 0.005 2.50 2.50 10.0

Apartments Mid Rise Household
refrigerators and/or
freezers

R-134a 1,430 0.12 0.60 0.00 1.00

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

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

5.16.2. Process Boilers

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)
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5.17. User Defined

Equipment Type Fuel Type

5.18. Vegetation

5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Biomass Cover Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

Tree Type Number Electricity Saved (kWh/year) Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040–2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which
assumes GHG emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Climate Hazard Result for Project Location Unit

Temperature and Extreme Heat 10.4 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 4.50 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm
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Sea Level Rise — meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 0.00 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from
observed historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about ¾ an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if
received over a full day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (Radke et al., 2017, CEC-500-2017-008), and
consider inundation location and depth for the San Francisco Bay, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different increments of sea level rise coupled with
extreme storm events. Users may select from four scenarios to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0 meter, 1.41 meters
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data
of climate, vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The
four simulations make different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of
different rainfall and temperature possibilities (MIROC5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat 1 0 0 N/A

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise 1 0 0 N/A

Wildfire 1 0 0 N/A

Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A

Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation 0 0 0 N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat 1 1 1 2
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Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise 1 1 1 2

Wildfire 1 1 1 2

Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A

Drought N/A N/A N/A N/A

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation 1 1 1 2

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Exposure Indicators —

AQ-Ozone 35.2

AQ-PM 75.6

AQ-DPM 42.6

Drinking Water 37.2

Lead Risk Housing 80.7

Pesticides 0.00

Toxic Releases 93.7

Traffic 29.5

Effect Indicators —
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CleanUp Sites 0.00

Groundwater 71.3

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators 35.6

Impaired Water Bodies 33.2

Solid Waste 52.9

Sensitive Population —

Asthma 71.1

Cardio-vascular 78.8

Low Birth Weights 43.8

Socioeconomic Factor Indicators —

Education 63.8

Housing 86.3

Linguistic 71.2

Poverty 83.3

Unemployment 22.6

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Economic —

Above Poverty 14.92364943

Employed 19.97946875

Median HI 15.28294623

Education —

Bachelor's or higher 21.98126524

High school enrollment 100

Preschool enrollment 10.59925574

Transportation —
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Auto Access 7.596561016

Active commuting 46.15680739

Social —

2-parent households 7.481072758

Voting 13.51212627

Neighborhood —

Alcohol availability 20.69806236

Park access 24.58616707

Retail density 50.77633774

Supermarket access 77.91607853

Tree canopy 23.14897985

Housing —

Homeownership 9.380213012

Housing habitability 8.635955345

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden 10.72757603

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden 30.0012832

Uncrowded housing 24.00872578

Health Outcomes —

Insured adults 16.37366868

Arthritis 23.1

Asthma ER Admissions 15.5

High Blood Pressure 14.7

Cancer (excluding skin) 47.4

Asthma 23.6

Coronary Heart Disease 12.2

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease 13.3

Diagnosed Diabetes 11.3

Life Expectancy at Birth 19.0



9903 Flower St Detailed Report, 2/19/2025

45 / 46

Cognitively Disabled 24.2

Physically Disabled 6.6

Heart Attack ER Admissions 16.2

Mental Health Not Good 19.7

Chronic Kidney Disease 10.6

Obesity 16.2

Pedestrian Injuries 19.6

Physical Health Not Good 14.8

Stroke 10.1

Health Risk Behaviors —

Binge Drinking 82.5

Current Smoker 20.8

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity 18.3

Climate Change Exposures —

Wildfire Risk 0.0

SLR Inundation Area 0.0

Children 27.6

Elderly 45.2

English Speaking 40.4

Foreign-born 50.6

Outdoor Workers 15.3

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity —

Impervious Surface Cover 11.7

Traffic Density 55.7

Traffic Access 23.0

Other Indices —

Hardship 77.6

Other Decision Support —
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2016 Voting 13.5

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

Metric Result for Project Census Tract

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 72.0

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 7.00

Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) Yes

Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) Yes

Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) No

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.

7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Screen Justification

Operations: Hearths No hearths



Source: EMFAC2021 (v1.0.2) Emissions Inventory
Region Type: Sub-Area
Region: Los Angeles (SC)
Calendar Year: 2026
Season: Annual
Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2007 Categories
Units:  miles/day for CVMT and EVMT, trips/day for Trips, kWh/day for Energy Consumption, tons/day for Emissions, 1000 gallons/day for Fuel Consumption

Region Calendar Year Vehicle Category Model Year Speed Fuel Total VMT Fuel Consumption MPG
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 HHDT Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 2530.3446813976266 0.5950082550207028 6.206723
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 HHDT Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 6819808.694 1098.590286898047
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 LDA Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 125598332.1609968 4156.999113068377 30.22727
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 LDA Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 212062.08664108615 5.149764541977756
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 LDT1 Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 10988219.262853783 436.91948112155285 25.14896
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 LDT1 Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 1718.5053901046467 0.074204054
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 LDT2 Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 66847121.75617401 2677.276355 24.98898
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 LDT2 Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 230831.66938222677 7.025538955975219
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 LHDT1 Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 4960391.7246956285 351.17062004498973 15.90192
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 LHDT1 Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 2704306.099458816 130.82768167447537
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 LHDT2 Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 702537.4457412603 57.217219111371975 15.13939
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 LHDT2 Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 1209848.5386098812 69.10133677145619
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 MDV Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 36646219.435184374 1803.3499061201303 20.36143
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 MDV Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 428851.9708581155 17.498130031882415
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 MHDT Aggregate Aggregate Gasoline 760040.5963 144.2836856611657 7.725243
Los Angeles (SC) 2026 MHDT Aggregate Aggregate Diesel 2536950.6894270573 282.49785423436157


