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SECTION A. INTRODUCTION

Following preliminary review of the Project, the City of Palmdale (City) has determined that the
Tentative Tract Map (TTM) 81337 Development Project is a “project” subject to the guidelines and
regulations of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) has been prepared to address potential impacts associated with the
development project, as described below.

I Statutory Authority and Requirements

In accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code, Section 21000 - 21178.1), this IS/MND has been
prepared to analyze the TTM 81337 Development Project (Project) in order to identify any potential
significant environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the Project. The purpose
of this IS/MND is to inform City of Palmdale decision-makers, affected agencies, and the public of
potential environmental impacts associated with implementation of the Project.

l. Purpose

The purposes of an Initial Study are to:
(1) Identify environmental impacts;

(2) Provide the Lead Agency with information to use as the basis for deciding whether to prepare
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or Negative Declaration;

(3) Enable an applicant or Lead Agency to modify the project, mitigating adverse impacts before
an EIR is prepared;

(4) Facilitate environmental assessment early in the design of the project;

(5) Provide documentation of the factual basis for the finding in a Negative Declaration or other
method, provided that entries on a checklist or other form are briefly explained to indicate
that there is evidence to support the entries;

(6) Provide a discussion of ways to mitigate significant effects identified, if any;

(7) Examine whether the project is compatible with existing zoning, plans, and other applicable
land use controls; and

(8) Name the person or persons who prepared or participated in preparation of the Initial Study.

ll. Consultation

The Lead Agency (City of Palmdale) has determined that preparation of an IS/MND is required for
the Project and, acting as the Lead Agency, has begun informal consultations with Responsible
Agencies and Trustee Agencies that administer resources affected by the Project. Consultations are
conducted to obtain recommendations from those Responsible Agencies prior to initiation of the
permit acquisition process. The City would consider any recommendations from these agencies in the
formulation of its preliminary findings.
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IV. Incorporation by Reference

Pertinent documents relating to this IS/MND have been cited and incorporated, in accordance with
Sections 15148 and 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines, to eliminate the need for inclusion of
voluminous engineering or technical reports within the CEQA document. This IS/MND has
incorporated by reference the following documents, which are available for review at the following
locations:

City of Palmdale General Plan 1993 (General Plan) (adopted January 25, 1993)

The City General Plan is a long-range policy-planning document that defines the framework by which
the City’s physical and economic resources are to be managed over time. The goals and policies
contained in the General Plan are provided to guide the City’s decision-makers. The seven State-
mandated elements included in the General Plan include Land Use, Circulation, Housing, Conservation
(Environmental Resources Element), Open Space (Parks, Recreation and Trails Element), Safety, and
Noise. In addition, the City of Palmdale has chosen to address Public Services and Community Design,
which are optional elements. Information contained within the General Plan is incorporated herein, as
it is the primary source for City policies, objectives, and citywide planning analysis.

Location of Document: City of Palmdale, Planning Division, 38300 Sierra Highway, Palmdale, CA
93550 or online at www.cityofpalmdale.org.

City of Palmdale General Plan Final EIR (SCH # 87120908) (February 1, 1993)

The General Plan Environmental Impact Report (General Plan EIR) was prepared to assess the potential
environmental impacts associated with the General Plan. The General Plan EIR summarizes potential
environmental impacts associated with implementation of the City’s General Plan, including growth
inducing and cumulative impacts. Information from the General Plan EIR is incorporated herein, as it
contains information pertaining to impacts associated with the implementation of City policies and
objectives.

Location of Document: City of Palmdale, Planning Division, 38250 Sierra Highway, Palmdale, CA
93550 or online at www.cityofpalmdale.org.

SECTION B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
l. Project Location & Setting

The Project is located south of Avenue M, between 70th Street West. and 65th Street West. in the
City of Palmdale, Los Angeles County, California (refer to Exhibit 1, Regional/1.ocal 1 icinity Map). The
Project site is relatively flat in elevation and is comprised of approximately 40.6 acres on vacant land.
The Assessor Parcel Number (APN) is 3204-025-048. The Project is bounded to the north by existing
residential development and drainage facilities, to the east by 65th Street West., to the south by existing
residential development, and to the west by 70th Street West. The California Aqueduct is located
within proximity to the site approximately 0.67 mile to the south (refer to Exhibit 1, Regional/I ocal
Vicinity Map, and Exhibit 2, Aerial Photograph).
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Il. Project Objectives

The identified objectives of the Project are:

® To create a residential development that respects applicable local, State and federal regulations.

* To construct 86 new single-family residential units, with relevant infrastructure, landscaping,
interior circulation system (right-of-way), and to connect to other offsite existing roadway
improvements, neighborhoods and drainage facilities.

lll.  Project Characteristics

The Project proposes construction of approximately 86 single-family residential homes on
approximately 40.6 acres (refer to Exhibit 3, Tentative Tract Map). The proposed density is 0.45 dwelling
units per gross acte (du/ac). The Project would also include grading, roadway improvements/right-
of-way for interior and existing streets, sidewalks, landscaping, walls/fences, street lighting, and
relevant infrastructure (water, sewer, storm drain facilities, electrical, cable, etc.). The infrastructure
proposed to serve the Project would connect to existing facilities in neighboring residential
developments to the north and south of the Project site, as well as 65th Street West and 70th Street
West.

Lot and Home Size

Lots sizes range from approximately 13,006 gross square feet (s.f.) to 26,011 gross s.f.
The Project proposes a mix of three single-family home product types ranging from 3,000 s.f. to 5,000
s.f. Refer to Exhibit 3, Tentative Tract Map.

Circulation

= All Project construction activities must comply with Section 8.28.030 of the City of Palmdale’s
Municipal Code (PMC) relative to construction hours (no construction can occur on Sundays,
ot any other day after 8:00 p.m. or before 6:30 a.m. in any residential zone or within 500 feet
of any residence, hotel/motel, or recreational vehicle patk).

® The Project must be compliant with the measures of the City of Palmdale Ewergy Action Plan
(adopted August 2011), including:

City of Palmdale Energy Action Plan - Consistency Analysis

Reduction

M Strategy and Measure Determination of Consistency
easure
All proposed development would be designed and
Reduce energy demand through energy | constructed in conformance with adopted goals and policies
Goal 1 . . . . .
conservation and efficiency. of the Energy Action Plan aimed at reducing energy demands
and increasing energy conservation.
Encourage new development to exceed '
Policy 1.3 Title 24 energy use requirements by 15 All proposed development would conform to Title 24

requirements to ensure energy efficiency goals are met.
percent.
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City of Palmdale Energy Action Plan - Consistency Analysis [continued]

Reduction
Measure

Policy 1.4

Policy 1.10

Goal 2

Policy 2.1

Policy 2.3

Goal 4

Policy 4.1

Policy 4.3

Policy 4.5

Strategy and Measure

Reduce the urban heat island effect to
reduce energy consumption and cool
the local climate through increased
shading on private property, cool
surfaces, and high albedo surfaces for
sidewalks and parking lots.

Continue to participate in regional
initiatives to meet energy efficiency
targets.

Reduce water consumption for energy
conservation.

Reduce municipal water consumption
to reduce energy consumption and
conserve water resources.

Facilitate a 20 percent reduction in
water use by 2020 to exceed the
20X2020 initiative to reduce energy
consumed for water conveyance and
treatment.

Reduce transportation emissions
through alternative vehicles, trip

reduction and consolidation, and
efficient flow.

Continue to promote ride sharing and
TDM programs to reduce use of
traditional motor vehicles for work
commutes.

Reduce emissions from mobile sources
through efficient vehicle flow.

Reduce emissions from on-road vehicle
sources.

Determination of Consistency

All Project landscaping would be designed and installed in
conformance with City requirements. Landscaping would
provide increased shade within the development.

The Project would be designed and would operate with
consideration for the goals and policies identified in the
Energy Action Plan to increase energy efficiency and to
contribute to achievement of local and State goals for
reducing overall energy demands.

All proposed development would conform to Title 24
requirements to ensure energy efficiency goals are met.

Refer to Goal 2, above.

Refer to Goal 2, above.

The Project site is located within proximity to access to the
City’s public transit system operated by the Antelope Valley
Transit Authority. Routes 5, 7, and 9 run within proximity to
the Project site. An existing bus stop is located on the east
side of 67t Street West, just north of the site across W.
Avenue M. This stop allows access to the bus system and
provides connection to other bus routes within the City. It is
anticipated that a percentage of Project residents would
utilize such public transit to travel to/from the site.
Development of the site with the proposed uses is consistent
with the existing General Plan land use designation and
zoning classification, and therefore, is consistent with planned
future land use of the property.

Refer to Goal 4, above.

The Project proposes improvements to the local circulation
system to ensure that level of service of area roads and
intersections affected by the Project remain at acceptable
levels. Impacts would be reduced to less than significant with
Project implementation.

Refer to Goal 4, above.

Page 12
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City of Palmdale Energy Action Plan - Consistency Analysis [continued]

;eductlon Strategy and Measure Determination of Consistency
easure
Goal 5 Implement smart land use to reduce Refer to Goal 4. above.

vehicular trips.

The Project would be required to comply with programs
Goal 6 Reduce waste. implemented by the City to achieve local and State solid
waste reduction goals.

Achieve an 80 percent diversion of

Policy 6.2 landfilled waste by 2020.

Refer to Goal 6, above.

Collaborate with regional partners to

Policy 6.3 achieve local waste diversion targets.

Refer to Goal 6, above.

Project Schedule

Construction of the Project is anticipated to begin in June 2019. Construction activities are anticipated
to last approximately 36 months depending on market conditions and sales.

IV. Agreements, Permits, and Approvals

The City of Palmdale is the Lead Agency for the Project and has discretionary authority over the
Project. To implement the Project, the following agreements, permits, and approvals are anticipated:

Agreements, Permits, and Approvals Granting Agency

Tentative Tract Map (TTM 81337) City of Palmdale

IS/MND Approval City of Palmdale

Grading Permit City of Palmdale

Building Permit City of Palmdale

Subdivision Development Plan City of Palmdale

Annexation into District No. 14 (for sewer service) County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
Construction General Permit

Air Quality Permit Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD)
Lakebed and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA) California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
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SECTION C. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

1. Project Title: TTM 81337 Development Project
2. Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Palmdale
38250 Sierra Highway

Palmdale, CA 93550

3. Contact Person and Phone Number: Justin Sauder, (661) 267-5372
jsauder@cityofpalmdale.org

4. Project Location: Refer to Section B.1, Project LLocation & Setting.

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: Kris Pinero, (818) 981-3000 x110
Royal Investment Group
15821 Ventura Blvd, Suite 4
Encino, CA 91436

6.  General Plan Designation: Single-Family Residential (SFR-2)
7. Zoning: Single-Family Residential (R-1-13,000)
8. Description of Project:

Refer to Section B.III, Project Characteristics. The Project would involve construction of 86
new single-family residential units on approximately 40.6 acres. The Project would also include
landscaping, interior circulation, infrastructure improvements (water, sewer, storm drain
facilities, electrical, cable, etc.). Offsite roadway improvements are proposed for purposes of
access and to enhance connectivity and improve area traffic flows.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

Refer to Section B.I, Project Location & Setting.

10.  Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:

= State Water Resources Control Board
* Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District
» (alifornia Department of Fish and Wildlife
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11.

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project
requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.17 If so, is there a
plan for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts
to tribal cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?'

On December 6, 2018, the City of Palmdale initiated the formal consultation process notifying
local tribal governments in writing of the Project pursuant to California Assembly Bill (AB)
52 and Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21080.3.1 pertaining to tribal cultural resources
consultation. The four tribes notified included the San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians, the
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation, the Fernandeno Tataviam Band of
Mission Indians, and the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians.

On December 20th, 2018, the Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians responded to
the City’s consultation letter and offered their comments on the proposed mitigation
measures. On January 9th, 2019, the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians responded to the
City’s consultation letter and offered their comments on the proposed mitigation measured.
The mitigation measures have been enhanced to reflect both of the Tribe’s comments.

In order to ensutre that no unknown tribal resources associated with the traditional cultural
landscape are adversely affected, including those associated with local tribes, mitigation
measures are proposed to require monitoring by a qualified archaeologist and coordination
with the Tribes for the discovery of unknown resources, as necessary. The proposed mitigation
measures would ensure that any tribal resources discovered are propetly evaluated for
significance and avoided and/or otherwise preserved, as appropriate, in perpetuity. With the
proposed mitigation, impacts would be reduced to less than significant. Refer to Section
XVIII, Tribal Cultural Resources, for additional discussion.

1 NOTE: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and project proponents to
discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, and reduce the
potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See Public Resources Code section 21080.3.2.) Information
may also be available from the California Native American Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code
section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources Information System administered by the California Office of Historic
Preservation. Please also note that Public Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality.
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SECTION D. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by the Project, involving at
least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following

pages.

[] Aesthetics (] Agriculture and Forestry Resources [] Air Quality

Biological Resources Cultural Resources (] Energy

Geology/Soils [] Greenhouse Gas Emissions Hazards & Hazardous Materials

[ Hydrology/Water Quality [ Land Use/Planning [] Mineral Resources

Noise [] Population/Housing [] Public Services

] Recreation [ Transportation/ Traffic Tribal Cultural Resources

[] Utilities/Setvice Systems ] Wildfire Mandatory Findings of
Significance

For the evaluation of potential impacts, the questions in the Initial Study Checklist are stated and an
answer is provided according to the analysis undertaken as part of the Initial Study. The analysis
considers the long-term, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the Project. To each question,
there are four possible responses:

* No Impact. The Project would not have any measurable environmental impact on the
environment.

* Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would have the potential for impacting the
environment, although this impact would be below established thresholds that are considered
to be significant.

* Less Than Significant Impact With Measures Incorporated. The Project would have the
potential to generate impacts which may be considered a significant effect on the environment,
although measures or changes to the development’s physical or operational characteristics can
reduce these impacts to levels that are less than significant.

= Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would have impacts which are considered
significant, and additional analysis is required to identify measures that could reduce these
impacts to less than significant levels.

Where potential impacts are anticipated to be significant, mitigation measures are required so that
impacts may be avoided or reduced to the extent feasible. The analysis found that with implementation
of mitigation measures, all identified potentially significant impacts would be reduced to a less than
significant level.
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SECTION E. DETERMINATION
(To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

O

X

e

O =

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment,
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an eatlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only
the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR
ot NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been
avoided or mitigated pursuant to that eatlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION,
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project,
nothing further is required.

c—-—é//a | 5 / 4 / 2020

Signature Date
Catlene Saxton, Acting Planning Manager
City of Palmdale

CITY OF PALMDALE
Planning Division

38250 Sierra Highway
Palmdale, California 93550
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SECTION F. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This section analyzes the potential environmental impacts that may result from the Project. For the
evaluation of potential impacts, the questions in the Initial Study Checklist are stated and answers are
provided according to the analysis undertaken as part of the Initial Study. The analysis considers the
Project’s short-term impacts (construction-related) and long-term impacts (operational-related).

l. Aesthetics

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant |Impact with Mitigation| Significant | No

Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact
AESTHETICS:
Exccept as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? O O O
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, O ] ]

but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

¢) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the O O O
existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly accessible
vantage point.) If the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with applicable zoning
and other regulations governing scenic quality?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare ] ] ]
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area?

Discussion

a) Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project have a
substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

A scenic vista is generally defined as a view of undisturbed natural lands exhibiting a unique or unusual
feature that comprises an important or dominant portion of the viewshed. Scenic vistas may also be
represented by a particular distant view that provides visual relief from less attractive views of nearby
features. Other designated federal and State lands, as well as local open space or recreational areas,
may also offer scenic vistas if they represent a valued aesthetic view within the surrounding landscape.

Several roadways in northern Los Angeles County offer scenic views. However, the Angeles Crest
Highway (State Route 2) from the La Canada/Angeles National Forest boundaty to the San
Bernardino County boundary is the only roadway the has been officially designated as a State Scenic
Highway by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans 2018). The Lamont Odett Vista
Point, off the Antelope Valley Freeway just south of the City, provides views of the City and beyond.
Views along this roadway include Lake Palmdale, the Sierra Pelona to the west, the Tehachapi
Mountains to the northwest, and the extensive flatlands of the Mojave Desert to the north and
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northeast. The Angeles Crest Highway is located approximately 25.2 miles to the southeast of the
Project site at its closest point. Views to the site from this roadway would therefore not be substantially
altered with Project implementation due to distance from the site, intervening topography, and the
height and scale of the proposed structures within the visual landscape.

As indicated in Section 3.15, Aesthetics, of the City’s General Plan EIR, other highways in the Palmdale
area provide views of desert, hillside, and mountain landscapes, although no other designated scenic
highways have yet been named. Godde Hills Road offers views of the valley below as it winds up the
Godde Pass, and Elizabeth Lake Road, Bouquet Canyon Road, Sierra Highway (south of Avenue S),
and Juniper Hills Drive, among others, offer varying views of established habitats supporting tree
groves, winding streams, and the foothills, among other features. Views of the mountains to the south
and west as seen from the floor of the Antelope Valley, within which lies the City of Palmdale, provide
the City with a natural backdrop.

The Project would include the construction of 86 new single-family residential units on the subject
site. The Project would also include landscaping, interior circulation, and infrastructure improvements
(water, sewer, storm drain facilities, electrical, cable, etc.), as well as offsite roadway improvements for
purposes of access and improved circulation. Such uses would be similar in nature to the existing
residential uses located adjacent to the north and south of the Project site, as well as on lands further
to the west and east, and elsewhere within the City of Palmdale, and would not visibly contrast with
or substantially alter existing views along the valley floor. Per the existing Single-Family Residential
(R-1-13,000) zoning classification, maximum allowable building height would not exceed two stories
(or 35 feet) for primary structures, and one story (or 17 feet) for accessory structures, thereby limiting
the visibility of the proposed structures within the visual landscape. The proposed single-family
development would be consistent with the existing surrounding development.

While the proposed structures would be visible from local streets and neighboring properties, the
Project would incorporate landscaping, building materials, and accents that would be compatible with
the existing setting and adjacent land uses. Further, as part of the discretionary process, the
development would be subject to City review and approval for the proposed building design,
construction materials, landscaping, and exterior lighting plans, prior to issuance of a building permit,
to ensure compatibility with the visual character of surrounding development. Therefore, the Project
is not anticipated to have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. Impacts would be less than
significant.

b) Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project
substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

Determination: No Impact

The site is currently undeveloped and previously disturbed. As indicated in the Biological Resource
Assessment prepared for the Project (Hagan 2018), the site is generally disturbed and does not support
any mature trees or tree stands; refer to Appendix B-1, Biological Resource Assessment, and FExbzbit
4, Site Photographs. Vegetation onsite is characteristic of highly disturbed invasive grass fields with small
patches of Great Basin sagebrush, California buckwheat, and rabbit brush. No historic buildings or
rock outcroppings are located on the subject property.
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As indicated above in Response I-a), there are no officially designated State Scenic Highways located
in or within proximity to the City of Palmdale. The Project site would not be readily visible from any
Eligible State or County Scenic Highway. Therefore, no impact to scenic resources within a State
Scenic Highway would occur with Project implementation.

c) Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project, in non-
urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from
publicly accessible vantage point.) If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Refer also to Responses I-a) and I-b), above. Currently, the Project site is vacant with evidence of
prior disturbance, such as brush clearance and former agricultural use. Due to the disturbed nature,
the site does not offer a high degree of visual quality or support elements of unique visual character.
Other resources of scenic value, such as rock outcroppings, mountains or ridgelines, rivers or streams,
ot stands of mature trees are not present.

Visual effects associated with Project construction activities would include exposed building pads and
staging areas for grading and excavation equipment, as well as building materials. Views of such
elements onsite, however, would be temporary and would cease when construction is completed.
Further, Project construction is anticipated to take approximately three years and would, therefore, be
limited and temporary. Construction activities would affect only a portion of the site at a given time,
further limiting potential visual effects.

Lands surrounding the Project site are generally developed, with exception of the vacant parcels
immediately to the west and northeast, and largely support single-family residential uses similar to the
Project (refer to Exhibit 2, Aerial Photograph). The Project as proposed would be consistent with the
existing General Plan land use designation and zoning classification, and therefore, would be reflective
of the type of planned development anticipated for the property. Additionally, the Project would be
subject to City review to ensure conformance with existing design regulations (building setbacks,
height, scale, landscaping, etc.) and compatibility with surrounding land uses.

Due to existing onsite conditions, and with consideration for the development as proposed, the
Project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site. Impacts
would be less than significant.

d) Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project create a
new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Lighting fixtures would be installed with the Project to illuminate the proposed development
(entryways, streetlights, etc.) and to ensure adequate onsite pedestrian and vehicular circulation, as well
as public safety. All Project lighting would be required to be consistent with PMC Section 17.86.030,
Lighting Requirements.
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Glare occurs when light hits reflective surfaces. Glare can be caused by direct or indirect lighting from
generated illumination or the sun.

The use of reflective building materials that would have the potential to cause glare (e.g., reflective
glass, large expansive surface areas of glass) is not anticipated, but if proposed, would require City
approval as part of the discretionary review process.

Therefore, it is not anticipated the Project would create a new source of substantial light or glare.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant (Impact with Mitigation| Significant| No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES:
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer
to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer
to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory
of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest 1egacy Assessment project; and
Jforest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.
Would the project:

a)

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

O

O

O

b)

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or
a Williamson Act contract?

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4520), ot timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

d

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest use?

Involve other changes in the existing environment
which, due to their location ot nature, could result
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use
or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
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Discussion

a) Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
use?

Determination: No Impact

According to the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared for the Project by Partner
Engineering and Science in July 2018, the subject site was formerly utilized for agricultural purposes
(orchards) from at least 1953 until 1974 (refer also to Appendix C). The site has remained vacant
since approximately 1974 to the present time.

According to the Los Angeles County Important Farmland Map prepared by the California
Department of Conservation (DOC 2016), the Project site is not located within an area identified as
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance or Farmland of Local
Importance. Rather, the site is identified as Other Land, which is defined as land not included in any
other mapping category (common examples include low-density rural developments; brush, timber,
wetland, and riparian areas not suitable for livestock grazing; confined livestock, poultry, or
aquaculture facilities; strip mines and borrow pits; and water bodies smaller than 40 acres). Adjacent
land to the north, east and south are designated as Urban and Built-up Land (lands occupied by
structures with a building density of at least one unit to 1.5 acres), and adjacent land to the west is
designated as Other Land. Therefore, the Project would not result in the conversion of designated
farmland as the result of Project implementation. No impact would occur.

b)  Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

Determination: No Impact

The Project site is zoned Single-Family Residential (R-1-13,000) and has a General Plan land use
designation of Single-Family Residential (SFR-2). Therefore, implementation of the Project would not
conflict with existing zoning for agricultural uses or Williamson Act contracts. No impact would occur.

c) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?

Determination: No Impact

The Project is not located in an area zoned or designated as forest land. Therefore, implementation
of the Project would not conflict with existing zoning of forest land, timberland, or timberland
production, and no impact would occur.
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d) Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

Determination: No Impact

Refer to Response 1I-c), above. No impact would occur.

e) Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Determination: No Impact

Refer to Response 1I-a), above. No impact would occur.

.  Air Quality

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant |Impact with Mitigation| Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact

AIR QUALITY:

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air guality management district or air pollution

control district may be relied upon to marke the following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the O ] ]
applicable air quality plan?

b) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase of ] ] ]
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard?

¢) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant O ] ]
concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to O OJ OJ
odors adversely affecting a substantial number of

people)?

Discussion

The following analysis is based upon the Air Quality Study prepared for the Project by M.S. Hatch
Consulting, LLC (August 2018); refer to Appendix A.

a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The City of Palmdale is located within the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB). The MDAB includes
the desert portions of Los Angeles and San Bernardino Counties; the eastern desert portion of Kern
County; and the northeastern desert portion of Riverside County. The Antelope Valley Air Quality
Management District (AVAQMD) is responsible for managing air quality within the MDAB.

May 2020 Page 23



Tentative Tract Map 81337 Development Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) requires all air pollution control districts in the State to prepare
plans to reduce pollutant concentrations exceeding the California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS) and to ultimately achieve the CAAQS. The districts are required to review and revise these
plans every three years. The AVAQMD satisfies this requirement through the publication of Air
Quality Management Plans (AQMP) targeting pollutant concentrations exceeding the CAAQS. The
plans are developed by AVAQMD, with significant portions prepared by or are based upon work
done by the California Air Resource Board (CARB) and South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD).

In the AVAQMD’s August 2016 Antelope 1 alley AOMD CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines, the
AVAQMD has established significance thresholds to assess the short-term and long-term impacts of
project-related air pollutant emissions. A project with daily emission rates below these thresholds is
considered to have a less than significant effect on regional air quality.

According to AVAQMD and CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines, a project is nonconforming if it
conflicts with or delays implementation of any applicable attainment or maintenance plan. A project
is conforming if it complies with all applicable AVAQMD rules and regulations, complies with all
proposed control measures that are not yet adopted from applicable plan(s), and is consistent with the
growth forecasts in the applicable plan(s).

Both the State of California and the federal government have established Ambient Air Quality
Standards for seven air pollutants, including ozone (03), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide
(NOy), sulfur dioxide (S0.), inhalable particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less (PMig),
fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PMas), and lead. Based on the
AVAQMD CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines, the AVAQMD is currently in non-attainment
for Eight-Hour Ozone (federal 84 parts per billion, or ppb), eight-hour ozone (federal new standard,
75 ppb), ozone (State), and PM;, (State).

Short-Term Emissions

Temporary impacts would result from Project construction activities, including grading, construction,
paving and architectural coatings (e.g., paints). Air pollutants would be emitted by construction
equipment and vehicles, with fugitive dust generated during grading of the site.

The Air Quality Study prepared for the Project by M.S. Hatch Consulting, LLC (August 2018; see
Appendix A) calculated emissions during the primary phases of construction using the CalEEMod
program (version 2016.3.2). The CalEEMod model calculates total emissions resulting from each

construction activity (site preparation, grading, building construction, etc.), onsite and offsite, which
are then compared to the AVAQMD Regional Thresholds.

Air pollutant emissions for Project construction are provided in Tables I1I-7 and 1II-2. Daily emissions
calculated represent the highest level of emissions during each construction activity.
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Table IlI-1 Annual and Operational Emissions Summary

Total Emissions (tons per year)
Emissions Source ROG NOx (0]0) SOx PM1o PM2s COze
Construction Emissions

Year 1 Construction

Emissions (2019) 0.34 3.53 2.31 <0.01 0.46 0.27 430

Year 2 Construction

Emissions (2020) 0.44 3.94 3.61 0.01 0.47 0.23 852

Year 3 Construction

Emissions (2021) 1.61 0.40 0.51 <0.01 0.03 0.02 75
Operational Emissions

Area Sources 1.89 0.07 0.66 <0.01 0.01 0.01 69

Energy 0.01 0.11 0.05 <0.01 0.01 0.01 353

Mobile Sources 0.27 1.46 3.37 0.01 0.89 0.24 1,019

Waste N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.00 51

Water N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.00 44

Total Operational 218 163 4.08 0.01 0.90 0.26 1,535

Emissions

Significant Emissions 25 25 100 25 15 12 100,000

Threshold

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No No

Source: Air Quality Study, prepared by M.S. Hatch Consulting, LLC. August 2018. Refer to Appendix A.
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Table l11-2

Emissions Source

Construction Emissions

Year 1 Construction
Emissions (2019)

Year 2 Construction
Emissions (2020)

Year 3 Construction
Emissions (2021)

Area Sources
Energy

Mobile Sources
Waste

Water

Total Operational
Emissions

Significant Emissions

Threshold

Threshold Exceeded?
Source: Air Quality Study, prepared by M.S. Hatch Consulting, LLC. August 2018. Refer to Appendix A.

ROG

4.86

3.52

56.61

10.60
0.07
1.95
N/A
N/A

12.62

137

No

Total Emissions (pounds per day)

NOx co

55.01 34.41
29.89 28.76
12.96 15.25

Daily Construction and Operational Emissions Summary

SOx

0.07

0.07

0.02

Operational Emissions

1.51 7.71
0.60 0.25
8.15 21.61
N/A N/A
N/A N/A
10.26 29.57
137 548
No No

0.01
<0.01
0.07
N/A
N/A

0.08

137

No

PM1o

9.59

3.63

0.80

0.15
0.05
5.20
N/A
N/A

5.40

82

No

PM2s

6.11

1.77

0.66

0.15
0.05
1.43
N/A
N/A

1.63

65

No

COze

7,515

7,400

2,358

1,845
766
6,954
N/A
N/A

9,565

548,000

No

ROG: Reactive Organic Compounds, used interchangeably with Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC); NOx: oxides of nitrogen;
CO: Carbon monoxide; SOx: Oxides of sulfur; PM2s: particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter; PM1o:
particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter; COze: Carbon dioxide equivalent

As shown above, Project construction activities would not generate emissions that would exceed
AVAQMD Regional Emissions Significance Thresholds.

Additionally, with implementation of standard measures, construction-related emissions would be
further decreased. All Project construction activities would be required to comply with applicable

regulations implemented by the AVAQMD to reduce emissions, as follows:

=  AVAQMD Rule 401 - Visible Emissions
= AVAQMD Rule 402 - Nuisance

=  AVAQMD Rule 403 - Minimize fugitive dust emissions
= Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) - Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle

Idling
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Diesel Particulate Matter Emissions During Construction

In 1998, CARB identified particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines (Diesel Particulate Matter or
DPM) as a Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC). It is assumed that the majority of the heavy construction
equipment utilized during Project construction would be diesel-fueled and emit DPM. Impacts from
toxic substances are related to cumulative exposure and are generally evaluated over a 70-year period.
Cancer risk is expressed as the maximum number of new cases of cancer projected to occur in a
population of one million people due to exposure to the cancer-causing substance over a 70-year
lifetime (California Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment, Guide to Health Risk Assessment).

Because of the relatively short duration of Project construction activities compared to a 70-year
lifespan, diesel emissions resulting from Project construction are not anticipated to result in substantial
exposure to toxic substances that would adversely affect public health or safety.

Long-Term Emissions

As vehicle emissions standards have become increasingly more stringent over past decades, combined
with the turnover of older vehicles, in addition to other control technologies, CO concentrations in
the AVAQMD have continued to decline over past decades. Motor vehicles represent the primary
source of long-term operational air pollutant emissions associated with the Project. Carbon monoxide
(CO) and particulates (PM;o and PM,s) are the pollutants of major concern along area roadways. Long-
term operational emissions from the Project are considered to include combustion of natural gas for
water and space heating, landscape maintenance equipment, and maintenance painting. Long-term
operational air pollutant emissions associated with the Project are presented in Tables I1I-1 and 11I-2
and would be below AVAQMD thresholds inclusive of area sources, energy sources, mobile sources,
waste, and watet.

Additionally, it should be noted that as vehicle emissions standards have become increasingly more
stringent over past decades, combined with the turnover of older vehicles, in addition to other control
technologies, CO concentrations in the AVAQMD have continued to decline over past decades. With
steadily decreasing CO emissions from motor vehicles, it is anticipated that levels will continue to
decline in the future.

Therefore, estimated emissions of criteria pollutants for each year of construction and total operational
emissions for the Project would be well below the applicable AVAQMD Significant Emissions
Thresholds, and therefore, would not have a significant air quality impact on the environment or
conflict with the goals of the AQMP; refer to Appendix A. Furthermore, the Project is not expected
to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; refer to Response I1Ib), below.
Since construction and operational emissions would be below the significance thresholds, emissions
mitigation measures are not required.

As the Project would be compliant with the applicable AQMP, the Project would not result in a long-
term impact on the region’s ability to meet State or federal air quality standards. Therefore, the Project
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. Impacts would
be less than significant.
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b) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The cumulative area for air quality impacts is the Mohave Desert Air Basin, in which the Project site
lies. The Basin is currently in non-attainment for respirable particulate matter (PM;g) and severe non-
attainment for ozone (O;) at the State level.

With respect to the Project’s construction-related air quality emissions and cumulative Basin-wide
conditions, the AVAQMD has developed strategies to reduce criteria pollutant emissions pursuant to
Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) mandates. Per AVAQMD rules and mandates, as well as CEQA
requirements that any significant impacts be mitigated to the extent feasible, these same requirements
(e.g., implementation of all feasible mitigation measures and compliance with adopted AQMP
emissions control measures) would also be imposed on construction projects throughout the Basin,
which would include related projects.

In addressing potential cumulative effects for air quality, the AVAQMD utilizes approved general
plans, which use a future development scenario based on population projections and set forth a
comprehensive program that would lead the region. The Project proposes to develop the site with
single-family residential uses, as allowed by right under the current General Plan land use designation
of Single-Family Residential (SFR-2) and zoning classification of Single-Family Residential (R-1-
13,000) that apply to the property and is therefore consistent with the City’s planned vision for future
development of the subject site.

As stated previously, the Project would not result in short- or long-term air quality impacts, as
emissions would not exceed the AVAQMD adopted operational thresholds. Additionally, adherence
to AVAQMD rules and regulations would alleviate potential impacts related to cumulative conditions
on a project-by-project basis. Emission reduction technology, strategies, and plans are constantly being
developed. As a result, the Project would not contribute a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any nonattainment criteria pollutant. Therefore, cumulative operational impacts associated with
implementation of the Project would be less than significant.

c) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
Determination: I.ess Than Significant Impact

Sensitive receptors are defined as facilities or land uses that include members of the population that
are particularly sensitive to the effects of air pollutants, such as children, the elderly, and people with
illnesses. Examples of these sensitive receptors are residences, schools, hospitals, places of worship,
and daycare centers. CARB has identified the following groups of individuals as the most likely to be
affected by air pollution: the eldetly over 65, children under 14, athletes, and persons with
cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases such as asthma, emphysema, and/or bronchitis.

The nearest existing sensitive receptors are single-family residences located directly adjacent to the
north and south of the Project site (refer to Exhibit 2, Aerial Photograph); additional residential
development is located to the east directly across 65th Street West. The Mayflower Gardens
Convalescent Hospital is located further to the north, across Avenue M; the Mayflower Gardens
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Residential Living Facility is located approximately 0.4 mile to the north of the site. The nearest school
is Joe Walker Jr. Middle School, located approximately one mile to the northeast.

The AVAQMD identifies in its AV AQMD CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines specific project
types that are within a certain distance from existing or planned sensitive receptors to be “evaluated
for exposure to substantial pollutant concentrations, including those resulting in a cancer risk greater
than or equal to 10 in a million and/or a Hazard Index (HI) (non-cancerous) greater than or equal
to 1.”

The project types are as follows:

* Any industrial project within 1,000 feet;

= A distribution center (40 or more trucks per day) within 1,000 feet;

* A major transportation project (50,0000 or more vehicles per day) within 1,000 feet;
® A dry cleaner using perchloroethylene within 500 feet;

® A gasoline dispensing facility within 300 feet.

Although there are sensitive receptors located in the Project vicinity, the proposed single-family
residential development does not meet the criteria of project types identified in the A1~AQMD CEQA
& Federal Conformity Guidelines that would require additional evaluation for exposure to substantial
pollutants. The Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
Impacts would be less than significant in this regard.

d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors adversely
affecting a substantial number of people)?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Land uses associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment
plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass
molding. The Project would result in development of a single-family residential units and does not
include any uses typically identified as being associated with objectionable odors.

Project grading activities associated may generate detectable odors from heavy-duty equipment
exhaust during the construction phase. Any grading-related odors would be localized and short-term
in nature and would cease upon Project completion. Any resulting effects on existing adjacent land
uses would therefore be limited and temporary. The Project would not create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of people. Impacts would be less than significant.
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IV. Biological Resources

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant |Impact with Mitigation| Significant| No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES:
Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or ] ] ]
through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status
species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian ] O] O]
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

c¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or ] ] ]
federally protected wetlands (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any O O O
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances ] ] ]
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat ] O ]
Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

Discussion

The following analysis is based upon the Biological Resource Assessment prepared for the Project by
Mark Hagan (April 2018); refer to Appendix B-1. Additionally, a Jurisdictional Delineation was
prepared by Michael Baker International (January 2020) to address potential Project impacts to onsite
jurisdictional features; refer to Appendix B-2.
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a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species
in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

A Biological Resource Assessment was prepared for the Project by Mark Hagan in 2018 (see Appendix
B-1). The Project site supports highly disturbed invasive grass fields with small patches of Great Basin
sagebrush, California buckwheat, and rabbit brush. During a site survey conducted in April 2018, a
total of fifty plant species and twenty-nine wildlife species or their sign were observed. No sensitive
plants, specifically, Clokey’s cryptantha, alkali mariposa lily, desert cymopterus, and Barstow woolly
sunflower were observed during the field survey. Further, no sensitive plants are expected to occur
within the study area due to the high level of disturbance and/or development and the lack of suitable
habitat.

No desert tortoises or their signs were observed during the field survey, and no suitable habitat for
the species is present onsite. Coast horned lizards are not likely to occur due to the highly disturbed
nature of the site as well as impacts from adjacent residential areas. Silvery legless lizards were also not
observed. However, marginal habitat for the species appears to be present within the onsite ephemeral
wash system (which appears to be result of runoff and storm water flow from the surrounding streets
and onsite rainfall). Refer also to Response IV-c), below.

No Mohave ground squirrels were observed or audibly detected during the field survey. No suitable
habitat for Mohave ground squirrels is present onsite.

Additionally, no burrowing owls were observed during the site survey. However, California ground
squirrel burrows were present onsite which can provide potential cover for burrowing owl. Available
data from other surveys conducted in the Antelope Valley suggest that sites that may appear suitable
for burrowing owl, but have substantial human and/or pet traffic, tend not to become occupied by
this species. No desert kit foxes or their sign were observed during the survey. However, their presence
has been documented in the Project vicinity and they are expected to have the potential to use the
Project site. No other State or federally listed species are expected to occur within the Project area.

To ensute Project grading and/or construction activities do not result in impacts to sensitive wildlife,
Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would be implemented to ensure that burrowing owls and
desert kit fox, respectively, are not present on the property prior to commencement of any grading or
construction activities for the Project.

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) makes it unlawful to pursue, capture, kill, or possess or
attempt to do the same to any migratory bird or part, nest, or egg of any such bird listed in wildlife
protection treaties between the United States, Great Britain, Mexico, Japan, and the countries of the
former Soviet Union. Vegetation onsite and in the surrounding area does have the potential to support
nesting sites for smaller migratory birds. Swainson’s hawk and other raptors may fly over and use the
site for forage but would not be expected to nest within the study area due to a lack of suitable nesting
habitat. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would be implemented to ensure that Project construction
activities do not interfere with avian breeding or nesting activities or cause direct or indirect
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disturbance to sensitive species that may potentially be present onsite at the time when Project
grading/construction activities commence.

Therefore, the Project would have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on candidate, sensitive, or special status species identified in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3 would reduce such impacts
to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

BIO-1

BIO-2

BIO-3

A burrowing owl survey shall be performed within 30 days prior to any ground
disturbing activities to ensure the absence of burrowing owl within the boundaries of
disturbance. If the presence of burrowing owls is discovered, the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife shall be consulted, and standard protocols shall be
adhered to, prior to the occurrence of any ground disturbance.

Monitoring/ Enforcement: City of Palmdale Planning Division
Timing/ Lmplementation: 30 days prior to ground disturbing activities

A desert kit fox survey shall be performed within 30 days prior to any ground
disturbing activities to ensure the absence of the species within the boundaries of
disturbance. If the presence of desert kit fox is discovered, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service shall be consulted, and standard protocols shall be adhered to, prior to the
occurrence of any ground disturbance.

Monitoring/ Enforcement: City of Palmdale Planning Division
Timing/ Lmplementation: 30 days prior to ground disturbing activities

If Project grading/construction activities are scheduled to occur during the nesting
season for breeding birds (typically January 15th through September 30th), the
following measures shall be implemented:

* Within seven days prior to commencement of grading/construction activities, a
qualified biologist shall perform a pre-construction survey of all proposed work
limits and within 500 feet of the proposed work limits.

» Ifactive avian nest(s) of non-special-status species are discovered within 500 feet
of the work limits, a buffer shall be delineated around the active nest(s)
measuring 300 feet for passerines and 500 feet for raptors. A qualified biologist
shall monitor the nest(s) weekly after commencement of grading/construction
to ensure that nesting behavior is not adversely affected by such activities.

» [f the qualified biologist determines that nesting behavior of non-special-status
species is adversely affected by grading/construction activities, then a noise
mitigation program |i.e., within 10 calendar days prior to the start of construction
activities (including removal of vegetation)], a qualified biologist conducts a pre-
construction survey to determine the presence or absence of nesting birds on
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the proposed area of disturbance; if nesting birds are detected, the biologist
prepares a letter report and mitigation plan in conformance with applicable
federal and State laws (e.g., appropriate follow-up surveys, monitoring schedules,
construction and noise battiers/buffers) to ensure that take of birds or eggs or
disturbance of breeding activities is avoided; the report/mitigation plan is
submitted to the City for review/approval and implemented to the satisfaction
of the City; and the Biologist verifies in a report to the City that all measures
identified in the mitigation plan are in place prior to and/or during construction]
shall be implemented in consultation with CDFW, to allow such activities to
proceed. Once the young have fledged and left the nest(s), then
grading/construction activities may proceed within 300 feet (500 feet for raptor
species) of the fledged nest(s).

Monitoring/ Enforcement: City of Palmdale Planning Division
Timing/ Lmplementation: Prior to grading or construction activities

b) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or
by the California Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

Determination: No Impact

The site supports highly disturbed invasive grass fields with small patches of Great Basin sagebrush,
California buckwheat, and rabbit brush; the site does not contain areas identified as riparian or riverine
habitat (Hagan 2018). Additionally, Michael Baker International performed a formal jurisdictional
delineation on August 5, 2019 which identified four unnamed onsite drainage features: Drainage 1
(D1), Drainage 2 (D2), Drainage 3 (D3), and Drainage 4 (D4). All onsite drainage features are fed by
rainwater and urban runoff from the surrounding landscape (e.g., driveways, curbs/gutters, yards) and
were determined to lack riparian overstory (Michael Baker 2020; refer to Appendix B-2).

Therefore, the Project would not impact riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. No
impact would occur.

c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Determination: Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

As stated above, a formal jurisdictional delineation was conducted onsite by Michael Baker
International on August 5, 2019 to identify and map existing onsite jurisdictional features; refer to
Appendix B-2. No wetland features were noted within the Project site during the survey. Review of
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) Mapper indicated
that no portions of the Project site or areas adjacent to the project site have been mapped as wetlands.

A concrete-lined v-ditch was constructed along the northern boundary of the Project site in 2006 as
part of the residential development located immediately to the north. This concrete-lined v-ditch
collects runoff from 70 Street, Vista Sol Lane, and residential properties located to the north before
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discharging into an existing detention basin located north of the Project site and west of 65 Street.
As the concrete-lined v-ditch is a stormwater control feature that was constructed in the uplands on
an area that was not previously an existing natural drainage, this feature is not considered to qualify as
Waters of the US/Waters of the State or be regulated by the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps),
Regional Board, or CDFW. Attachment E of Appendix B-2 provides representative photographs
taken during the field delineation.

The ephemeral drainage features within the Project site flow to the northeast and discharge into an
existing detention basin that was constructed immediately north of the Project site; refer also to
Response IV-b), above. As such, all ephemeral drainage features within the Project site are considered
non-navigable, non-relatively permanent waters that lack a direct connection to a Traditional
Navigable Water (TNW) and would not qualify as Waters of the US or be regulated by the Corps
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).

The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) regulates discharges of fill and dredged material
to surface waters under Section 401 of the CWA and Section 13263 of the Porter-Cologne Act for
those that do not. Based on the results of the field delineation, it was determined that approximately
0.87 acre of RWQCB jurisdiction (non-wetland waters of the State) is located on the Project site. Refer
to Figure 4, Regional Board Jurisdiction, and Table 1, Jurisdictional Features within the Project Site, of Appendix
B-2.

Since the onsite drainage features do not qualify as Waters of the US and would not be regulated under
Section 404 of the CWA, a Section 401 Water Quality Certification would not be required. However,
the onsite drainage features still qualify as waters of the State and would be regulated by the RWQCB
under Section 13263 of the Porter-Cologne Act. Therefore, it is recommended that the Project
applicant submit the Jurisdictional Delineation to the RWQCB to obtain written confirmation that an
application for Waste Discharge Requirements would not be required for the Project.

Additionally, the onsite drainage features are considered California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) jurisdictional streambed. Based on the results of the field delineation, it was determined that
approximately 0.87 acre of CDFW jurisdiction is located onsite. Pursuant to Section 1602 of the
California Fish and Game Code (CFGC), the CDFW regulates any activity that would divert or
obstruct the natural flow or alter the bed, channel, or bank of a lake or streambed; this would include
impacts to associated riparian vegetation. Based on the field delineation, approximately 0.87 acre of
CDFW streambed would be permanently impacted by Project activities.

Based on initial discussions with CDFW, it is anticipated that the Project applicant would be required
to submit written notification to CDFW and obtain a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement
(LSAA) prior to alteration of any onsite jurisdictional features. Additionally, compensatory mitigation
is required to offset the loss of CDFW jurisdictional features that would occur with Project
implementation. Due to the level of impact and lack of onsite mitigation options, it is recommended
that mitigation for the loss of CDFW streambed occur at a minimum 1:1 ratio through the one-time
purchase of ephemeral streambed credits from the Peterson Ranch Mitigation Bank, pending review
and approval of such mitigation by the City of Palmdale and/or CDFW prior to issuance of the Final
LSAA.

Therefore, the Project would have a substantial adverse effect on State or federally protected wetlands.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-4 would reduce such impacts to less than significant.
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BIO-4 To mitigate for impacts to 0.87 acre of California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) streambed, prior to alteration of any onsite jurisdictional features, the Project
Applicant shall:

®»  Submit written notification to CDFW and obtain a Lake or Streambed Alteration
Agreement (LSAA).

" Prior to issuance of the final LSAA, the Project applicant shall provide mitigation
at a minimum 1:1 ratio through a one-time purchase of ephemeral streambed
credits from the Peterson Ranch Mitigation Bank with approval from the City
of Palmdale and/or CDFW.

Monitoring/ Enforcement: City of Palmdale Planning Division
Timing/ Implementation: Prior to alteration of any onsite jurisdictional features

d) Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The Project site does not contain any rivers, creeks, or waterways. Therefore, the site does not provide
migratory corridors for any fish species. Given the location of the Project site, wildlife species are
unlikely to use the site as a migratory corridor due to the urban, developed nature of surrounding
lands. In addition, the Project area does not involve a corridor that links large areas of undeveloped
open space (refer to Exhibit 2, Aerial Photograph). For these reasons, a less than significant impact would
occut.

e) Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Refer to Responses IV-a) and IV-b), above. The Project site supports highly disturbed invasive grass
fields with small patches of Great Basin sagebrush, California buckwheat, and rabbit brush. No mature
trees or tree stands are present onsite (refer to Exhibit 4, Site Photographs). No sensitive plants are
expected to occur within the study area due to the high level of disturbance and the lack of suitable
habitat. Therefore, due to onsite conditions, development of the subject site is not anticipated to
conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. Impacts would be less
than significant.

f) Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

Determination: No Impact

The Project site is not subject to any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan and is therefore subject to
regulation by local, State, or federal laws on a case-by-case basis. As there is no adopted Habitat
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Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State
Habitat Conservation Plan applicable to the Project site, no impact would occur in this regard.

V. Cultural Resources

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant (Impact with Mitigation| Significant| No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact
CULTURAL RESOURCES:
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the O ] ]
significance of a historical resource pursuant to
§ 15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the O ] O]
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to § 15004.5?
¢) Disturb any human remains, including those ] ] O
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

Discussion

The following analysis is based upon the Phase I Cultural Resource Survey prepared for the Project
by Hudlow Cultural Resource Associates (May 2018). As the report contains confidential information,
it is not included in the EIR technical appendices.

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource pursuant to § 15064.5?

Determination: No Impact

Historic resources generally consist of buildings, structures, improvements, and remnants associated
with a significant historic event or person(s) and/or having a historically significant style, design, or
achievement. Damage to or demolition of such resources is typically considered to be a significant
impact. Impacts to historic resources can occur through direct impacts, such as destruction or
removal, and through indirect impacts, such as a change in the setting of a historic resource.

A Phase I Cultural Resource Survey was prepared for the Project by Hudlow Cultural Resource
Associates in May 2018. The subject property is currently vacant land and no structures or active land
uses are present onsite. A concrete-lined storm water runoff channel is located along the northern
edge of the property and appears to drain into an adjacent storm water basin located to the north of
the subject property. Additionally, a subsurface storm water pipeline, operated by the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works (LACDPW), bisects the central portion of the subject property.
No other improvements are present onsite.

A record search of the Project area and the environs within one-half mile was conducted at the South-
Central Coast Archaeological Information Center in May 2018 (Hudlow 2018). The record search
revealed that fifteen cultural resource surveys have been conducted within one-half mile radius of the
Project site. One cultural resource, a historic poultry ranch, has been recorded within one half-mile of
the site. No cultural resources have been previously identified on the subject property.

Page 36 May 2020



Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Tentative Tract Map 81337 Development Project

Additionally, a site survey was conducted for the area of potential effect (APE) for the Project in May
2018 (Hudlow 2018). No cultural resources were identified. The study concluded that no further work
to evaluate the potential presence of cultural resources is required.

As a result of the investigations undertaken, no prehistoric or historic period cultural resources or
sacred sites were identified on the property. As such, development of the Project site would have no
impact on a historical resource.

b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

Archaeological sites are locations that contain resources associated with former human activities and
may contain such resources as human skeletal remains, waste from tool manufacture, tool
concentrations, and/or discoloration or accumulation of soil or food remains.

Refer to Response V-a), above. The record search and site survey conducted for the Project did not
identify any cultural resources onsite, and no further work to evaluate the potential presence of cultural
resources is required (Hudlow 2018).

Although no known cultural resources are present onsite, Project-related ground disturbing and
construction activities would have the potential to adversely affect unknown archaeological resources.
Therefore, Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 would be implemented to require the presence of
an archaeological monitor during periodic and site-specific Project-related ground disturbance
activities and conformance with adopted standards in the event of resource discovery or discovery of
human remains. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

Mitigation Measures:

CR-1 The Project Applicant shall retain, at least 30 days prior to the issuance of grading
permits, a Los Angeles County certified archaeological monitor to observe all ground-
disturbing activities in an effort to identify any unknown archaeological resources. The
archaeologist shall develop a Monitoring and Treatment Plan, the drafts of which shall
be provided to the Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians (FTBMI) and the
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI) Cultural Resources Department for
review and comment, prior to project implementation. In the event that Native
American cultural resources are discovered during project grading activities, all work
in the immediate vicinity of the find (within a 60-foot buffer) shall cease and a qualified
archaeologist meeting the Secretary of Interior standards shall assess the find. FTBMI
and SMBMI shall be contacted to consult if any such find occurs.

Monitoring/ Enforcement: City of Palmdale Planning Division
Timing/ Implementation: 30 Days prior to issuance of grading permits

CR-2 If human remains or funerary objects are encountered during project grading activities,
work in the immediate vicinity (within a 100-foot buffer of the find) shall cease and
the County Coroner shall be contacted. California Health and Safety Code Section
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7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the Los Angeles County
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin. Further, pursuant to California
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98(b) remains shall be left in place and free from
disturbance until a final decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made. If
the Los Angeles County Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the
Native American Heritage Commission must be contacted within 24 hours. The
Native American Heritage Commission must then immediately identify the "most
likely descendants(s)" for purposes of receiving notification of discovery. A
representative from the Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians and the San
Manuel Band of Mission Indians shall be contacted and consulted regarding the find.
The most likely descendant(s) shall then make recommendations within 48 hours and
engage in consultation concerning the treatment of the remains as provided in Public
Resources Code Section 5097.98.

Monitoring/ Enforcement: City of Palmdale Planning Division
Timing/ Implementation: Prior to and during Project grading and construction

c) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
dedicated cemeteries?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

It is not anticipated that human remains, or informal cemetery areas are present on the Project site.
However, ground-disturbing activities such as grading, or excavation have the potential to disturb
human remains. If human remains are found, those remains would require proper treatment, in
accordance with applicable laws. California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and Health and
Safety Code Sections 7050.5-7055 describe the general provisions regarding human remains, including
the requirements if any human remains are accidentally discovered during Project construction.

As required by State law, procedures set forth in Section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources
Code would be implemented, including notification of the County Coroner, notification of the Native
American Heritage Commission, and consultation with the individual identified by the Native
American Heritage Commission to be the “most likely descendant.”

Pursuant to Mitigation Measure CR-2, if human remains are found during excavation, construction
activities would be halted in the vicinity of the find and any area that is reasonably suspected to overlie
adjacent remains until the County Coroner has been notified, and the remains have been investigated
and appropriate recommendations have been made for the treatment and removal of the remains.
Compliance with existing State regulations, which detail the appropriate actions necessary in the event
human remains are encountered, and implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-2 would ensure
that potential impacts on undiscovered human remains are less than significant with mitigation
incorporated.

Mitigation Measures:

Implement Mitigation Measure CR-2.
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VI. Energy
Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant |Impact with Mitigation| Significant| No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact
ENERGY:
Would the project:
a) Result in potentially significant environmental ] O] O
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?
b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for ] ] ]
renewable energy or energy efficiency?
Discussion
Regulatory

California Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24)

The 2076 Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings (California Code of
Regulations, Title 24, Part 6), commonly referred to as “Title 24,” became effective on January 1, 2017.
In general, Title 24 requires the design of building shells and building components to conserve energy.
The standards are updated periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation of new
energy efficiency technologies and methods. The 2016 Title 24 standards are 28 percent more efficient
than previous standards for residential development (California Energy Commission 2016). The
standards offer developers better windows, insulation, lighting, ventilation systems, and other features
that reduce energy consumption in homes and businesses. Further, the 2079 Building Energy Efficiency
Standards, which take effect on January 1, 2020, will promote photovoltaic systems in newly
constructed residential buildings. With rooftop solar electricity generation, homes built under the
2019 standards will use about 53 percent less energy than those under the 2016 standards (California
Energy Commission 2019).

Cadlifornia Green Building Standards (CALGreen)

The 2016 California Green Building Standards Code (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 11),
commonly referred to as CALGreen, went into effect on January 1, 2017.

CALGteen requires that new buildings employ water efficiency and conservation measures, increase
building system efficiencies, divert construction waste from landfills, and incorporate electric vehicles
charging infrastructure.

City of Paimdale Energy Action Plan

The City of Palmdale adopted an Energy Action Plan (EAP) in August 2011 which identifies goals and
measures aimed at reducing energy demand and related emissions. The EAP identifies the following
goals:

® Reduce energy demand through energy conservation and efficiently;
® Reduce water consumption for energy conservation;

* Promote renewable energy generation and use;
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* Reduce transportation emissions though alternative vehicles, trip reduction and consolidation,
and efficient flow;

® Implement smart land use to reduce vehicular trips; and
* Reduce waste.

Implementation of EAP goals will allow the City to achieve its reduction target of 15 percent below
baseline greenhouse gas levels by 2020.

a) Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction
or operation?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

This analysis focuses on three sources of energy that are relevant to the Project: electricity, natural gas,
and transportation fuel for vehicle trips associated with new development and for Project
construction. The analysis of operational electricity/natural gas usage is based on the CalEEMod
modeling results for the Project, which quantifies energy use for occupancy. The Project’s estimated
electricity/natural gas consumption is based primarily on CalEEMod’s default settings for Los Angeles
County, and consumption factors provided by Southern California Edison (SCE) and the Southern
California Gas Company (SoCalGas) (the electricity and natural gas providers for the City of
Palmdale). The results of the CalEEMod modeling are included in Appendix A, Air Quality Study.
The amount of operational fuel consumption was estimated using the California Air Resources
Board’s Emissions Factor 2014 (EMFAC2014) computer program which provides projections for
typical daily fuel usage in Los Angeles County, and the Project’s annual vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
outputs from CalEEMod. The estimated construction fuel consumption is based on the Project’s
construction equipment list timing/phasing, and hours of duration for construction equipment.

The Project’s estimated energy consumption is summarized in Table 1V1-1, Energy Consumption. As
shown in Table 171-1, the Project’s electricity and natural usage would constitute an approximate 0.001
percent increase over Los Angeles County’s typical annual electricity and natural gas consumption.
The Project-related vehicle fuel consumption would increase Los Angeles County’s consumption by
0.003 percent.
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Table VI-1 Energy Consumption
Energy Type Project Annual _ Los Angeles Coun_ty Annual Percentage _
Energy Consumption’ Energy Consumption? Increase Countywide?
Electricity Consumption 706 MWh 67,569,000 MWh 0.001%
Natural Gas Consumption 23,628 therms 2,956,000,000 therms 0.001%

Fuel Consumption

Construction (Heavy-Duty

Diesel Vehicle) Fuel 54,378 gallons 575,557,071 gallons 0.0001%
Consumption3

Operational Automotive Fuel | 434 51 44ong 3,866,914,629 gallons 0.003%
Consumption3

Notes:

1. As modeled in CalEEMod version 2016.3.2.

2. The Project increases in electricity and natural gas consumption are compared to the total consumption in Los Angeles
County in 2018. The Project increases in automotive fuel consumption are compared with the projected Countywide
fuel consumption in 2018.
Los Angeles County electricity consumption data source: California Energy Commission, Electricity Consumption by
County, http:/lwww.ecdms. energy.ca.gov/elecbycounty.aspx, accessed February 20, 2019.
Los Angeles County natural gas consumption data source: California Energy Commission, Gas Consumption by County,
http://www.ecdms.energy. ca.gov/gasbycounty.aspx, accessed February 20, 2019.

3. Project fuel consumption calculated based on CalEEMod results. Countywide fuel consumption is from the California Air
Resources Board EMFAC2014 model.

Construction-related Energy Consumption

Project construction would consume energy in two general forms: (1) the fuel energy consumed by
construction vehicles and equipment; and (2) bound energy in construction materials, such as asphalt,
steel, concrete, pipes, and manufactured or processed materials such as lumber and glass.

Fossil fuels used for construction vehicles and other energy-consuming equipment would be used
during Site clearing, grading, and construction. Fuel energy consumed during construction would be
temporary and would not represent a significant demand on energy resources. In addition, some
incidental energy conservation would occur during construction through compliance with State
requirements that equipment not in use for more than five minutes be turned off. Project construction
equipment would also be required to comply with the latest EPA and CARB engine emissions
standards. These emissions standards require highly efficient combustion systems that maximize fuel
efficiency and reduce unnecessary fuel consumption. Due to increasing transportation costs and fuel
prices, contractors and owners have a strong financial incentive to avoid wasteful, inefficient, and
unnecessary consumption of energy during construction. There is growing recognition among
developers and retailers that sustainable construction is not prohibitively expensive, and that there is
a significant cost-savings potential in green building practices and materials.

Substantial reductions in energy inputs for construction materials can be achieved by selecting building
materials composed of recycled materials that require substantially less energy to produce than non-
recycled materials. The Project-related incremental increase in the use of energy bound in construction
materials such as asphalt, steel, concrete, pipes and manufactured or processed materials (e.g., lumber
and gas) would not substantially increase demand for energy compared to overall local and regional
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demand for construction materials. It is reasonable to assume that production of building materials
such as concrete, steel, etc., would employ all reasonable energy conservation practices in the interest
in minimizing the cost of doing business.

As indicated in Table 171-1, the Project’s fuel consumption from construction would be approximately
54,378 gallons, which would increase fuel use in the County by 0.0001 percent. As such, construction
would have a nominal effect on the local and regional energy supplies. It is noted that construction
fuel use is temporary and would cease upon completion of construction activities. There are no
unusual Project characteristics that would necessitate the use of construction equipment that would
be less energy-efficient than at comparable construction sites in the region or State. Therefore,
construction fuel consumption would not be any more inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary than other
similar development projects of this nature. As such, a less than significant impact would occur in this
regard.

Operational Energy Consumption

Transportation Energy Demand

Pursuant to the Federal Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 1975, the National Highway Traffic
and Safety Administration (INTSA) is responsible for establishing additional vehicle standards and for
revising existing standards. Compliance with Federal fuel economy standards is not determined for
each individual vehicle model. Rather, compliance is determined based on each manufacturer’s
average fuel economy for the portion of their vehicles produced for sale in the United States. Tuble
IVI-1 provides an estimate of the daily fuel consumed by vehicles traveling to and from the Site. As
indicated in Table 171-1, Project operations is estimated to consume approximately 131,580 gallons of
fuel per year, which would increase the Los Angeles County’s automotive fuel consumption by 0.003
percent. The Project would not result in any unusual characteristics that would result in excessive
operational fuel consumption. Fuel consumption associated with Project-related vehicle trips would
not be considered inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary in comparison to other similar developments
in the region. As such, a less than significant impact would occur in this regard.

Electricity Demand

The Project would consume energy for intetior and extetior lighting, heating/ventilation and air
conditioning (HVAC), refrigeration, electronics systems, appliances, and security systems, among
other things. The Project would be required to comply with Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency
Standards, which provide minimum efficiency standards related to various building features, including
appliances, water and space heating and cooling equipment, building insulation and roofing, and
lighting. Implementation of the Title 24 standards significantly reduces energy usage. Furthermore,
the electricity provider, Southern California Edison (SCE), is subject to California’s Renewables
Portfolio Standard (RPS). The RPS requires investor-owned utilities, electric service providers, and
community choice aggregators to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to
33 percent of total procurement by 2020 and to 50 percent of total procurement by 2030. Renewable
energy is generally defined as energy that comes from resources, which are naturally replenished within
a human timescale such as sunlight, wind, tides, waves, and geothermal heat. The increase in reliance
of such energy resources further ensures projects would not result in the waste of the finite energy
resources. In accordance with the 2019 Title 24 standards, the project would be required to provide
solar panels which would reduce the Project’s electricity consumption even further. As indicated in
Table 171-1, operational energy consumption would represent an approximate 0.001 percent increase
in electricity consumption over the current Countywide usage. Therefore, the Project would not result
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in the inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of building energy, and impacts in this regard
would be less than significant.

As indicated in Table 171-1, operational energy consumption would represent an approximate 0.001
percent increase in electricity consumption and a 0.001 percent increase in natural gas consumption
over the current Countywide usage. The Project would adhere to all Federal, State, and local
requirements for energy efficiency, including the Title 24 standards. Additionally, the Project would
not result in a substantial increase in demand or transmission service, resulting in the need for new or
expanded sources of energy supply or new or expanded energy delivery systems or infrastructure. The
Project would not result in the inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of building energy.
As such, a less than significant impact would occur in this regard.

b)  Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

As previously discussed in the City of Palmdale Energy Action Plan - Consistency Analysis in Section B.IIL,
Project Characteristics, the Project would comply with the goals and measures identified in the City
of Palmdale’s adopted EAP. The EAP contains energy efficient goals and measures in the realms of
water, transportation, land use, and solid waste. Further, the Project would be required to comply with
all Title 24 and CALGtreen standards. Compliance with Title 24 and CALGreen standards would
ensure the Project incorporates energy efficient windows, insulation, lighting, ventilation systems, as
well as water efficient fixtures and electric vehicles charging infrastructure. Additionally, the project
would be required to construct solar panels at all residences that are built post-2020 to comply with
the 2019 Title 24 standards, which mandate photovoltaic systems in newly constructed residential
buildings (resulting in approximately 53 percent less energy usage than residential buildings
constructed under the 2016 standards). Adherence to the Title 24 energy requirements will ensure
conformance with the State’s goal of promoting energy and lighting efficiency, and the City of
Palmdale’s EAP. Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant impacts associated with
renewable energy or energy efficiency plans.

VIl. Geology and Soils

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant |Impact with Mitigation| Significant No

Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact
GEOLOGY AND SOILS:
Would the project:
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as O O O

delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.
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Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant |Impact with Mitigation| Significant| No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact
i) Strong seismic ground shaking? ] O] ]
iif) Seismic-related  ground  failure, including ] O] ]
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides? O [ 0

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of O O] |
topsoil?

¢) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, O ] O]
or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction
or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18- ] O] O
1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the ] ] ]
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water
disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of waste water?

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique O O O
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

Discussion

The following analysis is based upon the Phase I Environmental Assessment (ESA) prepared for the
Project by Partner Engineering and Science, Inc. (2018); refer to Appendix C, and upon the Phase I
Cultural Resource Survey prepared for the Project by Hudlow Cultural Resource Associates (May
2018).

The Project site is located in the Antelope Valley which is situated within the western portion of the
Mojave Desert Geomorphic Province of California. The Antelope Valley is bounded on the southwest
by the Portal Ridge, on the east by the Mojave Desert and on the north by the Rosamond Hills.

The San Andreas Fault trends northwest-southeast along Portal Ridge and through Palmdale Lake,
forming the southern boundary of the valley. The Antelope Valley is a relatively flat alluvial plain
surrounded by low residual bedrock peaks, ridges, and rounded domes reduced by erosion. The valley
is underlain by unconsolidated alluvial fill, up to 2,000 feet thick.

According to the Phase I ESA, based on information obtained from the USDA Natural Resources
Conservation Service Web Soil Survey online database, the subject property is mapped as Greenfield
sandy loam; refer to Appendix C. The Greentfield series consists of deep, well-drained, permeable soils
that formed from alluvium derived from granitic rock. These soils are located on alluvial fans and
terraces. Slopes range from 2 to 9 percent.
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a)i] Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault,
as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by
the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

As stated above, the San Andreas Fault forms the southern boundary of Antelope Valley. Exhibit S-
3, Earthquake Fault Zones, of the General Plan Safety Element, identifies the relative location of
earthquake faults and Alquist-Priolo Fault Zones that affect the City. According to the map, the
Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone. As such, the Project would not expose
people or structures to rupture of a known earthquake fault as delineated on the current Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. Impacts would be less than significant.

a)ii) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

As stated above in Response VII-a) i), the Project site is not within an earthquake fault zone. The
Project site lies approximately 1.4 miles to the north of the San Andreas Fault zone. According to the
City’s General Plan EIR (1993), major fault zones affecting the City of Palmdale include the San
Andreas, Sierra Madre-San Fernando, Garlock, Owens Valley, and White Wolf Faults.

In accordance with the California Building Code (CBC) (California Code of Regulations, Title 24),
seismic structure design requirements will be based on the Seismic Design Category (SDC) for the
proposed structures which is based on the construction type and occupancy category for the structure
and on the level of expected soil modified seismic ground motion. The majority of structures in
Palmdale would have an SDC of D (high seismic vulnerability) or E (very high seismic vulnerability
and near a major fault) based on the proximity of the City to the San Andreas Fault and soil types
throughout the City.

Although the Project site may experience ground shaking during a seismic event, the site is not located
within an earthquake fault zone according to the current Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone Map. The
proposed development would be required to comply with applicable General Plan policies related to
geologic safety and CBC design requirements in order to prevent potential structural damage
anticipated during seismic events. Conformance with seismic design requirements specified by the
CBC would reduce potential impacts due to seismic ground shaking to a less than significant level.

a)iii) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Liquefaction potential is generally determined based upon soil type and distance to groundwater. The
highest potential for liquefaction occurs in saturated, loosely consolidated sands and silts below the
water table when the water table is within approximately 50 feet of the surface.
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According to the Phase I ESA (Partner 2018), information specific to the subject property regarding
the depth to groundwater and direction of groundwater flow was not available for the subject area.
However, according to groundwater measurement data obtained from the USGS Groundwater Watch
website for a nearby well (Well No. 343932118144001), groundwater in the vicinity of the subject
property is inferred to be approximately 225 feet below ground surface (bgs). Therefore, the site is
considered to have a low potential for liquefaction to occur.

As stated above, the Project would be required to comply with applicable General Plan policies related
to geologic safety and CBC design requirements in order to minimize potential adverse effects relative
to liquefaction. With conformance to such requirements, Project impacts would be reduced to less
than significant.

a)iv) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?

Determination: No Impact

Exhibit S-9, Slope Categorties, of the City’s General Plan EIR (1993) indicates that the site is not located
within an area having steep slopes that may be subject to potential slope failure. Due to the low
topographic relief to be created by Project grading, the potential for earthquake-induced landslides is
considered to be low. Further, adjacent properties are relatively flat and are not susceptible to
landslides because there are no slopes that have sufficient height or slope ratio that would cause a
landslide to occur. Therefore, no impact would occur.

b)  Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Soil erosion is most prevalent in unconsolidated alluvium and surficial soils and in areas that have
slopes. Erosive soils are generally found in areas of steep slope where runoff velocity is greater and
vegetative cover is lower. Exhibit S-11, Soil Erosion Potential, of the City’s General Plan EIR (1993)
indicates the Project site is located in an area having a Moderate potential for erosive soils to be
present.

Grading and trenching during the construction phase of the Project would displace soils and
temporarily increase the potential for soils to be subject to wind and water erosion. The Project
applicant would be required to meet City grading standards and to prepare a Temporary Erosion
Control Plan, signed by a registered civil engineer. Further, the applicant would prepare a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in accordance with General Permit Order No. 99-08-DWQ for
approval by the City prior to grading. These plans identify the specific Best Management Practices
(BMPs) that would be implemented by the Project applicant to prevent erosion, minimize siltation
from impacting downstream water bodies, and protect water quality. With implementation of the
above standards, impacts related to soil erosion would be less than significant.
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c¢) Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Lateral spreading is a phenomenon in which large blocks of intact, non-liquefied soil move down slope
on a liquefied soil layer. Lateral spreading is often a regional event. For lateral spreading to occur, the
liquefiable soil zone must be unconstrained laterally and free to move along sloping ground.

As shown on Exhibit 3-7, Subsidence, of the City’s General Plan EIR (1993), the Project site has a low
to moderate potential for subsidence to occur. Further, as the Project site has a low potential for
liquefaction, the potential for lateral spreading at the site is also considered to be low. The potential
for landslides, ground lurching, and shallow ground rupture are also considered to be unlikely. Refer
also to Responses VII-a)ii) through VII-a)iv). As stated above, the Project would be required to
comply with applicable General Plan policies related to geologic safety and CBC design requirements
in order to minimize potential adverse effects relative to unstable soils. With conformance to such
requirements, Project impacts would be reduced to less than significant.

d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Expansive soils are those that undergo volume changes as moisture content fluctuates, swelling
substantially when wet or shrinking when dry. Soil expansion can damage structures by cracking
foundations, causing settlement and distorting structural elements.

Exhibit S-10, Soil Expansion Potential, of the City’s General Plan EIR (1993) indicates the Project site
and surrounding lands are located in an area with low potential for expansive soils to occur. As noted
under Response VII-a) ii) above, the Project would be subject to conformance to design requirements
of the CBC, which outlines design elements to address expansive soils. With implementation of
relevant CBC and site design measures, impacts would be less than significant.

e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks
or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

Determination: No Impact

The Project does not include the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. Public
wastewater service for the Project would be provided by the Palmdale Sewer Maintenance District
(PSMD) which owns, maintains and operates the City’s Wastewater Collection System. Therefore, no
impact would occur in this regard.
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f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

Paleontological resources are the preserved fossilized remains of plants and animals. Fossils and traces
of fossils are preserved in sedimentary rock units, particularly fine- to medium-grained marine, lake,
and stream deposits, such as limestone, siltstone, sandstone, or shale, and in ancient soils (paleosols).
Such resources are also found in coarse-grained sediments, such as conglomerates or coarse alluvium
sediments. Fossils are rarely preserved in igneous or metamorphic rock units. Fossils may occur
throughout a sedimentary unit and are more likely to be preserved subsurface, where they have not
been damaged or destroyed by previous ground disturbance, amateur collecting, or natural causes such
as erosion. In contrast, archaeological and historic resources are often recognized by surface evidence
of their presence.

According to Exhibit ER-8, Paleontological Sensitivity Map, (page ER-65) of the General Plan, the
potential for the presence of paleontological resources on the Project site is identified as being
Undetermined. All lands bordering the site are also identified as having an Undetermined potential.
Lands further to the south are identified as having a Low potential for paleontological resources. No
lands having a High potential for paleontological resources are located within proximity to the site.

In the event that ground-disturbing activities unearth a paleontological resource, work would be halted
in the area until a qualified paleontologist can assess the significance of the find. To ensure the
preservation of any significant or unique paleontological resources, Mitigation Measure GEO-1
would be implemented to require that a paleontological monitor be consulted. Impacts would be less
than significant with mitigation incorporated.

Mitigation Measure:

GEO-1 In the event that paleontological resources are encountered, all work shall stop at the
discovery site. At that time, a qualified paleontological monitor shall be consulted to
evaluate the find. Construction activities shall be temporarily redirected to another
location on site so that the monitor can quickly recover any specimens encountered
during excavation. All fossils/specimens collected during this work shall be deposited
in a City-approved museum repository for curation and storage.

Monitoring/ Enforcement: City of Palmdale Planning Division

Timing/ Lmplementation: During Project grading and construction
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VIIl. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant |Impact with Mitigation| Significant| No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS:
Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly ] O] ]
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on
the environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation O | O
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions
of greenhouse gases?

Discussion

The following analysis is based upon the Air Quality Study prepared for the Project by M.S. Hatch
Consulting, LLC (August 2018); refer to Appendix A.

Regulatory
Cdlifornia Air Resource Board Significance Thresholds

The California Legislature enacted Assembly Bill (AB 32), the California Global Warming Solutions
Act of 2006, which was signed on September 27, 20006, to further the goals of Executive Order S-3-
05 (Health and Safety Code, S38500 et seq.). AB 32 required the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) to adopt statewide greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions limits to achieve statewide GHG
emissions levels. AB 32 set the goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The 2077
Climate Change Scoping Plan, approved unanimously by CARB, sets the State on a course to reduce
climate-changing gases an additional 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 under AB 32. This requires
California to double the rate at which it has been cutting climate-changing gases.

To meet the 1990 target established by AB 32, CARB recommends a de minimis (minimal importance)
emission threshold of 0.1 million metric tons (MMT) annual [100,000 metric tons (MT) per year]
COzeq (CO:; equivalent) per transportation source category. Source categories whose total aggregated
emissions are below this level are not proposed for emission reduction requirements in the 2077
Climate Change Scoping Plan but may contribute toward the target via other means. As each regulation
to implement the 2077 Climate Change Scoping Plan is developed, CARB and other agencies will consider
more specific de minimis levels below which the regulatory requirements would not apply. These
levels will consider the cost to comply, especially for small businesses, and other factors. Until
approved thresholds and guidelines are adopted at the local and regional level, the proposed de
minimis threshold of 100,000 MT CO:EQ per year for transportation sources will be utilized for
transportation sources.

Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District Greenhouse Gases Thresholds of Significance

The Project site lies within the boundaries of the Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District
(AVAQMD). The AVAQMD has developed significance thresholds, as identified in the A1 .AQOMD
CEQA & Conformity Guidelines, for greenhouse gases (CO.e) for both daily and annual levels; refer to
Table V1I-1, AV AQMD Greenhouse Gases Thresholds of Significance.
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Table VIiI-1 AVAQMD Greenhouse Gases Thresholds of Significance
Criteria Pollutant Annual Threshold (tons/year) Daily Threshold (Ibs/day)
Greenhouse Gases (CO2¢) 100,000 548,000

The AVAQMD’s annual threshold of 100,000 tons per year is based upon the imperial measurement
system, where the CARB recommended de minimis threshold of 100,000 MT is based upon the metric
measurement system. The AVAQMD’s annual threshold is approximately 9 percent more stringent
than CARB’s recommended de minimis threshold. For the Project, the 100,000 tons per year
AVAQMD screening threshold was used as the significance threshold, in addition to the qualitative
thresholds of significance identified in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines.

a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that
may have a significant impact on the environment?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

California is a substantial contributor of global GHGs, emitting an estimated 429.4 MMTCO:zeq in
the year 2016 (CalEPA 2018). Climate studies indicate California is likely to see an increase of three
to four degrees Fahrenheit (°F) over the next century. Methane (CHy) is also an important GHG that
potentially contributes to global climate change. GHGs are global in their effect, which is to increase
the earth’s ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere. As primary GHGs have a long lifetime in the
atmosphere, accumulate over time, and are generally well-mixed, their impact on the atmosphere is
mostly independent of the point of emission.

Project-related GHG emissions would include emissions from both direct and indirect sources. The
Project would result in direct and indirect emissions of CO,, nitrous oxide (N2O), and CHa. The
Project would not result in other GHGs that would facilitate a meaningful analysis. Therefore, analysis
is focused on these three forms of GHG emissions.

Direct Project-related GHG emissions would include emissions from construction activities, area
sources, and mobile sources, while indirect sources would include emissions from electricity
consumption, water demand, and solid waste generation. Emissions from construction activities
would be generated during site preparation, grading, paving, building construction and the application
of architectural coatings. Operational emissions consist of area sources (e.g., re-applying architectural
coatings, consumer products, fireplaces, and landscaping equipment), energy use (e.g., electricity and
natural gas), mobile sources (e.g., commuting), solid waste disposal, and water and wastewater use
(e.g., supplying and treating water and wastewater). Project GHG emissions were calculated using the
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2016.3.2.

Construction Impacts

Total CO; emissions for Project construction activities are presented in Table V'11I-2, Total Unmitigated
Construction CO; Emissions.
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Table VIiI-2 Total Unmitigated Construction CO2 Emissions

Activity Annual Emissions (metric tons/year)
CO; CHs4 N20 COzeq

Year 1 Construction Emissions (2019) 427.2 0.1 N/A 430
Year 2 Construction Emissions (2020) 850 0.1 N/A 852
Year 3 Construction Emissions (2021) 74.3 0.02 N/A 75
Maximum 850 0.1 N/A 852
Significance Threshold 100,000
Threshold Exceeded? No

Source: Air Quality Study, prepared by M.S. Hatch Consulting, LLC. August 2018. Refer to Appendix A.

The unmitigated construction CO, emissions for the Project would be well below the AVAQMD’s
significance threshold of 100,000 imperial tons per year for COzeq.” Therefore, the Project would not
considerably contribute to significant cumulative impacts associated with global climate change due
to GHG emissions or interfere with California’s ability to achieve its GHG reduction goals. Impacts
would be less than significant.

Operational Impacts

Total annual unmitigated operational CO; emissions generated by the Project are provided in Tuble
V-3, Total Unmitigated Operational CO; Emissions. Estimated CO, emissions from Project operations
were based on development of the site as proposed and with mitigation incorporated.

Table VIII-3 Total Unmitigated Operational CO2 Emissions

Activity Annual Emissions (metric tons/year)

CO: CHs4 N20 CO2eq
Area Sources 68.8 2.31 1.24 69.2
Energy 351 0.01 4.23 352.6
Mobile 1,018 0.04 N/A 1,018.8
Waste 20.5 1.21 N/A 50.7
Water 37.6 0.18 4.62 435
Total Emissions 1,495.6 1.45 0.01 1,534.8
Significance Threshold 100,000
Threshold Exceeded? No

Source: Air Quality Study, prepared by M.S. Hatch Consulting, LLC. August 2018. Refer to Appendix A.

As shown, unmitigated operational CO, emissions for the Project would be below the AVAQMD’s
significance threshold of 100,000 imperial tons per year for COzeq. Therefore, the Project would not
considerably contribute to significant cumulative impacts associated with global climate change due

2 Fquivalent
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to GHG emissions or interfere with California’s ability to achieve its GHG reduction goals. Impacts
would be less than significant.

b)  Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The City of Palmdale General Plan Land Use Element contains goals and policies to encourage and
promote responsible land use for development. Further, the Circulation FElement identifies the goal
to “encourage use of non-vehicular transportation throughout the Planning Area,” thereby reducing
vehicle dependence and contributing to the overall goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions (City
of Palmdale 1993). Additionally, the City adopted its Energy Action Plan in August 2011 which identifies
goals and policies aimed at maintaining local air quality and reducing the local contribution of airborne
pollutants to the community, while providing a framework for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and
managing resources to best prepare for a changing climate. The primary goal of the Energy Action Plan
“is to identify how the city will use energy efficiency and impendence strategies to achieve its GHG
emission reduction target of 15 percent by the year 2020 consistent with the State’s overall target to
reduce GHG emissions statewide to 1990 levels by 2020” (City of Palmdale 2011). The Energy Action
Plan identifies the following goals, with measures identified for each goal, to achieve a 15 percent
reduction to 806,019 MTCOse/year from the 2005 baseline level of 948,258 MTCOze/year by 2020.
The project is consistent with the following Goals as stated in Section B.II1, Project Characteristics,
in the City of Palmdale Energy Action Plan Consistency Analysis:

® Goal 1: Reduce energy demand through energy conservation and efficiency.
®  Goal 2: Reduce water consumption for energy conservation.
=  Goal 3: Promote renewable energy generation and use.

® Goal 4: Reduce transportation emissions through alternative vehicles, trip reduction and
consolidation, and efficient flow.

*  Goal 5: Implement smart land use to reduce vehicular trips.
* Goal 6: Reduce waste.
®  Goal 7: Support the “buy-local” movement.

The Energy Action Plan identifies key energy efficiency targets and associated goals, policies, and actions
for community and municipal activities. The analysis above in Response VIII-a) demonstrates that the
Project’s potential GHG emissions would be substantially below the significance threshold of 100,000
imperial tons per year for COzeq recommended by AVAQMD, which was established in conjunction
with the mandates of AB 32, the Global Warming Solution Act. Therefore, the Project would not
conflict with an adopted plan, policy, or regulation pertaining to GHGs, and impacts would be less
than significant in this regard.
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IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than Significant
Impact with Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS:
Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials?

O

O

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard or
excessive noise for people residing or working in the
project area?

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or
indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires?

Discussion

The following analysis is based upon the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared for
the Project by Partner Engineering and Science, Inc. (July 2018); refer to Appendix C.
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a) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials can result in hazards to the public
through the potential for accidental release. Such hazards are typically associated with certain types of
land uses, such as chemical manufacturing facilities, industrial processes, waste disposal, and storage
and distribution facilities. Construction of the Project may result in temporary hazards related to
transport and use of hazardous materials, including those used for construction vehicle use and
maintenance (i.e., diesel fuel, motor oil, etc.). Once operational, the Project would not result in the
routine transport or use of hazardous materials, due to the residential nature of the uses proposed.
Project operations would be expected to involve the use of minimal quantities, if any, of hazardous
materials (e.g., pesticides/fertilizers for landscaping, fuels for maintenance vehicles and equipment,
household cleaning products) and would not generate hazardous waste.

Therefore, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Impacts would be less than significant.

b) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

Refer to Response IX-a), above. A recognized environmental condition (REC) refers to the presence
ot likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or at a property: due to
release to the environment; under conditions indicative of a release to the environment; or under
conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to the environment.

A Phase I ESA was prepared for the Project (Partner 2018) to assess the potential for hazards or
hazardous conditions to occur as the result of Project development (refer to Appendix C). The Phase
I ESA did not identify any past or present uses onsite or on adjacent properties that are considered to
be RECs.

The subject property was utilized for agricultural purposes from at least 1953 until at least 1974. It is
unknown if environmentally persistent pesticides and/or herbicides were historically applied to the
crops grown on the subject property. Based on available data on similar agricultural properties, the
Phase I ESA concluded that there is a low potential for soil contamination at concentrations in excess
of regulatory thresholds as a result of the past use of persistent pesticides/herbicides from normal
crop application. Further, the accumulation of persistent pesticides/hetbicides in soils at
concentrations in excess of regulatory thresholds is more commonly associated with the cultivation of
orchards over prolonged periods of time, or in areas where repeated mixing and rinsing of chemical
application equipment may have occurred. The former orchards appear to have only been present on
the site for approximately 21 years, and no evidence of former onsite structures that would indicate
bulk storage or mixing activities was identified in historical aerial photographs. Furthermore, no
specific areas of concern related to onsite agricultural chemical storage and usage (spills, releases, etc.)
were identified as part of the Phase I ESA. Based on these factors, the potential for elevated
concentrations of environmentally persistent pesticides/herbicides to exist in the near-surface soils on
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the subject property, which would require regulatory action, was determined to be low. However, to
ensure that onsite soils have not been contaminated by the former agricultural activities onsite, it is
recommended that subsurface soils testing be conducted. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 would be
implemented to reduce potential impacts from the exposure to potentially hazardous materials or
substances to less than significant.

During the short-term grading period, there is the possibility of accidental release of hazardous
substances such as spilling of petroleum-based fuels used for construction equipment. The level of
risk associated with the accidental release of hazardous substances is not considered significant due to
the small volume and low concentration of hazardous materials utilized during construction. During
construction of the Project, contractors would be required to use standard construction controls and
safety procedures that would avoid and minimize the potential for accidental release of hazardous
substances into the environment. Standard construction practices must be observed such that any
hazardous materials released are appropriately contained and remediated as required by local, State,
and federal law. Conformance with these standards would reduce impacts to less than significant
levels. Furthermore, once operational the Project does not propose the use or generation of hazardous
materials.

Project implementation would have the potential to create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through upset or accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials.
Impacts would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

Mitigation Measures:

HAZ-1 Prior to Project excavation or grading activities, a limited subsurface investigation shall
be conducted to assess the presence or absence of environmentally persistent
agricultural chemicals within near surface soils at the subject property as a result of
historical agticultural uses. All soils testing and treatment/remediation activities (if
determined to be required) shall be conducted in accordance with applicable local,
State, and federal standards and protocols, as appropriate.

Monitoring/ Enforcement: City of Palmdale Planning Division
Timing/ Implementation: Prior to Project excavation or grading

c¢) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The nearest school is Joe Walker Jr. Middle School, located approximately one mile to the northeast.
As stated, the Project would involve limited use of hazardous materials including gasoline for vehicle
operation, and other limited chemicals for standard operations such as herbicides/pesticides, cleaning
products and other materials. The production of hazardous materials would not occur in Project
operations, due to the nature of the residential uses proposed. Further, the Project would not emit
hazardous emissions, handle hazardous materials, substances or waste in sufficient quantities that
could result in a significant impact to the environment. Due to the distance and the minimal amount
of hazardous materials and emissions related to Project operations, it is not anticipated that the nearby
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school would be within range of any potential hazardous exposure. Further, as stated in Response I1X-
a), implementation of the Project would not involve the routine use of hazardous materials. Impacts
would be less than significant.

d) Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

Determination: No Impact

Refer to Response IX-b), above. Additionally, the Project site is not included on a list of hazardous
material sites identified by Government Code Section 65962.5. According to the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor database (accessed on August 24, 2018), no hazardous
materials sites are located on or near the Project site. Impacts in this regard would be less than
significant.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result
in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?

Determination: No Impact

The closest airport to the project site is the Palmdale Regional Airport, located approximately 8.7 miles
to the southeast. The Project site is not located within the boundaries of the airport’s adopted Air
Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ). Therefore, the site does not lie within the airport’s
planning boundary/airport influence area or any Compatibility Zones identified in the ACLUP. The
Project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area. No
impact would occur.

f) Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Determination: Iess Than Significant Impact

Implementation of the Project is not expected to cause significant impacts on emergency response
plans or emergency evacuation plans. The Project would be designed, constructed, and maintained in
accordance with applicable City design standards for vehicular access and provision of means of
evacuation. Construction activities that may temporarily restrict vehicular circulation in the area would
be required to implement adequate and appropriate measures to facilitate the passage of persons and
vehicles through/around any required road closures. Adherence to these measures would reduce
potential impacts related to this issue to a less than significant level.

g) Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The Project site is not located within a wildfire hazard zone as specified by the City of Palmdale General
Plan Satety Element (Exhibit S-16, Wildfire Hazard Zones). The Project would be developed in a
relatively urban and developed setting within the City, although some vacant lands are present in the
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site vicinity. Adjacent properties to the north and south of the site are developed and support existing
residential uses, with other residential development within close proximity to the west and east of the
site. The Project would result in construction of 86 new residential units and would be required to
meet all applicable building and fire code requirements. City review and approval of project design
plans, as well as building inspection conducted by City building officials, would be required prior to
occupancy of the development to ensure that any required design measures have been implemented
with regard to reducing the potential for fire events to occur. Project conformance to the objectives,
goals and policies identified in the General Plan (Safety Element) aimed at reducing the potential risk
of wildfire and the resulting damage that may occur would also further reduce the potential for the
project to expose people or structures to significant risk of wildland fires. Impacts with regard to loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires would be less than significant.

X. Hydrology and Water Quality

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant (Impact with Mitigation| Significant| No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY:

Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste O O O
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or ground water quality?

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or O O O
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner
which would:

i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or ] ] O
off-site?
ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of ] ] O

surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site?

iii) create or contribute runoff water which would O ] O]
exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoft?

iv) impede or redirect flood flows? O OJ ]
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk ] O O
release of pollutants due to project inundation?
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water ] ] ]

quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?
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Discussion

a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements
or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Water quality impacts from short-term construction operations would consist of the discharge of
pollutants, including primarily sediment from grading operations, as well as oil and grease from
equipment, trash from worker and construction activities, heavy metals, pathogens, and other
substances. Discharge of these pollutants into waters of the United States and are regulated by the
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).

The SWRCB has adopted General Permit No. CAS000002 - Waste Discharge Requirements for
Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated with Construction Activity (General Permit) for
California that applies to most construction-related storm water discharges within California. The
General Permit requires that projects disturbing greater than one acre develop and implement a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that specifies Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
prevent all construction pollutants from contacting storm water and with the intent of keeping all
products of erosion from moving offsite into receiving waters. As the Project site is approximately
40.6 acres in size, the Project would be subject to the provisions of the National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit and would be required to submit a SWPPP to the State
Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (Regional Board). Compliance with such measures
would reduce construction-related impacts on water quality to less than significant.

Post-construction, development is not anticipated to result in significant impacts to water quality or
waste discharge requirements. Project design would ensure that storm water discharges from the site
are no greater in volume or velocity than under current undeveloped conditions and that runoff leaving
the site complies with all applicable water quality standards.

The Project would be required to obtain approval of a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP)
from the City’s Public Works department. The WQMP would identify BMPs (including design criteria
for treatment control) for the management of urban storm water runoff relative to the rate, amount,
and quality of water leaving a property. By addressing site design, source control, and treatment control
BMPs on a project-specific and/or sub-regional or regional basis, the WQMP is intended to ensure
that the cumulative, regional impact of urban storm water runoff is properly managed. The WQMP
would be incorporated by reference or attached to the Project's SWPPP as the Post-Construction
Management Plan. Further, the Project would be required to comply with the mandatory requirements
of the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) to control and reduce the potential
for water quality impacts to occur. Project conformance with the requirements of the NPDES permit,
SWPPP, and WQMP would be required prior to, duting, and/or after construction. As such, potential
impacts relative to water quality would be reduced to a less than significant level.
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b)  Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Water service for the Project site would be provided by the Palmdale Water District (PWD). The
PWD receives water from a variety of sources, including a number of groundwater basins, the surface
water from the Littlerock Reservoir, and imported water from the State Water Project (PWD 2010).
According to Table 3-1, Summary of Current and Projected Water Supplies (AF), of the PWD Urban
Water Management Plan, the PWD has an approximate annual water supply of 17,600 acre-feet.
According to Table 2-2, Historical Water Deliveries (AF), of the PWD Urban Water Management Plan,
PWD delivers approximately 14,723 acre-feet of water to its customers (PWD 2015).

The Project applicant would be required to obtain a “will serve” letter from PWD prior to construction
of the Project. The provision of a “will serve” letter from PWD, as well as payment of water
connection fees and ongoing user fees, would ensure that the Project does not substantially interfere
with the PWD’s ability to provide water service within its service boundaries and that impacts on
water supplies are less than significant. Furthermore, the site is generally located within a developed
area, with the exception of parcels immediately to the west and northeast and is not utilized for
groundwater recharge. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.

c)i) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition
of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The Project site does not support any natural drainage features, streams, or rivers. An old ephemeral
wash system is present onsite that preceded construction of the surrounding residential areas.
However, it has been severed from the headwaters and appears to only receive run off and storm
water flow from the surrounding streets and onsite rainfall. A large detention basin also exists adjacent
to the northeastern corner of the Project site (refer to Exbibit 2, Aerial Photograph).

The Project would provide standard erosion sediment control measures that would protect against
erosion, including installation of groundcover (e.g., landscaping as required) and other BMPs such as
use of gravel bags to allow for sediment retention. Further, the Project would be required to comply
with the mandatory requirements of the NPDES to control and reduce the potential for siltation to
occur. Therefore, impacts in this regard would be less than significant.
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c)ii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition
of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The Project site does not support any natural drainage features, streams, or rivers. The Project would
be required to adhere to the City’s grading regulations that would ensure positive drainage toward
existing drainages (offsite) and avoid ponding of water or damage to adjacent properties from runoff.
The Project as designed would not generate storm water runoff that would exceed the capacity of the
storm water drainage system and would not provide a substantial additional source of polluted runoff.
The Project would also be required to comply with the mandatory requirements of the NPDES to
control siltation. As designed, the Project would not induce flooding on- or offsite. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant in this regard.

c)iii) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition
of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Refer also to Responses X-a) and X-c)i and c)ii above. The Project is not anticipated to substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area in a manner that would create or contribute runoff
water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems The Project
would adhere to the City’s grading regulations which would ensure positive drainage toward existing
drainages, maintain water infiltration through pervious surfaces, and control and treat storm water
flows via proposed storm water infrastructure improvements. Runoff water from the site is expected
to be minimal and controlled by compliance with the City’s grading regulations, which would ensure
maximum protection against substantial polluted runoff. Impacts are considered to be less than
significant.

c)iv) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition
of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would impede or redirect flood flows?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Refer to Response X-c)iii, above. The Project would be required to adhere to the City’s grading
regulations that would ensure positive drainage toward existing drainages (offsite) and avoid ponding
of water or damage to adjacent properties from runoff. The Project as designed would not generate
storm water runoff that would provide a substantial additional source of runoff or substantially alter
the existing drainage pattern of the site in a manner that would impede or redirect flood flows. Impacts
would be less than significant in this regard.
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d) Would the project in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due
to project inundation?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Refer to Responses X-c)ii and X-c)iv, above. The Project site is not located in a flood hazard zone
and would not create conditions that would increase the potential for onsite or offsite flooding to
occur. The Project site is located approximately 45 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean and is not at
risk of hazard from tsunami events. The closest large body of water to the site is Lake Palmdale,
located approximately 9.3 miles to the southeast. Therefore, the possibility of a seiche impacting the
Project area is considered to be remote. As such, impacts resulting from the risk of release of pollutants
due to Project inundation due to location within a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zone are considered
less than significant.

e) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan
or sustainable groundwater management plan?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Refer to Responses X-a) and X-b), above. The Project would be subject to the provisions of the
NPDES General Permit and would be required to submit a SWPPP to the Regional Board to reduce
Project-related impacts on water quality. Further, the Project would be required to obtain approval of
a WQMP from the City for the management of urban storm water runoff relative to the rate, amount,
and quality of water leaving the property. By addressing BMPs on a project-specific and/or sub-
regional or regional basis, the WQMP would ensure that impacts of urban storm water runoff are
properly managed. Additionally, provision of a “will serve” letter from PWD, as well as payment of
water connection fees and ongoing user fees, would ensure that the Project does not substantially
interfere with the PWD’s ability to provide water service within its service boundaries and that impacts
on water supplies are not significant. Further, the Project site is in an urban area and is not utilized for
groundwater management or recharge.

Therefore, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. Impacts would be less than significant.

Xl. Land Use and Planning

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant (Impact with Mitigation| Significant| No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact

LAND USE AND PLANNING:

Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? O O O
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a ] ] ]

conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
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Discussion
a) Would the project physically divide an established community?

Determination: No Impact

The Project site is located within a relatively urbanized area in the City of Palmdale. The site is generally
surrounded by developed and/or disturbed lands, with the exception of vacant land adjacent to the
west and northeast. Adjacent to the north and south of the site are existing single-family residential
uses. The California Aqueduct is located within proximity of the site to the south. Refer to Exbzbit 2,
Aerial Photograph.

The Project proposes construction of 86 new single-family residential units, supporting infrastructure,
landscaping, and interior circulation roads, as well as offsite roadway improvements. The Project
includes a planned interior roadway circulation system that would extend through the site and is
designed to provide efficient internal circulation, driveway access, and linkages to the existing
neighborhoods north and south of the site to enhance connectivity and access between the
developments. The Project also proposes improvements to 65th Street West and 70th Street West
along the Project frontage that would include access. At the existing neighborhood north of the
Project, interior Project roadway linkages would connect proposed Street B to existing Bonita Drive;
proposed Street E to existing Montana Drive; and proposed 67th Street West to existing 67th Street
West. At the existing neighborhood south of the Project, interior project roadway linkages would
connect proposed Oak Barrell Court to existing Oak Barrell Court; proposed 67th Street West to
existing 67th Street West; and proposed Chianti Court to existing Chianti Court.

The Project site is zoned Single-Family Residential (R-1-13,000) and has a General Plan land use
designation of Single-Family Residential (SFR-2). Development as proposed would be consistent with
the existing zone classification and General Plan designation. The change from vacant land to
residential use would not cause a physical division within the community, and instead, would be
consistent with development on surrounding lands. Additionally, the Project does not propose the
construction of any new roadways that could create a physical barrier or restrict existing circulation
patterns. Rather, proposed improvements to 70th Street West and 65th Street West would improve
area circulation and access to/from the Project site and along the roadways within the vicinity of the
site (e.g., provision of additional travel lanes) thereby enhancing circulation. Therefore, the Project
would not physically divide an established community. No impact would occur.

b) Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any
land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

Determination: No Impact

Development as proposed would be consistent with that allowed under the existing General Plan land
use designation (Single-Family Residential, SFR-2) and zoning (Single-Family Residential; R-1-13,000)
and is consistent with future use of the property as envisioned by the City of Palmdale. No sensitive
plants or wildlife resources have been identified on the site, and the property is not located within the
boundaries of any Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or State Habitat Conservation Plan. Additionally, the site does not lie within
the boundaries of a local coastal program due to its inland location.
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The Project is subject to applicable provisions of the City’s General Plan, 1.and Use Element, and
Municipal Code and has been designed consistent with zoning regulations for adequate building
setbacks, landscaping requirements, and building placement as illustrated on TTM 81337 (refer to
Exhibit 3, Tentative Tract Map, to ensure overall compatibility with existing residential uses and other
development within the surrounding area. The Project would not conflict with an applicable land use
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
No impact would occur.

Xll. Mineral Resources

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant (Impact with Mitigation| Significant| No

Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact
MINERAL RESOURCES:
Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral ] ] ]

resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally- O O O
important mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

Discussion

a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would
be of value to the region and the residents of the state?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The California State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) has establishes Mineral Resources Zones
(MRZs) to designate lands that contain mineral deposits. Accordingly, the MRZ classification system

is used to evaluate an area’s mineral resources pursuant to the California Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act (SMARA). The classifications used by the SMGB to define MRZs are as follows:

=  MRZ-1: Areas where the available geologic information indicates no significant likelihood of
significant mineral deposits.

®=  MRZ-2a: Areas where the available geologic information indicates that there are significant
mineral deposits.

®= MRZ-2b: Areas where the available geologic information indicates that there is a likelthood of
significant mineral deposits.

= MRZ-3a: Areas where the available geologic information indicates that mineral deposits exist,
however, the significance of the deposit is undetermined.

®* MRZ-3b: Areas where the available geologic information indicates that mineral deposits are
likely to exist, however, the significance of the deposit is undetermined.

®  MRZ-4: Areas where there is not enough information available to determine the presence or
absence of mineral deposits.
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Mineral resources present in the City of Palmdale include deposits of sand and gravel construction
aggregate. Based on Exhibit ER-58, State-Classified Mineral Resource Deposits, of the General Plan
Environmental Resources Element, the Project site is designated as MRZ-3, which indicates that
mineral resources may exist, but that the significance of any such deposits remains unknown.
Therefore, the Project site is not located within an area containing significant known mineral
resources. Significant mineral deposits are not known to occur nor are any mineral resource extraction,
recovery or processing activities underway on or adjacent to the Project site. Further, the site is not
designated in the City’s General Plan or Municipal Code for an extractive use. Therefore,
implementation of the Project would have a less than significant impact on known mineral resources.

b)  Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Refer to Response XII-a). The Project site is not classified as an area of locally important mineral
resource recovery. As such, a less than significant impact would occur.

Xlll. Noise

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant |Impact with Mitigation| Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact

NOISE:
Would the project result in:

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent O O O
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or O O] ]
groundborne noise levels?

¢) For a project located within the vicinity of a private ] O] O]
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

Discussion

The following analysis is based upon the Noise Technical Memorandum prepared by ATS Consulting
(August 2018); refer to Appendix D.

Noise Limits

City of Paimdale General Plan

The California Government Code requires that a noise element be included in the general plan of each
county and city in the State. The City of Palmdale General/ Plan Noise Element evaluates the existing
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noise environment, future noise environment projections as well as identifies noise-sensitive land uses
and major noise sources in the City. The Noise Element provides goals and policies designed to
minimize noise problems and to protect public health. The Noise Element also provides the City’s
compatibility standards for normally acceptable conditions, based on State recommendations and City
land use designations.

Land Use Compatibility standards used by the City are presented in Table XIII-1, State Reconmended
Noise Level Guidelines. These standards, which use the Community Noise Exposure Level (CNEL) noise
descriptor, are intended to be applicable for land use designations exposed to noise levels generated
by transportation-related sources.

Table XllI-1 State Recommended Noise Level Guidelines

Community Noise Exposure (CNEL)

Land Use Category Normally Conditionally Normally Clearly
Acceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Unacceptable

Residential-Low Density, Single-Family,

Duplex, Mobile Homes 50-60 55-10 70-75 75-85
Residential — Multiple Family 50 -65 60-70 70-75 70-85
Transient Lodging — Motel, Hotels 50-65 60-70 70-80 80-85
Schopls, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, 50— 65 60— 70 70— 80 80 - 85
Nursing Homes

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters N/A 50-70 N/A 65-85
Sports Arenas, Outdoor Spectator Sports N/A 50-75 N/A 70-85
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50-70 N/A 67.5-775 725-85
Golf Cogrses, Riding.StabIeS, Water 50-70 N/A 70— 80 80 - 85
Recreation, Cemeteries

Office Byildings, Business Commercial and 50-70 675-775 75_85 N/A
Professional

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 50-75 70-80 75-85 N/A
Notes:

CNEL = community noise level equivalent; N/A = not applicable.

NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE: Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of
normal conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements.

CONDITIONALLY ACCEPTABLE: New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of
the noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features have been included in the design.
Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning, will normally suffice.

NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE: New construction or development should be discouraged. If new construction or
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise-
insulation features must be included in the design.

CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE: New construction or development should generally not be undertaken.

Source: City of Palmdale General Plan Noise Element. Adopted January 25, 1993.

Table X11I-2, City of Palmdale Sound Limits for Receiver Thpes, presents the exterior and interior noise
standards identified in the City’s General Plan Noise Element.
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Table XIlI-2 City of Palmdale Sound Limits for Receiver Types

Maximum Acceptable Levels

Land Use Exterior Interior Scale
SFR 65 45 dBA CNEL
MFR 65 45 dBA CNEL
MHP 65 45 dBA CNEL
Cotrr|1.m.e;r(;iatl i-ncluding, but 55 Leqg(h)
notiimrted fo. _ A noise level that does not
e Retall jeopardize health, safety, and 55 Leq(h)
e Services welfare of visitors
° Office 55 Leq(h)
:Pn:it;;létlfonal including, but not 45 Leg(h)
’ A noise level that does not
e Schools jeopardize health, safety, and 45 Leq(h)
e Hospitals welfare of visitors
e  Nursing Homes 45 Leq(h)

dBA - A-weighted decibels are an expression of the relative loudness of sounds in air as perceived by the human ear.

Leq(h) - The equivalent sound level (Leq) is the most common means of characterizing community noise. Leq represents a
constant sound that, over the specified period, has the same sound energy as the time-varying sound.

CNEL - A 24-hour Leq with adjustments to reflect the greater sensitivity of most people to noise during the evening (7 PM to
10 PM) and nighttime (10 PM to 7 AM). The adjustments are a 5-dBA penalty for evening noise and a 10-dBA penalty for
nighttime noise.

Source: City of Paimdale General Plan Noise Element. Adopted January 1993.

City of Paimdale Municipal Code

PMC Section 16.30.130 of states that no person shall perform any construction or repair work on any
Sunday, or any other day after 8:00 p.m. or before 6:30 a.m., in any residential zone or within 500 feet
of any residence, hotel, motel or recreational vehicle park. Construction and repair work includes work
of any kind upon any building or structure, earth excavating, filling, or moving, and delivery,
preparation or operation of construction equipment, materials or supplies where any of the foregoing
entails the use of an air compressor, jack hammer, power-driven drill, riveting machine, excavator,
semi-truck, diesel power truck, tractor, cement truck, or earth moving equipment, hand hammer, or
other machine, tool, device or equipment that makes loud noise which disturbs the peace and quiet of
any neighborhood or which causes discomfort or annoyance to any reasonable person of normal
sensitiveness sleeping or residing in the area.

Existing Noise Setting

Existing Ambient Noise Levels

To quantify existing ambient noise levels in the Project area, ATS Consulting conducted noise
measurements (short-term and long-term) on July 9th and July 11th. The noise measurements were
taken at a site on the property with the highest noise levels, next to 70th Street West just before the
intersection with Vista Sol Lane. The adjusted community equivalent noise level (CNEL) was
calculated to be 70.6 dBA at the microphone location (ATS 2018).
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Sensitive Receptors

Certain land uses are particularly sensitive to noise, including schools, hospitals, rest homes, long-term
medical and mental care facilities, and parks and recreation areas. Residential areas are also considered
noise sensitive, especially during the nighttime hours. The nearest existing sensitive receptors are
single-family residences located immediately adjacent to the northern and southern property
boundaries (refer to Exhibit 2, Aerial Photograph).

Existing Noise Sources

Under existing conditions, sound levels on the Project site are considered to be moderate, with the
majority of noise generated from traffic along 70th Street West. Additionally, Avenue M and 56th
Street West also contribute to existing area noise levels, but to a lesser degree. Other minor noise
sources include distant traffic on State Route 14 (SR 14) and local arterials, occasional aircraft
overflights, and noise from adjacent developments.

a) Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

Short-term Construction

Construction activities generally are temporary and have a short duration, resulting in periodic
increases in the ambient noise environment. The loudest portion of the construction process typically
occurs during the initial clearing and preparation of a site. Project construction activities would have
the potential to result in adverse noise effects on offsite sensitive receptors immediately adjacent to
the northern and southern property boundaries.

Large earth-moving equipment would be used during the clearing and grading of the site. This would
include equipment such as bulldozers, front end loaders, graders, and/or dump trucks. Construction
activities would be limited to daytime hours, and all construction would occur in accordance with the
requirements of the City of Palmdale. All construction would be required to comply with PMC Section
8.28.030, which limits construction or repair work, earth excavation, filling or moving, the use of air
compressors, jack hammers, power-driven drills, riveting machines, diesel power trucks, tractors or
other earthmoving equipment, hand hammers on steel or iron, or other machines, tools, devices or
equipment which makes loud noises to the disturbance of persons sleeping or residing within 500 feet
of the construction area between the hours of 6:30 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday.

Two receivers (single-family residences) located to the north of the Project site may experience partial
line-of-sight to Project construction activities: 41870 Montana Drive and 41900 Bonita Drive. Both
of these properties have existing privacy and sound walls, similar to other properties located directly
to the south and north of the Project area. However, there are gaps in the walls that would allow for
these properties to experience increased sound levels. The L., was modeled at these two residences
over an 8-hour shift during the anticipated site clearing and preparation phases. Modeling concluded
that Leq at the receivers would be approximately 66 dBA; Ly at other sites directly bordering the
property is expected to be several decibels below 66 dBA due to the presence of existing sound walls.
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The existing noise level at 41900 Bonita Drive is dominated by traffic noise. The estimated existing
noise level at 41900 Bonita Drive is 53 dBA between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Therefore,
as modeled, Project construction would cause a 13 dB increase in daytime noise levels for 41900
Bonita Drive. A similar result is anticipated to occur at 41870 Montana Drive. Although no specific
criteria have been established for determining impacts from construction noise, increases of this
magnitude are typically considered to be an impact. It is anticipated that other adjacent homes would
experience daily Less over ambient conditions during peak construction activities, but to a lesser
degree due to the presence of sound walls surrounding these properties.

It is estimated that potential Project effects experienced during the site clearing and preparation phase
would be limited to a period of eight to twelve weeks. The contractor would be required to limit
construction to daytime hours as specified in the PMC to minimize potential adverse noise effects.
However, to further reduce noise from Project construction, Mitigation Measure NOI-1 is
proposed to incorporate best management practices during construction activities.

Additionally, Mitigation Measure NOI-2 would require that, prior to any grading or excavation
activity, a 6-foot high temporary sound wall be constructed along any existing gaps in walls at the end
of Montana Drive and Bonita Drive. The wall would be adequate to reduce potential noise resulting
with Project construction activities to an acceptable level.

With implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-1 and NOI-2, combined with Project
conformance with City Municipal Code restrictions on construction activities, impacts from
construction noise would be reduced to less than significant.

Long-term Operation

The Project proposes to construct 86 single-family residential uses, landscaping, interior circulation
system and offsite roadway improvements. The Noise Memorandum prepared for the Project (refer
to Appendix D) considered the potential operational effects of such uses to determine whether future
sound levels would exceed City of Palmdale noise standards for residential development and whether
noise generated by the Project would adversely affect sensitive noise receptors in the area.

Off-site Mobile Noise

The City of Palmdale defines the “Maximum Acceptable Level” of interior noise for residential
development to be 65 dBA 1-hour L. The exterior maximum allowable noise level is defined such
that it “does not jeopardize health safety and welfare of visitors.” Where this standard is exceeded,
measures to mitigate the noise, such as sound walls or improved building sound insulation, should be
specified.

The main noise source that would affect the Project is traffic flows along 70th Street West. Noise
projections modeled in the Noise Memorandum were focused on noise from 70th Street West traffic
at the first row of building sites east of 70th Street West. These lots range from approximately 40 to
50 feet from the edge of 70th Street West.

The adjusted community equivalent noise level under existing conditions was found to be 70.6 dBA
at the location of the noise measurements taken to evaluate the Project (taken along 70th Street West
near its intersection with Vista Sol Lane). Current traffic on 70th Street West produces a CNEL of
64.8 dBA, which is just below the City’s 65 dBA threshold (refer also to Appendix D).
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Traffic conditions were modeled using the Federal Highway Administration’s “Traffic Noise Model”
computer program (ITNM version 2.5) to determine the noise environments at various locations within
the Project site. Noise projections were based on forecasted future average daily traffic (ADT) on 70th
Street West of 2,808 vehicles and 2,371 vehicles on Avenue M (ATS Consulting 2018). Peak hour was
estimated to be 7 percent of total traffic based on measurements performed at a similar area in
Palmdale. The peak hour L., was measured at 65.4 dBA; the model produced a result of 65.0 dBA.

Modeling of the Project assumed construction of a sound wall 6 feet in height, based on the existing
Project design which proposes a 6-foot privacy wall along 70th Street West. The two closest existing
receivers to the Project (see Tuble XIII-3, Traffic Noise Model Results for Current Traffic Conditions) were
also analyzed to determine if noise levels were close to the 65 dBA CNEL limit. The results of the
current “no-build” scenario and the “current no-build scenario with a noise barrier for the proposed
development” are given in Table XIII-3.

Table XIII-3 Traffic Noise Model Results for Current Traffic Conditions
Location Current Traffic Current Traffic with Project Noise Barrier
41913 Bonita Drive 59.5 dBA 59.4 dBA
Proposed Project 65.0 dBA 58.1 dBA
41735 Retsina Street 60.5 dBA 60.3 dBA

As shown in Table XIII-3, construction of a sound wall would lower noise levels by approximately
7dBA, which is more than needed to reduce sound levels below the 65 dBA CNEL threshold. As
shown, sound levels at the existing nearby receivers are currently below the 65 dBA threshold.

Additionally, for future conditions, the model was run to determine the daily traffic needed to produce
a CNEL of over 65 dBA for these three receivers, to determine if increased noise as a result of the
Project would create a significant impact at receivers on or near the property. It was determined that
existing traffic would need to increase by approximately 5 times above current levels in order to raise
the CNEL to 65 dBA (ATS Consulting 2018; refer to Appendix D), with the assumption that the
proposed sound wall would be in place. Construction of the 86 new single-family houses would not
generate traffic that would increase current levels along 70th Street West or Avenue M by a factor of
5 and therefore would not raise noise levels above the 65-dBA threshold.

However, as the current CNEL of 64.8 dBA is close to the 65-dBA threshold along Avenue 70th
Street West, a significant impact may occur, in particular with the addition of future traffic in the area.
Therefore, mitigation is recommended. Noise mitigation is typically aimed at reducing noise levels by
a minimum of 5 dBA, with a maximum interior CNEL noise level of 45 dBA. Given that the outdoor
to indoor sound reduction for new residential construction is typically between 20 to 25 dBA, if
exterior noise levels are below 65 dBA CNEL, then interior levels of less than 45 dBA CNEL would
likely be achieved.

To reduce potential adverse effects of traffic noise on the Project, it is anticipated that construction
of a sound wall along 70th Street West would be the most effective noise mitigation approach (e.g.,
versus increasing the sound insulation properties of the individual residential units). Implementation
of Mitigation Measure NOI-3 is therefore proposed to reduce potential traffic noise from 70th
Street West to acceptable levels. Impacts would be reduced to less than significant.
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Mitigation Measures:

Construction

NOI-1

During all Project construction-related activities, noise attenuation techniques shall be
employed, as appropriate, to reduce noise levels to the extent feasible during the
construction phase. The following noise attenuation techniques shall be incorporated
to reduce potential impacts of construction noise:

Ensure that construction equipment is equipped with properly operating and
maintained mufflers consistent with manufacturer's standards.

Place noise-generating construction equipment and locate construction staging
areas away from sensitive receptors, where feasible.

Schedule high noise-producing activities between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:00
p.m. to minimize disruption to sensitive receptors.

Implement noise attenuation measures to the extent feasible, which may include,
but are not limited to, temporary noise barriers or noise blankets around
stationary construction noise sources.

Use electric air compressors and similar power tools rather than diesel
equipment, where feasible.

Minimize the use of backup alarms where possible without compromising
worker safety.

All stationary construction equipment (e.g., air compressor, generators, impact
wrenches, etc.) shall be operated as far away from residential uses as possible
and shall be shielded with temporary sound barrtiers, sound aprons or sound
skins.

Construction-related equipment, including heavy-duty equipment, motor
vehicles, and portable equipment, shall be turned off when not in use for more
than 30 minutes.

During all construction activities, the job superintendent shall limit all
construction-related activities to between the hours 6:30 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.
Monday through Saturday.

Clearly post construction hours, allowable workdays, and the phone number of
the job superintendent at all construction entrances to allow the surrounding
property owners/occupants to contact the job superintendent. If the City or the
job superintendent receives a complaint, the superintendent shall investigate,
take appropriate corrective actions and report the actions to the complainant.

If bulldozing activities are planned to occur in the vicinity of adjacent residences,
the contractor shall schedule such grading activities, or the use of any other
mechanical equipment capable of producing high levels of temporary noise, to
be completed over the course of more than one work day. By spreading such
activities over one workday, adjacent residences would not be subjected to a
persistent increase in potential noise levels, thereby reducing exposure of these
sensitive receptors to adverse construction noise effects.
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NOI-2

Operation
NOI-3

Monitoring/ Enforcement: City of Palmdale Planning Division
Timing/ Lmplementation: During Project construction

Prior to any grading or excavation activity, a 6-foot high temporary sound wall (or
series of sound walls, if needed) shall be constructed along any existing gaps in walls
at the end of Montana Drive and Bonita Drive. The width of the wall or walls will be
determined by the contractor and approved by the City. The sound wall shall reduce
the noise levels at 41870 Montana Drive and 41900 Bonita Drive by 5 to 10 dBA.
Upon completion of Project construction, the contractor shall remove all elements of
the temporary sound wall.

* The frame of the temporary sound wall shall be 3-inches by 3-inches by 0.065-
inches thick and can be constructed from lumber or other appropriate material,
but must be of sufficient strength to be structurally stable.

" The temporary sound wall shall consist of four layers of material attached to the
frame with screws:

* 18-ounce tarp;

»  2-inch thick fiberglass blanket R-7.5;

» V2-inch thick weatherwood asphalt sheathing (or similar product); and
* 7/16-inch sturdy board siding.

* The temporary sound wall shall have a surface density of approximately 4.84
pounds per square foot to reduce noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA.

Monitoring/ Enforcement: City of Palmdale Planning Division

Tinsing/ Implementation: Prior to Project excavation or grading

During Project construction, a permanent sound wall 6 feet in height shall be
constructed along 70th Street West to reduce exterior noise levels generated by traffic
utilizing this roadway to below 65 dBA CNEL.

Monitoring/ Enforcement: City of Palmdale Planning Division

Timing/ Lmplementation: During Project construction activities

b) Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Short-term Construction

Project construction can generate varying degrees of groundborne vibration, depending on the
construction procedure and the construction equipment used. Operation of construction equipment
generates vibrations that spread through the ground and diminish in amplitude with distance from the
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source. The effect on buildings located in proximity to a construction site often varies depending on
soil type, ground strata, and construction characteristics of the receiver building(s). The results from
vibration can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low rumbling sounds
and perceptible vibration at moderate levels, to slight damage at the highest levels. Groundborne
vibrations from construction activities rarely reach levels that damage structures.

Building damage can be cosmetic or structural. Ordinary buildings that are not particularly fragile
would not experience any cosmetic damage (e.g., plaster cracks) at distances beyond 30 feet. This
distance can vary substantially depending on the soil composition and underground geological layer
between vibration source and receiver. In addition, not all buildings respond similarly to vibration
generated by construction equipment. For example, for a building that is constructed with reinforced
concrete with no plaster, the Federal Transit Administration’s (FT'A) guidelines show that a vibration
level of up to 0.50 inch pet second (in/sec) (102 velocity decibels [VdB]) is considered safe and would
not result in any construction vibration damage.

Groundborne vibration decreases rapidly with distance. The Project does not include components
with the potential to generate excessive vibration during construction, such as pile driving or blasting.
All Project construction would occur in conformance with Section 8.28.030 of the PMC which
prohibits construction noise anytime on Sundays, prior to 6:30 a.m. and after 8:00 p.m. on weekdays
and Saturdays, thereby limiting potential adverse effects of Project construction noise. Impacts relative
to construction-related groundborne vibration would be less than significant.

Long-term Operation

The Project proposes development of single-family residential uses, and therefore, is not anticipated
that daily Project operations would generate groundborne vibration that would be felt at surrounding
land uses. The Project would not involve railroads or substantial heavy truck operations on a regular
basis, and therefore, would not result in vibration impacts at surrounding uses. No impact would occur
in this regard.

c) Fora project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

Determination: No Impact

The closest airport to the project site is the Palmdale Regional Airport, located approximately 8.7 miles
to the southeast. The Project site is not located within the boundaries of the airport’s adopted Air
Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ). Therefore, the site does not lie within the airport’s
planning boundary/airport influence atea or any AICUZ noise contours. The Project would not
expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels. No impact would
occut.

The closest private airport to the Project site is the General William ]. Fox Airfield located
approximately 6.6 miles to the north. Agua Dulce Airpark is located approximately 10.1 miles to the
southwest. Therefore, the Project site does not lie within the vicinity if a private airstrip. The Project
would not expose people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels. No impact would
occut.
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XIV. Population and Housing

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant |Impact with Mitigation| Significant | No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact
POPULATION AND HOUSING:
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in O O ]
an area, either directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or O I O
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion

a) Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The Project proposed construction of 86 new residential dwelling units on the subject site. Single-
family residential development is present on adjoining lands to the north and south, and further to the
east and west (not immediately adjacent to the Project site). Therefore, similar residential development
is already present in the Project area.

Utilities (water, sewer, electricity) are presently available in the area and would be extended into the
interior of the site to serve the proposed uses. However, the Project would not require extension of
utilities into an undeveloped area where such amenities are not already present and available (e.g.,
therefore introducing the potential for induced growth to occur). Access would be extended into the
site from existing 70th Street West and 65th Street West, (and from existing neighborhoods to the
north and south), and the construction of new offsite roadways to provide access to the Project area
is not required.

It is anticipated that, due to the nature of the proposed residential uses, construction workers would
generally be from the local area and that the Project would not spur an influx of new residents into
the City for purposes of work. Although Project construction would generate new temporary
opportunities for employment, it is not anticipated that the proposed development would substantially
induce area population growth.

According to the California Department of Finance (DOF), the average persons per household in
Palmdale in 2018 was 3.62 persons (DOF 2018). The Project would result in construction of 86 new
single-family dwelling units, which would add approximately 311 people to the City’s population (3.62
persons per household x 86 dwelling units). Estimated total population of Palmdale as of January 2018
was 158,905 (DOF 2018). The Project would therefore result in a 0.2 percent increase in population
according to such estimates.

May 2020 Page 73



Tentative Tract Map 81337 Development Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Any future growth resulting with development of the Project site has been planned for in the General
Plan, and the residential land use density proposed with the Project is consistent with the current
General Plan designation (Single-Family Residential, SFR-2). Furthermore, the General Plan includes
goals and policies to reduce potential population growth-related impacts. The Project would therefore
not induce substantial population growth, either directly or indirectly.

b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Determination: No Impact

The site is cutrently undeveloped/vacant. Therefore, the Project would not displace any housing as a
result of Project implementation, nor would it displace substantial numbers of people requiring the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impact would occur in this regard.

XV. Public Services

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant |Impact with Mitigation| Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact

PUBLIC SERVICES:

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of
the public services:

i) Fire protection? ] ] [
ii) Police protection? O ] [
iif) Schools? O O O
iv) Parks? O O O
v) Other public facilities? 0 O O

Discussion

a)i) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for fire protection?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The City of Palmdale lies within the jurisdiction of and is part of the Consolidated Fire Protection
District of Los Angeles County which provides fire protection and emergency medical services to the
City. The closest fire station to the Project site is Station 84 located at Avenue L-14, approximately
1.5 miles to the northeast.
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The Project would be subject to review by the LA County Fire Department and would be required to
comply with any conditions of approval identified Further, the Project applicant would be required to
pay development impact fees in order to offset any potential additional demand occurring from the
development of the Project as proposed. Due to the limited size of the Project (86 new residential
units), additional or altered fire protection services would not be warranted, and services would remain
at acceptable levels. Therefore, a less than significant impact to fire protection services would occur
with Project implementation.

a)ii) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for police protection?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The City of Palmdale contracts police protection services to the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s
Department. Services for the Project would be based out of the Palmdale Sheriff Station, located at
750 East Avenue Q, approximately 8.3 miles southeast of the Project site.

As part of the City’s discretionary application process, the Sheriff’s Department would review the
Project and provide comments/conditions of approval the applicant must comply with. Further, the
Project applicant would be required to pay development impact fees to the City for police protection
services, which are intended to offset any potential increase in services required by a project. Due to
the scale of the Project and the uses proposed, the Project would not result in the need for additional
police protection services beyond those associated with a typical residential development. The Sheriff’s
Department would periodically monitor the Project site, which would not result in the need for
additional new or altered police protection services and would not alter acceptable service ratios or
response times. Implementation of the Project would also not create the need for the development of
additional police facilities. Therefore, a less than significant impact to police protection services would
occur with Project implementation.

a)iii) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for schools?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The Project site is located in the Westside School District (grades K-8) and the Antelope Valley Union
High School District. Children from the proposed development would attend Quartz Hill Elementary
School (grades K-06), located at 41820 50th Street West, approximately 1.5 miles to the east; Joe Walker
Jr. Middle School (grades 7-8), located at 5632 W. Ave L8, approximately 1.0 mile to the northeast;
and Quartz Hill High School (grades 9-12), located at 6040 West Ave L, approximately 1.0 mile to the
north.
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Current State law requires that impacts to school facilities from development projects be mitigated
through mandatory development impact fees. As the Project is a new residential use (86 new single-
family dwelling units), the Project applicant would be required to pay developer impact fees in the
amount required at the time of building permit issuance. The district has established the school impact
mitigation fees to address potential facility impacts created by new residential development. The
districts use these fees to pay for facility expansion and upgrades needed to serve new students. These
fees would be collected prior to Project approval and the issuance of a building permit during
processing of the Tentative Tract Map.

Accordingly, implementation of the Project would not result in the need to construct new school
facility or alter an existing school facility. Impacts would be less than significant.

a)iv) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for parks?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Refer to Responses XVI-a) and b) under Recreation, below, for additional discussion. The Project
would result in construction of 86 new single-family residential units. According to the City General
Plan EIR, the intended park land to population ratio is 2 acres of park per 400 persons (City of
Palmdale 1993). At the time of preparation of the General Plan EIR (1993), developed local public park
facilities provided only 1.5 acres per 400 persons. Therefore, the City was deficient in the provision of
park and recreation facilities, indicating a need for development of additional parks within the City’s
Planning Area.

To offset potential effects on the provision of park services, the Project applicant would be subject to
the payment of parkland development fees. As of August 1, 2017, parkland development fees for a
single-family residential dwelling unit were $3,010.00 (per bedroom) (City of Palmdale 2017).
However, rates are adjusted annually. Payment of such fees in intended to support future acquisition
of land and improvement of parks and recreational facilities within the City. The development fees
would prevent overuse and deterioration of existing parks and recreational facilities because the
Project would fund improvements to existing park and recreational facilities. Project conformance to
such requirements would minimize potential effects of the development on recreational resources
within the area.

The Project would not result in the need for new or expanded parks or park facilities. Payment of park
impact fees would reduce Project impacts to less than significant.
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a)v) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for other public facilities?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Itis not anticipated that the development of 86 new residential units within the City of Palmdale would
generate new demands for other public services, such as libraries. Therefore, the Project would not
generate substantial new local population, either directly or indirectly, and would not create a
significant impact to other public facilities (e.g., libraries). Impacts would be less than significant.

XVI. Recreation

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant |Impact with Mitigation| Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact

RECREATION:

a) Would the project increase the use of existing ] ] ]
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or O O O
require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

Discussion

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

Determination: Iess Than Significant Impact

Regional recreational areas within the vicinity of Palmdale include the mountain areas of the Angeles
National Forest to the south and west of the City’s Planning Area. Other major recreational facilities
in the area also include Castaic Reservoir, Pyramid Lake, and Big Pines. Landforms of the desert slope
and the rift zone of the San Andreas Fault are also open space resources for the region. Resources in
the area are tied together by the California Aqueduct and the trail that parallels it. Major recreation
areas in this zone are the Lake Hughes-Elizabeth Lake area, Palmdale Reservoir, and the Big Rock
and Little Rock Creek areas. Locally, George Lane Park is located at 5520 W. Ave L8, approximately
1.1 miles to the northeast of the Project site; Arnie Quinones Park is located at 41003 50th Street
West, approximately 1.7 miles to the southeast of the site.

The Project would result in construction of 86 new single-family residential units. According to the
City’s General Plan EIR, the intended park land to population ratio is 2 acres of park per 400 persons
(City of Palmdale 1993). Using the park land to population ratio, the population estimate of 84,348
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persons, according to 1992 census data, would require at least 422 acres of public parks. At the time
of preparation of the General Plan EIR, developed local public park facilities provided only 1.5 acres
per 400 persons. Therefore, the General Plan EIR identified the need for development of additional
parks within the Planning Area.

The City of Palmdale requires the payment of park dedication fees from all new residential
development. Payment of such fees in intended to support future acquisition of land and improvement
of parks and recreational facilities within the City. At times, the City also may allow a developer the
option for the dedication of park land in lieu of park fees. Therefore, Project conformance to such
requirements would minimize potential effects of the development on recreational resources within
the area.

With the payment of appropriate park dedication fees, the Project would not substantially increase the
use of existing neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities such that physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated. Impacts would be less than significant.

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The Project does not involve the construction of recreational facilities. Refer to Response XVI-a),
above. Therefore, the Project would not require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities
that may have a substantial effect on the environment. Impacts would be less than significant.

XVII. Transportation

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant |Impact with Mitigation| Significant No

Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact
TRANSPORTATION:
Would the project:
a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy ] ] ]

addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines ] ] ]
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

¢) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric ] ] ]
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? O OJ O
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Discussion

a) Would the project conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact.

The Project would result in the construction of 86 new single-family residential units. Based on the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) 10" Edition trip generation rates, 86 single family units
would generate 812 average daily trips (ADT) with 64 AM (16 inbound/48 outbound) and 85 PM (54
inbound/31 outbound) peak hour trips. As the Project would generate less than 100 peak hour trips,
which is below the City of Palmdale’s threshold for preparing a traffic impact assessment.

Project residents would take access into the Project site mainly via 70" Street West and 65" Street
West, which have the capacity to accommodate the relatively minimal Project vehicle trip generation
increase. Project access would be provided via 67" Street West, Vista Sol Lane, and Montana Drive
within the existing residential development to the north; Project access would be provided via 67"
Street West, Chanti Court, and Oak Barrel Court within the existing residential development to the
south. With the proposed connections to the residential communities to the north and south, Project
residents would have numerous options to enter and exit the residential area. The Project interior
roadway improvements would expand the community circulation system by making street connections
that have been planned for by the City and other developments. All roadway and access improvements
would be designed and constructed to satisty applicable City requirements. The Project would also
provide pedestrian sidewalks and street connections that would improve pedestrian and bicycle
circulation in the community. Proposed improvements would not substantially interfere with or delay
the circulation of vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, or transit/buses at nearby intersections within the
area.

The Project is therefore not anticipated to conflict with a program plan, ordinance, or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Thus,
impacts are considered less than significant.

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)?

Determination: Less than Significant Impact.

The 2010 Congestion Management Program (CMP) was created in the State of California as a result
of Proposition 111 and has been implemented by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (MTA). The CMP identifies a list of goals and objectives intended to
minimize potential traffic impacts resulting from new development. The Project would add additional
traffic to roadways within the Project vicinity. However, the Project would be required to comply with
the goals, directives and programs contained in the CMP as they relate to City responsibilities. The
street segments and intersections within the vicinity of the Project site are not indicated in the Los
Angeles County CMP.

The Project would result in xxxxx vehicle miles traveled (VMT) annually. This is below the City of
Palmdale’s VMT impact threshold of xxxxxxx. Therefore, the Project would not conflict or be
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inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b). Impacts would be less than
significant.

¢) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Determination: No Impact

The City of Palmdale implements development standards designed to ensure standard roadway
engineering practices are used for all improvements. The Project would be reviewed for compliance
with these standards as part of the discretionary review process conducted by the City.

The Project includes a planned interior roadway circulation system that would extend through the
Project site and is designed to provide efficient internal circulation, driveway access and appropriate
linkages to existing neighborhoods to the north and south. The Project also proposes improvements
to 65" Street West. and 70" Street West. along the frontage that would include Project access (refer
to Exbibit 3, Tentative Tract Map).

All proposed roadway improvements would be designed and constructed in conformance with
applicable City design standards. As such, they would not introduce any hazardous design features.
No impact would occur.

d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

During the plan check phase, the Project would be subject to review by the City, including the LA
County Sheriff Department and the LA County Fire Department, to ensure that adequate emergency
access is provided pursuant to adopted City design standards. As proposed, emergency access to the
Project site would be provided via the proposed main entryways off of 70th Street West. and 65th
Street West, as well as from other proposed connections to existing roads within the neighborhoods
to the north and south (refer to Exhibit 3, Tentative Tract Map). Impacts in this regard would be less
than significant.
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XVIII. Tribal Cultural Resources

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant |Impact with Mitigation| Significant | No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES:

American tribe, and that is:

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in Public Resources Code section
21074 as ecither a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of
the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a California Native

1) Listed or eligible for listing in the California O O O
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

American tribe.

i) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its O ] ]
discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native

Discussion

a)i) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature,
place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of
the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American
tribe, and that is listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code

section 5020.1(k)?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

In 2015, the California Public Resources Code (PRC) was amended to enact Assembly Bill 52 (AB
52), to ensure that local and Tribal governments, public agencies, and project proponents would have
information early in the project planning process to identify potential impacts to Tribal Cultural
Resources (TCR). California Public Resources Code Section 21084.2 states that a “project with an
effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource is a
project that may have a significant effect on the environment.” TCR are either of the following:

1. Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe that are either (a) included or determined to be eligible for
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inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources, or (b) included in a local register
of historical resources.

2. A resource determined by the lead agency (in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence) to be significant. This includes resources considered significant to a California
Native American tribe (e.g., cultural landscapes, unique and non-unique archaeological
resources, and historic resources).

3. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or region or method of construction,
or represents the work of an important creative individual or possesses high artistic values.

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

In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21080.1(d), a lead agency is required to provide
formal notification of intended development projects to Native American tribes that have requested
to be on the lead agency’s list for receiving such notification. The formal notification is required to
include a brief description of the Project and its location, lead agency contact information, and a
notification that the California Native American tribe has 30 days to request consultation for tribal
cultural resources.

On December 6, 2018, the City of Palmdale initiated the AB 52 process, notifying local tribal
governments in writing of the Project pursuant to AB 52 and PRC Section 21080.3.1 pertaining to
tribal cultural resources consultation. The four tribes notified included the San Gabriel Band of
Mission Indians, the Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation, the Fernandeno Tataviam
Band of Mission Indians, and the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians.

On December 20th, 2018, the Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians responded to the City’s
consultation letter and offered their comments on the proposed mitigation measures. On January 9th,
2019, the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians responded to the City’s consultation letter and offered
their comments on the proposed mitigation measured. The mitigation measures have been enhanced
to reflect both of the Tribe’s comments.

In order to ensure that no unknown tribal resources associated with the traditional cultural landscape
are adversely affected, including those associated with local tribes, Mitigation Measure TCR-1 is
proposed to require monitoring by a qualified archaeologist and coordination with the Tribes, as
necessary. If inadvertent human remains are uncovered during earthwork activities, Mitigation
Measure TCR-2 requires that construction activities be halted in the vicinity of the find and any area
that is reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the County Coroner has been notified,
and the remains have been investigated. If the remains are determined to be Native American in origin,
the applicable State law process will be followed. The proposed mitigation measures would ensure
that any tribal resources discovered are propetly evaluated for significance and avoided and/or
otherwise preserved, as appropriate, in perpetuity. With the proposed mitigation, impacts would be
reduced to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

TCR-1 In the event that Native American cultural resources are discovered during Project
activities, all work in the immediate vicinity of the find (within a 60-foot buffer) shall
cease and a qualified archaeologist meeting Secretary of Interior standards shall assess
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TCR-2

the find. The Fernandefio Tataviam Band of Mission Indians (FTBMI) and the San
Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI) shall be contacted to consult if any such
find occurs. The archaeologist shall implement the requirements outlined within the
Monitoring and Treatment Plan, as noted in CUL-1. The archaeologist shall complete
all relevant California State Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 Series
forms to document the find and submit this documentation to the applicant, Lead
Agency, FTBMI, and SMBMI. If the Native American cultural resource is determined
to be significant, as defined by consulting Tribes, a Native American archaeological
monitor procured by the FIBMI and/or SMBMI shall be present for all ground
disturbing activities that occur within the Project area. The archaeologist and Tribal
monitor(s) will have the authority to request ground disturbing activities cease within
the immediate area of a discovery to assess potential finds in real time.

Monitoring/ Enforcement: City of Palmdale Planning Division

Timing/ Lmplementation: Prior to any ground-disturbing activities

The Lead Agency and/or applicant shall, in good faith, consult with the Fernandefio
Tataviam Band of Mission Indians and/or the San Manuel Band of Mission Indians

on the disposition and treatment of any artifacts or other cultural materials if
encountered during the project grading.

Monitoring/ Enforcement: City of Palmdale Planning Division

Timing/ Implementation: Prior to and during any initial ground-disturbing activities

a)ii) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature,
place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of
the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American
tribe, and that is a resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c)
of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native American tribe.

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

Construction activities for the Project have low potential to result in a significant impact to tribal
cultural resources. Potential impacts within the boundaries of Traditional Cultural Property could
cause a substantial adverse change of a tribal cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code
Section 21074. With implementation of Mitigation Measures TCR-1, TCR-2, CR-1, CR-2, and
GEO-1, potential impacts to tribal Ancestral Origin Landscape and tribal cultural resources would be
reduced to less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:
Implement Mitigation Measures CR-1, CR-2, GEO-1, TCR-1, and TCR-2.
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XIX. Utilities and Service Systems

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant |Impact with Mitigation| Significant | No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS:
Would the project:

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of ] ] ]
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the O O O
project and reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?

¢) Result in a determination by the wastewater ] ] O
treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local O ] ]
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management Ol O O
and reduction statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

Discussion

a) Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded
water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Water

Water service for the Project site is provided by the Palmdale Water District (PWD). The PWD
receives water from a variety of sources, including a number of groundwater basins, the surface water
from the Littlerock Reservoir, and imported water from the State Water Project (PWD 2016).
According to Table 3-1 of the PWD Urban Water Management Plan, Summary of Current and Projected
Water Supplies (AF), the PWD has an approximate annual water supply of 17,600 acre-feet (AF).
According to Table 2-2, Historical Water Deliveries (AF), of the PWD Urban Water Management Plan,
PWD delivered approximately 14,723 AF of water to its customers (PWD 2016).
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As described previously, water services for the Project would be provided by PWD. The applicant is
required to obtain a “will serve” letter from PWD prior to construction of the Project. Further, prior
to Project operation, the Project applicant would be required to pay PWD water utility connection
fees and ongoing user fees to in order to defray the cost of any necessary facility upgrades, including
those related to water facilities. The provision of a “will serve” letter from PWD, as well as payment
of water connection fees and ongoing user fees, would ensure the Project’s potential impacts related
to the construction or expansion of water treatment facilities are less than significant.

Wastewater

The Project site would be served by the Palmdale Sewer Maintenance District (PSMD). PSMD owns,
maintains, and operates the City’s Wastewater Collection System. The PSMD sewer system consists
largely of clay pipe, with approximately 80 percent of the system installed after 1980 (PSMD 2009).
The local PSMD system connects to the L.os Angeles County Sanitation Districts, which provide major
trunk lines to convey water to local treatment facilities. Wastewater generated in the City is conveyed
to the Palmdale Water Reclamation Plant or the Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant. The Palmdale
Water Reclamation Plant has a daily capacity of 12 million gallons per day (mgd) and currently
processes 9.6 mgd (64 percent of capacity). The Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant has a daily capacity
of 18 mgd and currently processes 14.3 mgd (79 percent of capacity) (County Sanitation Districts of
Los Angeles County 2019).

The Project proposes the development of 86 new residential units on the subject site. Wastewater
from the Project would be treated at the Lancaster Water Reclamation Plant. As stated above, the
plant has a capacity of 18 mgd and can accommodate additional growth. The project would not result
in a substantial increase in wastewater flows. Flows generated by the Project would be well within the
capacity of the existing treatment plant and would not result in impacts related to wastewater treatment
or non-compliance with wastewater treatment requirements.

The Project applicant is required to obtain a “will serve” letter from PSMD prior to construction of
the Project. Further, prior to Project operation, the Project applicant would be required to pay utility
connection fees and ongoing user fees to in order to defray the cost of any necessary facility upgrades,
including those related to wastewater treatment facilities. The provision of a “will serve” letter from
PSMD, as well as payment of sewer connection fees and ongoing user fees, would ensure the Project’s
potential impacts related to the construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities are less
than significant.

Additionally, as stated above, the local PSMD system connects to the Los Angeles County Sanitation
Districts, which provide major trunk lines to convey water to local treatment facilities. Currently, the
Project site lies outside of the jurisdictional boundaries of the County Sanitation Districts. Therefore,
the Project will be required to annex into District No. 14 and to make payment of fees for connecting
(directly or indirectly) to the public system for wastewater treatment. Payment of the required fees
would ensure that adequate treatment services can continue to be provided to both existing and future
customers, including the proposed Project.

Storm Water

The decrease in permeable surface on the Project site has the potential to impact the City’s existing
stormwater drainage infrastructure, as permeable surfaces allow rain and urban runoff to infiltrate the
ground and runoff infiltration reduces the amount of flow entering storm water facilities. However,
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the Project would minimize potential effects to the City’s storm drain system through its incorporation
of a site design which would ensure that no increase in volume or rate of runoff from the Project site
to the existing storm drain system would occur as compared to existing conditions.

Thus, Project operations as designed would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems, or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff. Impacts would be less than significant.

Electric Power

Southern California Edison (SCE) is the electricity provider for the City of Palmdale and currently
provides electrical service in the Project vicinity. The addition of 86 new homes on the Project site
would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded electric power
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects. No
impact in this regard would occur.

Natural Gas

Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) provides natural gas service for the City of Palmdale
and currently provides natural gas service in the Project vicinity. The construction of 86 new single-
family residential homes on the Project site would not require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded natural gas facilities, the construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects. No impact in this regard would occur.

Telecommunications Facilities

Telecommunications services in the Project vicinity are currently available from various service
providers. Project implementation would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new
or expanded telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects. No impact in this regard would occur.

b) Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Refer to Response XIX-a). A less than significant impact would occur in this regard.

¢) Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

Determination: Iess Than Significant Impact

Refer to Response XIX-a) above. The Project would result in a limited increase in wastewater
treatment demand for the PSMD water treatment system. Further, the Project would be subject to
PSMD sewer connection fees, which are used in part to mitigate impacts to wastewater treatment
facilities. A less than significant impact would occur in this regard.
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d) Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess
of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste
reduction goals?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The Project site is currently vacant and demolition of any existing structures is therefore not required.
Project construction would produce solid waste debris, some of which would need to be delivered to
a landfill. Project operations would generate non-hazardous waste, consistent with standard residential
land use operations. Solid waste generated during Project construction and operation would be
disposed of at a properly permitted facility in accordance with federal, State, and local statutes and
regulations.

The City of Palmdale is served by the Antelope Valley Public Landfill and the Lancaster Landfill and
Recycling Center. The Antelope Valley Public Landfill is located in Palmdale and has a maximum
permitted throughput of 5,548 tons per day, with an anticipated closure date of April 2044 (CalRecycle
2018a). The Lancaster Landfill and Recycling Center has a maximum permitted throughput of 5,100
tons per day, with an anticipated closure date of March 2044 (CalRecycle 2018b). The Project would
have a negligible impact on the capacity of either landfill because the landfills have the capacity to
accommodate waste from a residential site of the Project’s proposed size and use. Further, the Project
would be required to be in compliance with adopted programs and federal, State, and local regulations
pertaining to solid waste. Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur.

e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction
statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Refer to Response XIX-d), above. A less than significant impact would occur.
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XX. Wildfire

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant |Impact with Mitigation| Significant| No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact

WILDFIRE:

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazgard severity zomes, would the

project:

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response O ] O
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, O O] |
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c) Require the installation or maintenance of ] ] O]
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines or other
utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, O O O
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

Discussion

Wildfires occur on grasslands, hillsides and mountainous terrain. Wildfire spreading speed depends
on the slope, climate and vegetation of the atea. The Antelope Valley has hot/dry climate that can
keep vegetation dry and combustible. Santa Ana winds can spread wildfires into adjacent areas.
Palmdale has wildfire areas within the southern and western portions of the City. Palmdale’s General
Plan Safety Element Exhibit S-16 shows the location of Palmdale’s wildfire hazard areas. The project
site is not located within a wildfire hazard area.

According to the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection website, State Responsibility Area (SRA) lands
are located approximately 1.0 mile west of the project site and approximately 1.7 miles south of the
project site. The SRA is the area of the state where the State of California is financially responsible for
the prevention and suppression of wildfires. The SRA Fire Prevention Fee was enacted pursuant to
Assembly Bill X1 29 in July 2011. The law approved the annual Fire Prevention Fee to pay for fire
prevention services within the SRA. The fee is applied to all habitable structures within the SRA.
Assembly Bill 398 was enacted on July 25, 2017 to suspend the SRA Fire Prevention Fee until 2031.
The project site is not located within SRA lands.
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a) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The Project is located within, and surrounded by, existing urban development. The Project is not
located in lands classified as very high fire severity zone or within a State Responsibility Area. The
Project would not substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.

b) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

The Project is located within, and surrounded by, existing urban development. The Project is not
located in lands classified as very high fire severity zone or within a State Responsibility Area. The
Project is not located in an area of slope, but occasionally experiences Santa Ana wind conditions. The
Project would be required to comply with federal, State, and local development regulations that
minimize the risk of fire hazards. Implementation of the Project would not exacerbate wildfire risks
and would not expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Impacts are considered less than significant.

c) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other
utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts
to the environment?

Determination: Iess Than Significant Impact

The Project is located within, and surrounded by, existing urban development. The Project is not
located in lands classified as very high fire severity zone or within a State Responsibility Area. The
Project would be required to comply with federal, State and local development regulations that
minimize the risk of fire hazards. Implementation of the Project would not exacerbate fire risk
associated with Project construction. Impacts are considered less than significant.

d) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

Determination: No Impact

The Project is located within, and surrounded by, existing urban development. The Project is not
located in lands classified as very high fire severity zone or within a State Responsibility Area. The
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Project is not located in an area of slope that could cause erosion due to wildfire destroying existing
vegetation. The Project would not cause a situation that would expose people or structures to danger
due to runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. No impact would occur.

XXI. Mandatory Findings of Significance

Potentially | Less Than Significant | Less Than
Significant (Impact with Mitigation| Significant| No
Impact Incorporated Impact | Impact

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially ] O] O]
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause
a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, substantially reduce the number
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or
animal or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually ] O] O]
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects)?

¢) Does the project have environmental effects which ] ] ]
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

Discussion

The following findings have been made, regarding the mandatory findings of significance set forth in
Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines, based on the results of this environmental assessment:

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

Refer to the discussions identified in Section F.IV, Biological Resources, Section F.V, Cultural
Resources, and Section F. XVIII, Tribal Cultural Resources. With implementation of mitigation
measures proposed, all Project impacts would be reduced to less than significant.
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b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Refer to the analysis provided in Section F, Evaluation of FEnvironmental Impacts. With
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant.

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Determination: Less Than Significant Impact

Refer to the analysis provided in Section F, Evaluation of FEnvironmental Impacts. With
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, impacts would be less than significant.
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/M¥Hatch

CONSULTING

Date: August 2, 2018
To: Ms. Kris Pinero, Royal Investors Group, LLC
From: M. S. Hatch Consulting, LLC

Subject: Air Quality Study — Tentative Tract Map (TTM) 81337 Housing Development —
70" Street W & Avenue M, Palmdale, CA

M. S. Hatch Consulting, LLC (MSHC) appreciates the opportunity to prepare the air quality study for the
proposed construction and operation of the housing development for Royal Investors Group, LLC, shown
in Tentative Tract Map (TTM) 81337. The project consists of 86 single family homes on approximately 40
acres of land, in the City of Palmdale. This air quality study includes the estimated criteria pollutant and
greenhouse gas emissions from the construction and operation of the proposed project.

Executive Summary

Table 1 and Table 2 compare the estimated annual and daily emissions summaries from the construction
and operation of the proposed housing development to the significant emission thresholds described in the
Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD) California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and Federal Conformity Guidelines, dated August 2016, included in Attachment A. The estimated
emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases for each year of construction as well as total

operational emissions are well below the applicable thresholds. Greenhouse gas emissions are presented

in units of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2¢e). The proposed project is not considered one of the project
types that the AVAQMD CEQA Guidelines require to be evaluated for potentially exposing sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.* As such, hazardous air pollutants (HAP) emissions were

not calculated and the project was not evaluated for potential health risks to sensitive receptors.

! Residences, schools, daycare centers, playgrounds and medical facilities are considered sensitive receptor land uses. The
following project types proposed for sites within the specified distance to an existing or planned (zoned) sensitive receptor land
use must be evaluated using significance threshold criteria number 4 (refer to the significance threshold discussion): any
industrial project within 1000 feet; a distribution center (40 or more trucks per day) within 1000 feet; a major transportation
project (50,000 or more vehicles per day) within 1000 feet; a dry cleaner using perchloroethylene within 500 feet; or a gasoline
dispensing facility within 300 feet.

M. S. Hatch Consulting
4025 Camino Del Rio South, Ste. 300, San Diego, CA 92108
949.892.9515
619.542.7719



Table 1. Annual Emissions Summary and Significance Thresholds

e G Total Emissions (tons per year)
ROG NOx co SOx PM1o PM2s COze
Year 1 Construction Emissions (2019) 0.34 3.53 2.31 <0.01 0.46 0.27 430
Year 2 Construction Emissions (2020) 0.44 3.94 3.61 0.01 047 0.23 852
Year 3 Construction Emissions (2021) 1.61 0.40 0.51 <0.01 0.03 0.02 75
Total Operational Emissions 2.18 1.63 4.08 0.01 0.90 0.26 1,535
Significant Emissions Threshold 25 25 100 25 15 12 100,000

Table 2. Daily Emissions Summary and Significance Thresholds

Emissions Source Total Emissions (pounds per day)
ROG NOx co SOx PM1o PM25 COze
Year 1 Construction Emissions (2019) 4.86 55.01 34.41 0.07 9.59 6.11 7,515
Year 2 Construction Emissions (2020) 3.52 29.89 28.76 0.07 3.63 1.77 7,400
Year 3 Construction Emissions (2021) 56.61 12.96 15.25 0.02 0.80 0.66 2,358
Total Operational Emissions 12.62 10.26 29.57 0.08 540 1.63 9,565
Significant Emissions Threshold 137 137 548 137 82 65 548,000

ROG: Reactive Organic Compounds, used interchangeably with Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC); NOx: oxides of nitrogen; CO: Carbon
monoxide; SOx: Oxides of sulfur; PM,s: particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter; PMyq: particulate matter less than 10
micrometers in diameter; CO,e: Carbon dioxide equivalent

Project Description

The proposed project includes the construction of 86 single family houses and residential streets on 40.56
acres of land. The project site is located south of the existing residential development on W Avenue M,
between 70" Street W and 65" Street W, in the City of Palmdale. The site location is included in Figure 1
and the proposed site plan is included in Figure 2.
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Figure 1. Regional Vicinity
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Sources of Emissions

The emissions associated with the proposed project consist of construction and operational emissions from
the housing development. Construction emissions are temporary and include emissions of criteria pollutants
and greenhouse gases from construction activities during site preparation, grading, paving, building
construction, and the application of architectural coatings. Operational emissions consist of area sources

(i.e., re-applying architectural coatings, consumer products, fireplaces, and landscaping equipment), energy
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use (i.e., electricity and natural gas), mobile sources (e.g., commuting), solid waste disposal, and water and

wastewater use (i.e., supplying and treating water and wastewater).

Emissions Estimates

Table 3 and 4 present the annual and daily emissions summaries from the construction and operation of the
proposed project, respectively. Emissions were estimated using CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2. The detailed
emissions model outputs are included in Attachment B.

This project is not considered one of the project types that the AVAQMD CEQA Guidelines require to be
evaluated for potentially exposing sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. As such, HAP
emissions were not calculated, and the project was not evaluated for potential health risks to sensitive
receptors.

Table 3. Annual Construction and Operational Emissions Summary

Emissions Source Total Emissions (tons per year)

ROG | NOx | €O [ SOx | PMiw | PMys | COze
Construction Emissions
Year 1 Construction Emissions (2019) 0.34 3.53 2.31 <0.01 0.46 0.27 430
Year 2 Construction Emissions (2020) 0.44 3.94 3.61 0.01 0.47 0.23 852
Year 3 Construction Emissions (2021) 1.61 0.40 0.51 <0.01 0.03 0.02 75
Operational Emissions
Area Sources 1.89 0.07 0.66 <0.01 0.01 0.01 69
Energy 0.01 0.11 0.05 <0.01 0.01 0.01 353
Mobile Sources 0.27 1.46 3.37 0.01 0.89 0.24 1,019
Waste N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.00 51
Water N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.00 0.00 44
Total Operational Emissions 2.18 1.63 4.08 0.01 0.90 0.26 1,535

|_Significant Emissions Threshold 25 25 100 25 15 12 100,000

Table 4. Daily Construction and Operational Emissions Summary

Emissions Source Total Emissions (pounds per day)

ROG | NOx | €O [ SO« | PMiw | PMys | COze
Construction Emissions
Year 1 Construction Emissions (2019) 4.86 55.01 34.41 0.07 9.59 6.11 7,515
Year 2 Construction Emissions (2020) 3.52 29.89 28.76 0.07 3.63 1.77 7,400
Year 3 Construction Emissions (2021) | 56.61 12.96 15.25 0.02 0.80 0.66 2,358
Operational Emissions
Area Sources 10.60 1.51 7.7 0.01 0.15 0.15 1,845
Energy 0.07 0.60 0.25 <0.01 0.05 0.05 766
Mobile 1.95 8.15 21.61 0.07 5.20 1.43 6,954
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Table 4. Daily Construction and Operational Emissions Summary

. Total Emissions (pounds per day)
Emissions Source
ROG NOx CcO SO« PM1o PM2s COze
Waste N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Water N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total Operational Emissions 12.62 10.26 29.57 0.08 5.40 1.63 9,565
Significant Emissions Threshold 137 137 548 137 82 65 548,000

ROG: Reactive Organic Compounds, used interchangeably with Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC); NOx: oxides of nitrogen; CO:
Carbon monoxide; SOx: Oxides of sulfur; PM,s: particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter; PMyo: particulate matter less than
10 micrometers in diameter; CO,e: Carbon dioxide equivalent

Emissions Calculation Methodology

Construction and operational emissions were based on two CalEEMod land use types: Single Family
Housing and Other Asphalt Surfaces. A discussion on the land use types that were used for the emissions

modeling is included below.
CalEEMod Land Use Type: Single Family Housing

The Single Family Housing land use type was used to model the emissions associated with the
proposed housing development. The total building square footage (430,000 square feet) was
calculated based on the number of units (86) and the average square footage per unit (5,000 square
feet) provided by Royal Investors Group, LLC (Royal). The residential acreage (29.81 acres) was

provided by Cornerstone Engineering, Inc.

CalEEMod Land Use Type: Other Asphalt Areas
The Other Asphalt Areas land use type was used to model the emissions associated with the
residential streets within the proposed housing development. The street acreage (10.75 acres) was

provided by Cornerstone Engineering, Inc.

Construction Emissions

Construction emissions were calculated using CalEEMod defaults and input provided by Royal. The client

reviewed and verified the list of construction equipment and the anticipated construction schedule.

Table 5 provides the anticipated construction schedule. Royal provided the proposed start date (6/3/2019)
and end date for the project (6/3/2021) and indicated that work would be conducted five days per week.
Apart from the Building Construction phase, all phase durations are based on CalEEMod default values.
The Building Construction phase was shortened to complete the project within the anticipated project end

date provided by Royal.
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Table 6 provides the anticipated number of construction equipment that will be used during each phase, the
hours per day the equipment will be operated, and the horsepower of the equipment, based on CalEEMod

default values.

Based on input from Royal this project will require 900 cubic yards of material export during the Grading
phase; as such, the emissions for material haul trips were included in the construction emissions. For
fugitive dust emissions, CalEEMod defaults do not include any control of fugitive dust from project
construction sites. AVAQMD Rule 403 requires that fugitive dust from any “active operation, open storage
pile, or disturbed surface area” be controlled so that the no presence of dust remains visible beyond the
property line. To meet this requirement, the standard operation is watering active sites three times per day.
Although the addition of watering for dust control is listed as a mitigation measure in CalEEMod, within
the AVAQMD this is a requirement, and is therefore included.

For architectural coating operations, VOC emissions were calculated based on the assumption that the
coatings would be compliant with the VOC content limits of AVAQMD Rule 1113.2

Table 5. Construction Schedule

Construction Phase Start Date End Date | Days/week | Total Days
Demolition N/A N/A N/A N/A
Site Preparation 6/3/2019 7/12/2019 5 30
Grading 7/13/2019 | 10/25/2019 5 75
Building Construction 10/26/2019 | 12/31/2020 5 309
Paving 1/1/2021 3/18/2021 5 55
Architectural Coating 3/19/2021 6/3/2021 5 55
Table 6. Construction Equipment
Number of | Hours Horse
Construction Phase Equipment Equipment | per day power
Site Preparation Tractors/ljoaders/Backhoes 4 8 97
Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8 247
Excavators 2 8 158
Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8 247
Grading Graders 1 8 187
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8 97
Scrapers 2 8 367
Cranes 1 7 231
Building Construction Forklifts 3 8 89
Generator Sets 1 8 84

2 For building coatings, assumed to be 90% flat paints (50 g/L) and 10% non-flat paints (100 g/L). For the parking lot coatings,
assumed to be compliant with the Traffic Marking Coating category (100 g/L). VOC limits based on AVAQMD Rule 1113.
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Table 6. Construction Equipment

Number of | Hours Horse

Construction Phase Equipment Equipment | per day power
o ] Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7 97

Building Construction

Welders 1 8 46
Pavers 2 8 130
Paving Rollers 2 8 80
Paving Equipment 2 8 132
Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6 78

Operational Emissions

Operational emissions consist of area sources (i.e., re-applying architectural coatings, consumer products,
fireplaces, and landscaping equipment), energy use (i.e., electricity and natural gas), mobile sources (e.qg.,
commuting), solid waste disposal, and water and wastewater use (i.e., supplying and treating water and

wastewater).

For area-source emissions, it was determined that woodstoves and wood-burning fireplaces would not be
installed; however, gas-fueled fireplaces would be installed.® For architectural coating operations (i.e., re-
applying coatings), VOC emissions were calculated based on the assumption that the coatings would be
compliant with the VOC content limits of AVAQMD Rule 1113.* All other operational emissions sources
were calculated using CalEEMod default factors.

Findings

The estimated emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases for each year of construction and the

total operational emissions are well below the applicable AVAOMD Significant Emissions Thresholds;

therefore, this project does not have a significant air quality impact on the environment. In addition, this
project is not expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Since the
construction and operational emissions are below the significance thresholds, emissions mitigation

measures are not required.

3 Based on data request form provided by Royal Investors Group, LLC.
4 For building coatings, assumed to be 90% flat paints (50 g/L) and 10% non-flat paints (100 g/L). For the parking lot coatings,
assumed to be compliant with the Traffic Marking Coating category (100 g/L). VOC limits based on AVAQMD Rule 1113.
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Background

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the AVAQMD (District) is an expert
commenting agency on air quality and related matters within its jurisdiction (or impacting on its
jurisdiction). The District has dedicated resources to reviewing projects to ensure that they will
not: (1) cause or contribute to any new violation of any air quality standard; (2) increase the
frequency or severity of any existing violation of any air quality standard; or (3) delay timely
attainment of any air quality standard or any required interim emission reductions or other
milestones of any federal attainment plan. The District has adopted a federal attainment plan for
ozone pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act.

Purpose

These Guidelines are intended to assist persons preparing environmental analysis or review
documents for any project within the jurisdiction of the District by providing background
information and guidance on the preferred analysis approach.

Map 1 - Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District Jurisdiction
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Jurisdiction

The District has jurisdiction over the northern, desert portion of Los Angeles County (please
refer to Map 1). This region includes the incorporated cities of Lancaster and Palmdale, Air
Force Plant 42, and the southern portion of Edwards Air Force Base. The Kern County-Los
Angeles County boundary forms the northern boundary of the District; the San Bernardino-Los
Angeles County boundary forms the eastern boundary of the District.

Non-attainment Designations and Classification Status

The United States Environmental Protection Agency and the California Air Resources Board
have designated portions of the District non-attainment for a variety of pollutants, and some of
those designations have an associated classification. Please refer to Table 1 for a chart of these
designations and classifications.

Table 1 — AVAQMD Designations and Classifications

Ambient Air Quality Standard AVAQMD

One-hour Ozone (Federal) — standard has been | Proposed attainment in 2014; historical

revoked, this is historical information only

classification Severe-17

Eight-hour Ozone (Federal 84 ppb (1997))

Subpart 2 Nonattainment; classified Severe-
15

Eight-hour Ozone (Federal 75 ppb (2008))

Nonattainment, classified Severe-15

Eight-hour Ozone (Federal 70 ppb (2015))

Expected nonattainment; classification to be

determined

Ozone (State) Nonattainment; classified Extreme

PMy, 24-hour (Federal) Unclassifiable/attainment

PM, s Annual (Federal) Unclassified/attainment

PM, 5 24-hour (Federal) Unclassified/attainment

PM, 5 (State) Unclassified
PMy, (State) Nonattainment
Carbon Monoxide (State and Federal) Attainment

Nitrogen Dioxide (State and Federal) Attainment/unclassified

Sulfur Dioxide (State and Federal) Attainment/unclassified

Lead (State and Federal) Attainment

Particulate Sulfate (State) Unclassified
Hydrogen Sulfide (State) Unclassified
Visibility Reducing Particles (State) Unclassified

Attainment Plans

The District has adopted a single attainment plan for ozone. Please refer to Table 2 for
information regarding this attainment plan.
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Table 2 - AVAQMD Attainment Plans

Name of Plan Date of Standard(s) | Applicable Area | Pollutant(s) Attainment
Adoption Targeted Targeted Date*

AVAQMD 2004 4/2004 Federal one Entire District NO, and VOC | 2007

Ozone Attainment hour ozone

Plan (State and

Federal)

AVAQMD Federal | 5/20/2008 Federal eight | Entire District NO, and VOC | 2019

8-Hour Ozone hour ozone (revised

Attainment Plan (84 pph) from 2021)

*Note: A historical attainment date given in an attainment plan does not necessarily mean that
the affected area has been re-designated to attainment; please refer to Table 1.

Rules and Regulations

The District maintains a set of Rules and Regulations to improve air quality and maintain good
air quality. Please contact the District to obtain a copy of the District rulebook, or visit
www.avagmd.ca.gov.

Recommended Environmental Setting Elements

Air Quality Data
The District gathers a variety of air quality data at the Lancaster monitoring site. Table 3 details
the data available from the District for this site.

Table 3 - Available Air Quality Data

Site Address Pollutants Dates

Lancaster | W. Ponderosa O3, NOy, CO, PMy (Hi-Vol and 7/1/97 to 11/01
TEOM)

Lancaster | W. Ponderosa PM; 5 1/1/99 to 11/01

Lancaster | 43301 Division St. O3z, NOy, CO, PMyg (hourly), PM2 5 11/01 to present

Meteorological Data

A variety of meteorological data is available from the District for the Lancaster site. Table 4
contains a list of the data available for the Lancaster site.

Table 4 - Available Meteorological Data

Site Address Data Dates
Lancaster W. Ponderosa Wind speed/direction, pressure, 7/1/97 to 11/01
temperature, humidity
Lancaster | 43301 Division St. | Wind speed/direction, pressure, 11/01 to present
temperature, humidity
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Topography and Climate Discussion

The District covers a western portion of the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB). The MDAB is
an assemblage of mountain ranges interspersed with long broad valleys that often contain dry
lakes. Many of the lower mountains which dot the vast terrain rise from 1,000 to 4,000 feet
above the valley floor. Prevailing winds in the MDAB are out of the west and southwest. These
prevailing winds are due to the proximity of the MDAB to coastal and central regions and the
blocking nature of the Sierra Nevada mountains to the north; air masses pushed onshore in
southern California by differential heating are channeled through the MDAB. The MDAB is
separated from the southern California coastal and central California valley regions by mountains
(highest elevation approximately 10,000 feet), whose passes form the main channels for these air
masses. The Antelope Valley is bordered in the northwest by the Tehachapi Mountains,
separated from the Sierra Nevadas in the north by the Tehachapi Pass (3,800 ft elevation). The
Antelope Valley is bordered in the south by the San Gabriel Mountains, bisected by Soledad
Canyon (3,300 ft).

During the summer the MDAB is generally influenced by a Pacific Subtropical High cell that sits
off the coast, inhibiting cloud formation and encouraging daytime solar heating. The MDAB is
rarely influenced by cold air masses moving south from Canada and Alaska, as these frontal
systems are weak and diffuse by the time the reach the desert. Most desert moisture arrives from
infrequent warm, moist and unstable air masses from the south. MDAB annual average
precipitation is presented in Table 5; the data displayed is 1981-2010 averages from the NOAA
National Climate Data Center. The MDAB is classified as a dry-hot desert climate (BWh), with
portions classified as dry-very hot desert (BWhh), to indicate at least three months have
maximum average temperatures over 100.4° F.

Table 5 - MDAB Average Annual Precipitation

Site County District Precipitation

(inches)
Baker San Bernardino MDAQMD 4.48
Barstow Daggett Airport San Bernardino MDAQMD 4.06
Barstow San Bernardino MDAQMD 5.30
Blythe Airport Riverside MDAQMD 3.77
Desert Center 2 NNE Riverside SCAQMD 3.92
Eagle Mountain Riverside SCAQMD 4.10
Goldstone Echo Number 2 San Bernardino MDAQMD 5.88
Joshua Tree San Bernardino MDAQMD 5.11
Lancaster Wm J Fox Field Los Angeles AVAQMD 7.38
Mitchell Caverns San Bernardino MDAQMD 11.50
Mojave Kern EKAPCD 6.67
Mountain Pass 1 SE San Bernardino MDAQMD 9.94
Needles Airport San Bernardino MDAQMD 4.62
Palmdale Airport Los Angeles AVAQMD 8.30
Palmdale Los Angeles AVAQMD 7.40
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Site County District Precipitation

(inches)
Parker Reservoir San Bernardino MDAQMD 6.16
Pearblossom Los Angeles AVAQMD 6.73
Randsburg Kern EKAPCD 7.26
Trona San Bernardino MDAQMD 3.88
Twentynine Palms San Bernardino MDAQMD 4.46
Victorville Pump Plant San Bernardino MDAQMD 6.15
Wrightwood Los Angeles AVAQMD 22.61

Recommended Impacts Discussion Elements

Direct Impacts

Direct impacts are the result of the project itself (from its construction and operation), in the
form of project activity and trips generated by the project. For example, in the case of a
subdivision project, construction emissions (equipment exhaust, wind erosion, vehicle exhaust),
housing use activity (natural gas consumption) and trips to and from the housing (vehicle
exhaust, tire wear) represent direct impacts. In the case of a new mine project, construction
emissions (equipment exhaust, wind erosion, vehicle exhaust), material handling (drilling,
blasting, transfers, crushing, screening, bagging), operational emissions (wind erosion, vehicle
travel, vehicle exhaust, tire wear), and employee/customer/delivery travel (vehicle exhaust, tire
wear) represent direct impacts.

Indirect Impacts

Indirect impacts are the result of changes that would not occur without the project. In the case of
a subdivision project, indirect impacts on the surrounding community can be generated in many
ways: nearby construction of roadways (or roadway modifications) and other infrastructure to
support the subdivision, construction and operation of new commercial/retail establishments,
changes in traffic/circulation patterns that result in increased congestion/delays, etc. In the case
of a new mine project, indirect impacts can be generated by nearby construction of infrastructure
to support the mine, housing constructed and/or occupied by mine employees, changes in
traffic/circulation patterns that result in increased congestion/delays, etc.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts are similar to direct and indirect impacts of the project, which the project
contributes to. In the case of a subdivision project, a given project has a cumulative impact with
all other subdivision projects, from the standpoint of each type of impact (cumulative
construction emissions, residential natural gas consumption, solvent use, transportation
emissions, congestion, etc.). Similarly, a new mine project has a cumulative impact with all
other mining projects, from the standpoint of each type of impact (cumulative construction
emissions, diesel equipment emissions, blasting emissions, fugitive emissions, transportation,
congestion, etc.).
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Conformity Impacts

A project is non-conforming if it conflicts with or delays implementation of any applicable
attainment or maintenance plan. A project is conforming if it complies with all applicable
District rules and regulations, complies with all proposed control measures that are not yet
adopted from the applicable plan(s), and is consistent with the growth forecasts in the applicable
plan(s) (or is directly included in the applicable plan). Conformity with growth forecasts can be
established by demonstrating that the project is consistent with the land use plan that was used to
generate the growth forecast. An example of a non-conforming project would be one that
increases the gross number of dwelling units, increases the number of trips, and/or increases the
overall vehicle miles traveled in an affected area (relative to the applicable land use plan).

Sensitive Receptor Land Uses

Residences, schools, daycare centers, playgrounds and medical facilities are considered sensitive
receptor land uses. The following project types proposed for sites within the specified distance
to an existing or planned (zoned) sensitive receptor land use must be evaluated using significance
threshold criteria number 4 (refer to the significance threshold discussion):

e Any industrial project within 1000 feet;

A distribution center (40 or more trucks per day) within 1000 feet;

A major transportation project (50,000 or more vehicles per day) within 1000 feet;

A dry cleaner using perchloroethylene within 500 feet;

A gasoline dispensing facility within 300 feet.

Recommended Substantiation Discussion Elements

For projects applying the emissions-based significance thresholds, project emissions
quantification is required. In addition the environmental documentation must include support for
the quantification methodology used, including emission factors, emission factors source,
assumptions, and sample calculations where necessary. For projects using a calculation tool
such as CalEEMod or URBEMIS, the support section must specify the inputs and settings used
for the evaluation.

Significance Thresholds

Any project is significant if it triggers or exceeds the most appropriate evaluation criteria. The
District will clarify upon request which threshold is most appropriate for a given project; in
general, the emissions comparison (criteria number 1) is sufficient:
1. Generates total emissions (direct and indirect) in excess of the thresholds given in
Table 6;
2. Generates a violation of any ambient air quality standard when added to the local
background;
3. Does not conform with the applicable attainment or maintenance plan(s) *;

! A project is deemed to not exceed this threshold, and hence not be significant, if it is consistent with the existing
land use plan. Zoning changes, specific plans, general plan amendments and similar land use plan changes which do
not increase dwelling unit density, do not increase vehicle trips, and do not increase vehicle miles traveled are also
deemed to not exceed this threshold.
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4. Exposes sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, including those
resulting in a cancer risk greater than or equal to 10 in a million and/or a Hazard
Index (HI) (non-cancerous) greater than or equal to 1.

"Refer to the Sensitive Receptor Land Use discussion above

A significant project must incorporate mitigation sufficient to reduce its impact to a level that is
not significant. A project that cannot be mitigated to a level that is not significant must
incorporate all feasible mitigation. Note that the emission thresholds are given as a daily value
and an annual value, so that a multi-phased project (such as a project with a construction phase
and a separate operational phase) with phases shorter than one year can be compared to the daily
value.

Table 6 — Significant Emissions Thresholds

Criteria Pollutant Annual Threshold | Daily Threshold
(tons) (pounds)
Greenhouse Gases (CO2e) 100,000 548,000
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 100 548
Oxides of Nitrogen (NOy) 25 137
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 25 137
Oxides of Sulfur (SOy) 25 137
Particulate Matter (PM1) 15 82
Particulate Matter (PMs) 12 65
Hydrogen Sulfide (H.S) 10 54
Lead (Pb) 0.6 3

District Contacts
If an address is not listed, please use the general address, to the attention of the listed individual.

AVAQMD General and Rulebook Crystal Goree (661) 723-8070 x1

Mailing and Physical Address:
43301 Division St., Suite 206
Lancaster, CA 93535-4649

Planning and Rules Tracy Walters (760) 245-1661 x6122
Air Quality and Meteorological Data Orlando Salinas (760) 245-1661 x1810
CEQA and Conformity Alan De Salvio (760) 245-1661 x6726
Permitting Bret Banks (661) 723-8070 x2
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Appendix A — Basic Definitions of Major Air Pollutants

Technical and/or legal definitions exist for many of these pollutants, depending on context. The
following definitions are for general, introductory purposes only:

Carbon Dioxide (CO,) — Common product of combustion. Not a criteria pollutant, but considered an
important “greenhouse gas.” Important on a national or global scale.

Carbon Monoxide (CO) — Common product of incomplete combustion. A criteria pollutant with state
and federal standards. Not a primary photochemical reaction compound, but involved in photochemical
reactions. Dissipates rapidly, and is therefore only important on a local scale near sources.

Criteria Pollutants — Those air pollutants specifically identified for control under the Federal Clean Air
Act (currently six: carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, lead, sulfur oxides, ozone and particulates).

Lead (Pb) — A heavy metal, present in the environment mainly due to historical use in motor vehicle fuel.
Primarily associated with lead smelting operations. A criteria pollutant with state and federal standards.
Primarily of concern near sources.

Oxides of Nitrogen (NO,) — Common product of combustion in the presence of nitrogen. Includes NO,,
which is a criteria pollutant with state and federal standards. Locally and regionally important due to its
involvement in the photochemical formation of ozone.

Oxides of Sulfur (SOy) — Common product of combustion in the presence of sulfur. Associated
primarily with diesel and coal burning. Includes SO,, a criteria pollutant with state and federal standards.
Primarily of concern near sources.

Ozone (O3) — A gas mainly produced by a photochemical reaction between reactive organic gases and
oxides of nitrogen in the presence of sunlight (also produced by molecular oxygen in the presence of
ultraviolet light or electrical discharge). A strong oxidant that is damaging at ground level but necessary
at high altitude (in the stratosphere, where it absorbs dangerous ultraviolet light). Also considered an
important greenhouse gas. A criteria pollutant with state and federal standards.

Particulate Matter (TSP or PMg3,) — Solid or liquid matter suspended in the atmosphere, excluding
water. Includes aerosols and droplets that form in the atmosphere. Locally and regionally important.

Reactive/Volatile Organic Compounds/Gases (ROG, VOC, NMOG, NMOC) — A portion of total
organic compounds or gases, excludes methane, ethane and acetone (due to low photochemical
reactivity). “ROG” is generally used by the California Air Resources Board, “VOC” is generally used by
the United States Environmental Protection Agency, but all four terms are interchangeable for most uses.
Regionally important due to its involvement in the photochemical reaction that produces ozone.

Respirable Particulate Matter (coarse or PMy,, and fine or PM, ) — That portion of particulate matter
that tends to penetrate into the human lung. The subscript refers to aerodynamic diameter. Criteria
pollutants with state and federal standards. Locally and regionally important.

Total Organic Compounds/Gases (TOC or TOG) — Compounds containing at least one atom of

carbon, except carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic carbides and metallic
carbonates. Primarily methane in the atmosphere, a “greenhouse gas.”
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 1 of 32 Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale
Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Other Asphalt Surfaces . 10.75 . Acre ! 10.75 ! 468,270.00 0
"""" single Family Housing  + 800 * Dwelling Unit 2981 : 430,000.00 246

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2022
Utility Company Southern California Edison

CO2 Intensity 702.44 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Lot acreage and building square footage were updated based on client's input.
Construction Phase - Construction schedule adjusted based on client input on the data request form.
Grading -

Architectural Coating - VOC limits from AVAQMD Rule 1113. For the building, assumes 90% flat paint (50 g/L) and 10% non-flat (100 g/L). For parking lot
coatings, assumed to be compliant with the Traffic Marking Coating category VOC limit of 100 g/L.

Woodstoves - Based on client input, gas fueled fireplaces will be installed. Woodstoves will not be installed.

Area Coating - VOC limits from AVAQMD Rule 1113. For the building, assumes 90% flat paint (50 g/L) and 10% non-flat (100 g/L). For parking lot coatings,
assumed to be compliant with the Traffic Marking Coating category VOC limit of 100 g/L.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Assumed that construction site will be watered 3 times per day to be in compliance with AVAQMD Rule 403.

Trips and VMT -
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Parking . 250.00 100.00
777 iblArchitecturalCoating HAR EF_Residential_Exterior 250.00 : """""" 5500
777 iblArchitecturalCoating 1T Residential inierior 250.00 : """""" 5500
""""" biAreacoatng Y T meaeF paking T 250 :100
""""" iAreacoatng % Area EF. Residential Exterior | - 250 : s
""""" iAreacoatng % 7 Avea.EF Residential Interior - 250 : s
"""" tiConstructonPhase & T Numbays T 740.00 :30900
""""" biFirepiaces T T FreplcewoodMass 3,078.40 :ooo
""""" biFirepiaces TR Numbergas T 47.30 :8600
""""" biFirepiaces T NumberNoFreplace 8.60 :ooo
""""" iFirepiaces TR Namberwood T 30.10 :ooo
"""""" biGadng T Naeriasoned 0.00 :90000
T dbitandise 1T AndGsesquareest 154,800.00 : """"" 43000000
T dbitandise It LotAcreage 27.92 : """""" 2081
""""" iwoodstoves T E T Nambercatabtc 4.30 :ooo
""""" iwoodstoves T E T NumberNoncaiyic 4.30 :ooo
""""" iwoodstoves T E T WecdsioveDayver 82.00 :ooo
""""" biwoodstoves T Woodstovewoodmass 3,019.20 A

2.0 Emissions Summary




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

Page 4 of 32

Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2019 :: 0.3356 ! 3.5255 ! 2.3108 ! 4.7300e- * 0.6621 * 0.1576 + 0.8197 + 0.3016 * 0.1457 1+ 0.4473 0.0000 1 427.2075 + 427.2075 + 0.1007 * 0.0000 ' 429.7250
- : ' . 003 ' : : ' : : ' : : '
___________ mn ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ____‘________:______ 1 ] ] ______:________
2020 - 0.4400 ! 3.9438 : 3.6092 ! 9.3900e- * 0.3156 * 0.1542 + 0.4698 ' 0.0856 ' 0.1450 + 0.2306 0.0000 * 849.1946 ' 849.1946 + 0.0967 +* 0.0000 ' 851.6119
- : ' . 003 : : : : : : : : : '
___________ mn ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ____‘________:______ 1 ] ] ______:________
2021 - 1.6060 ! 0.4025 : 0.5105 ! 8.4000e- ! 0.0135 : 0.0213 ! 0.0349 ! 3.5900e- : 0.0198 ! 0.0234 0.0000 ! 74.3274 : 74.3274 + 0.0187 ! 0.0000 ! 74.7952
u ' ' v 004, ' ' v 003 ' ' ' ' ' '
- 1
Maximum 1.6060 3.9438 3.6092 9.3900e- 0.6621 0.1576 0.8197 0.3016 0.1457 0.4473 0.0000 | 849.1946 | 849.1946 | 0.1007 0.0000 | 851.6119
003
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year tonsl/yr MTlyr
2019 E: 0.3356 ' 3.5255 ! 23108 ! 4.7300e- ' 0.2984 ! 0.1576 @ 0.4560 ' 0.1285 ' 0.1457 ' 02742 0.0000 : 427.2071 ! 427.2071 ' 0.1007 ! 0.0000 ! 429.7247
- L} 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et : ————— = m e e
2020 = 04400 ' 39438 ! 36092 : 9.3900e- + 0.3156 ! 0.1542 : 0.4698 : 0.0856 ! 0.1450 ' 0.2306 0.0000 : 849.1943 ! 849.1943 + 0.0967 ' 0.0000 ! 851.6115
- L} 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B ot : ————— - m e e
2021 = 16060 @ 04025 ! 05105 ! 84000e- ' 0.0135 ! 0.0213 ' 0.0349 ' 3.5900e- ! 0.0198 @ 0.0234 0.0000 : 74.3273 ' 743273 @' 0.0187 ' 0.0000 ! 74.7951
- ' ' \004 ' : v 003 ' : ' ' ' '
Maximum 1.6060 3.9438 3.6092 9.3900e- 0.3156 0.1576 0.4698 0.1285 0.1457 0.2742 0.0000 | 849.1943 | 849.1943 | 0.1007 0.0000 | 851.6115

003
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 36.70 0.00 27.47 44.31 0.00 24.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 6-3-2019 9-2-2019 1.8270 1.8270
2 9-3-2019 12-2-2019 1.6305 1.6305
3 12-3-2019 3-2-2020 1.1173 1.1173
4 3-3-2020 6-2-2020 1.0967 1.0967
5 6-3-2020 9-2-2020 1.0976 1.0976
6 9-3-2020 12-2-2020 1.0837 1.0837
7 12-3-2020 3-2-2021 0.6674 0.6674
8 3-3-2021 6-2-2021 1.6659 1.6659
9 6-3-2021 9-2-2021 0.0208 0.0208
Highest 1.8270 1.8270
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2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

Page 6 of 32

Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area = 18903 + 0.0659 1 0.6642 + 4.1000e- + 1 8.2600e- ' 8.2600e- 1 8.2600e- ' 8.2600e- 0.0000 + 68.7812 ' 68.7812 ' 2.3100e- * 1.2400e- * 69.2089
o : ' Vo004 i 003 , 003 {003 . 003 . ' . 003 , 003 .
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e —————g - m—————— - e
Energy = (0.0127 + 0.1089 '+ 0.0463 ' 6.9000e- 1 8.8000e- * 8.8000e- 1 1 8.8000e- * 8.8000e- 0.0000 ' 351.0078 * 351.0078 * 0.0117 1 4.2300e- * 352.5617
o : ' Vo004 i 003 , 003 \ 003 . 003 . ' : V003
----------- n ———————— - ———————n - ———————— : ———k s e jmm—————g - fm——————p e = m e
Mobile m (02743 v 14589 v 3.3694 + 0.0111 + 0.8767 1 8.5900e- * 0.8853 '+ 0.2351 ' 8.0200e- * 0.2431 0.0000 +1,017.758 1 1,017.758 + 0.0431 +* 0.0000 ' 1,018.835
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
" ' ' ' ' v 003, ' v 003, ' 7 ' 7 ' ' ' 4
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : e R - e = e
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 20.4737 ! 0.0000 ! 20.4737 ! 1.2100 ! 0.0000 ! 50.7227
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : T T - fm—————— = e
Water - ! : ! ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 1.7777 » 35.7512 : 37.5288 ! 0.1841 ! 4.6200e- ! 43.5060
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} 003 L}
- 1
Total 21773 1.6336 4.0800 0.0122 0.8767 0.0257 0.9023 0.2351 0.0251 0.2601 22.2513 | 1,473.298 | 1,495.550 1.4511 0.0101 1,534.834
8 1 6
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

2.2 Overall Operational

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area = 18903 + 0.0659 1 0.6642 + 4.1000e- + ' 8.2600e- + 8.2600e- 1 v 8.2600e- + 8.2600e- 0.0000 + 68.7812 ' 68.7812 1 2.3100e- * 1.2400e- ' 69.2089
o : ' Vo004 i 003 , 003 {003 . 003 . ' . 003 , 003 .
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e —————g - m—————— - e
Energy = (0.0127 + 0.1089 '+ 0.0463 ' 6.9000e- 1 8.8000e- * 8.8000e- 1 1 8.8000e- * 8.8000e- 0.0000 ' 351.0078 * 351.0078 * 0.0117 1 4.2300e- * 352.5617
o : ' Vo004 i 003 , 003 \ 003 . 003 . ' : V003
----------- n ———————— - ———————n - ———————— : ———k s e jmm—————g - fm——————p e = m e
Mobile m (02743 v 14589 v 3.3694 + 0.0111 + 0.8767 1 8.5900e- * 0.8853 '+ 0.2351 ' 8.0200e- * 0.2431 0.0000 +1,017.758 1 1,017.758 + 0.0431 +* 0.0000 ' 1,018.835
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
.. ' ' ' ' v 003, ' v 003, ' 7 ' 7 ' ' ' 4
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : e R - e = e
Waste " ' ! ' ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 20.4737 ' 0.0000 ! 20.4737 ' 1.2100 ' 0.0000 ! 50.7227
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : T T - fm—————— = e
Water - ' ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 - '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 1.7777 » 35.7512 v 37.5288 + 0.1841 1 4.6200e- * 43.5060
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} 003 L}
- 1
Total 21773 1.6336 4.0800 0.0122 0.8767 0.0257 0.9023 0.2351 0.0251 0.2601 22.2513 | 1,473.298 | 1,495.550 1.4511 0.0101 1,534.834
8 1 6
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Site Preparation *Site Preparation 16/3/2019 17/12/2019 ! 5! 30}
5 NGrang T  Gading T T T ot ;16/'2%726'15""";"""'%’:""""'""7'5;' I
377 Bliding Constuction | *Buiding Construction  110/26/2019 ;15/'3'1726'26""";"""'%":"""""565;’ I
2T Raing T Ring T T T T e ;571?372'0'2'1""'";"""'%’:""""'"'EE;’ I
5 F Architectural Coating FArchitectural Coating {316/2001 I 6/3/2021 I 5I 55? """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 187.5

Acres of Paving: 10.75

Residential Indoor: 870,750; Residential Outdoor: 290,250; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area:
28,096 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

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

Site Preparation *Rubber Tired Dozers ! 3 8.00! 247 0.40

Site Preparation FTaciorslLoadersBackhoss s 5.001 g7 T 0.37

Grading SExcavators | TTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 T A 0.38

Grading fGraders T T 5.001 T3 A 0.41

Grading fRubber Tred Dozers T 5.001 Sa7y T 0.40

Grading Ssorapers T TTTTTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 Se7i T 0.48

Grading FTraciorslLoadersBackhoss e 5.001 g7 T 0.37

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

Building Construction Srorie T e 5.001 Ber T 0.20

Building Construction SGenerator Sets T T 5.001 Ba T 0.74

Building Construction FTraciorslLoadersBackhoes - 7,001 g7 T 0.37

Building Construction Welders T TTTTTTTTTTTTT T 5.001 Ger T 0.45

Paving 77 Spavers | TTTTTTTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 1500 T 0.42

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

Paving 7 -'Rbﬁér; """"""""""" e 5.001 Bor T 0.38

Archltectural é(-)e-lt-in-g -------------- :Air Compressors I 1 6.00; 78 I ----------- 0 48

Trips and VMT

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

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

Site Preparation E 7: 18.005 0.00 0.00: 10.80: 7.SOE Z0.00:LD_Mix :HDT_MIX EHHDT

Gradng . sr“““z'aaag' o000l 113.60" 10.805_ 7300 2000iLD_Mix !h’df_'w?&' T

Building Gonstruciion & 9?'""52'566 R 6,001 10.805_ '7.30@ """ 2000iLD_Mix THDT_Mix il—-H:H-D:I' """

Paving sr"""l's'.66§' T 000l 6,001 10.805_ '7.30@ """ 2000iLD_Mix !h’df_'w?&' o il—-H:H-D:I' """

Architectural Coating r 1 46.00; 0.00 500 1080+ 7.30; 3600110, Mix ot ik heotT T
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Page 10 of 32

Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 5: : : : : 0.2710 : 0.0000 : 0.2710 : 0.1490 : 0.0000 : 0.1490 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000

- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]

feem e —————— ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ———— e : ———————n - r -

Off-Road :: 0.0650 : 0.6836 : 0.3310 : 5.7000e- : : 0.0359 : 0.0359 : : 0.0330 : 0.0330 0.0000 : 51.2530 : 51.2530 : 0.0162 : 0.0000 ! 51.6584

- 1 1] 1 004 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.0650 0.6836 0.3310 5.7000e- 0.2710 0.0359 0.3069 0.1490 0.0330 0.1820 0.0000 51.2530 51.2530 0.0162 0.0000 51.6584

004
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Page 11 of 32

Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - rmmm
Worker 1.2000e- '+ 1.0400e- * 0.0111 1 2.0000e- '+ 2.1700e- * 2.0000e- * 2.1900e- * 5.8000e- * 2.0000e- * 6.0000e- 0.0000 + 2.0816 * 2.0816 ' 8.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 2.0836
o003 , 003 . i 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : i 005 .
Total 1.2000e- | 1.0400e- 0.0111 2.0000e- | 2.1700e- | 2.0000e- | 2.1900e- | 5.8000e- | 2.0000e- 6.0000e- 0.0000 2.0816 2.0816 8.0000e- 0.0000 2.0836
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 0.1057 ! 0.0000 ! 0.1057 ! 0.0581 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0581 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ———mmm ey ———————n - Fmmmm
Off-Road ! 0.6836 ! 0.3309 ! 5.7000e- ! ! 0.0359 ! 0.0359 ! ! 0.0330 ! 0.0330 0.0000 ! 51.2530 ! 51.2530 ! 0.0162 ! 0.0000 ! 51.6584
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0650 0.6836 0.3309 5.7000e- 0.1057 0.0359 0.1416 0.0581 0.0330 0.0911 0.0000 51.2530 51.2530 0.0162 0.0000 51.6584

004
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

Page 12 of 32

Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - rmmm
Worker 1.2000e- '+ 1.0400e- * 0.0111 1 2.0000e- '+ 2.1700e- * 2.0000e- * 2.1900e- * 5.8000e- * 2.0000e- * 6.0000e- 0.0000 + 2.0816 * 2.0816 ' 8.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 2.0836
o003 , 003 . i 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 005 . .
Total 1.2000e- | 1.0400e- 0.0111 2.0000e- | 2.1700e- | 2.0000e- | 2.1900e- | 5.8000e- | 2.0000e- | 6.0000e- 0.0000 2.0816 2.0816 8.0000e- 0.0000 2.0836
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005
3.3 Grading - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 03253 : 00000 ! 03253 : 0.1349 ! 0.0000 @ 0.1349 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————— - ———————— ———————— : ——— e ———————n - F=mmm -
Off-Road ! 20445 : 12516 1 2.3300e- ! ! 00894 1 0.0894 ! 00822  0.0822 0.0000 : 208.8800 : 208.8800 ! 0.0661 @ 0.0000 ! 210.5321
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.1777 2.0445 1.2516 2.3300e- 0.3253 0.0894 0.4147 0.1349 0.0822 0.2171 0.0000 | 208.8800 | 208.8800 | 0.0661 0.0000 | 210.5321

003
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3.3 Grading - 2019

Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Page 13 of 32

Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 4.9000e- ' 0.0163 1 3.3900e- + 5.0000e- + 9.7000e- + 5.0000e- ' 1.0200e- 1 2.7000e- + 5.0000e- + 3.1000e- # 0.0000 + 4.5508 + 4.5508 & 1.7000e- ' 0.0000 ' 4.5552
o004 , 003 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . . \ 004 .
- 1 1 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] L]
Vendor 'E 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 & 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : - : R — - : ———meeaaa] - :
Worker 3.3300e- + 2.8800e- + 0.0307 ' 6.0000e- * 6.0400e- ' 5.0000e- ' 6.0900e- + 1.6000e- ' 5.0000e- * 1.6500e- & 0.0000 + 5.7821 + 5.7821 1 2.3000e- + 0.0000 ' 5.7879
o003 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 ., 003 . . \ 004 .
Total 3.8200e- | 0.0192 0.0341 | 1.1000e- | 7.0100e- | 1.0000e- | 7.1100e- | 1.8700e- | 1.0000e- | 1.9600e- | 0.0000 | 10.3329 | 10.3329 | 4.0000e- | 0.0000 | 10.3430
003 004 003 004 003 003 004 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust ' ' ' ' 01269 ' 00000 ' 0.1269 ' 00526 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0526 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : - : - ——————q : ——— e meeaan] R — :
Off-Road ! 20445 ' 12516 ! 2.3300e- ! ' 00894 ! 00894 ! 1 00822 ! 0.0822 0.0000 : 208.8797 ! 208.8797 ! 0.0661 ' 0.0000 ' 2105319
1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.1777 2.0445 1.2516 | 2.3300e- | 0.1269 0.0894 0.2162 0.0526 0.0822 0.1348 0.0000 | 208.8797 | 208.8797 | 0.0661 0.0000 | 210.5319

003
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 4.9000e- ' 0.0163 1 3.3900e- + 5.0000e- + 9.7000e- + 5.0000e- ' 1.0200e- 1 2.7000e- + 5.0000e- + 3.1000e- # 0.0000 + 4.5508 + 4.5508 & 1.7000e- ' 0.0000 ' 4.5552
o004 003 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 003 . 004 , 005 ., 004 . : \ 004 :
L 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] L]
Vendor 'E 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 & 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : - : R — - : ———meeaaa] - :
Worker 3.3300e- + 2.8800e- + 0.0307 ' 6.0000e- * 6.0400e- ' 5.0000e- ' 6.0900e- + 1.6000e- ' 5.0000e- * 1.6500e- & 0.0000 + 5.7821 + 5.7821 1 2.3000e- + 0.0000 ' 5.7879
o003 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 ., 003 . . \ 004 .
Total 3.8200e- | 0.0192 0.0341 | 1.1000e- | 7.0100e- | 1.0000e- | 7.1100e- | 1.8700e- | 1.0000e- | 1.9600e- | 0.0000 | 10.3329 | 10.3329 | 4.0000e- | 0.0000 | 10.3430
003 004 003 004 003 003 004 003 004
3.4 Building Construction - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.0555 ! 0.4954 ' 0.4034 ! 6.3000e- ! ' 00303 ! 00303 ! 100285 ' 0.0285 0.0000 & 552495 ' 552495 ! 0.0135 ! 0.0000 ' 555860
L1} 1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0555 0.4954 0.4034 | 6.3000e- 0.0303 0.0303 0.0285 0.0285 0.0000 | 55.2495 | 55.2495 | 0.0135 0.0000 | 55.5860

004
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

3.4 Building Construction - 2019
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n - R
Vendor = 85900e- * 0.2613 '+ 0.0603 ' 6.1000e- * 0.0135 + 1.6000e- * 0.0151 ' 3.8800e- ' 1.5300e- ' 5.4200e- 0.0000 +* 58.1030 * 58.1030 ' 2.8100e- * 0.0000 + 58.1732
- 003 : \ 004 v 003 . 003 , 003 , 003 . : \ 003 . .
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e e ey ———————n -
Worker 1 0.0206 *+ 0.2194 1 4.6000e- * 0.0432 1 3.8000e- * 0.0435 +* 0.0115 ' 3.5000e- * 0.0118 0.0000 * 41.3075 * 41.3075 ' 1.6500e- * 0.0000 + 41.3487
1 L] 1 004 L] L] 004 1 L} 1 004 L} L] L} 1 003 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.0324 0.2818 0.2797 1.0700e- 0.0566 1.9800e- 0.0586 0.0153 1.8800e- 0.0172 0.0000 99.4105 | 99.4105 | 4.4600e- 0.0000 99.5218
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.0555 ! 0.4954 : 0.4034 ! 6.3000e- ! ! 00303 1 0.0303 ! ! 00285 @ 0.0285 0.0000 : 552494 : 552494 ' 0.0135 @ 0.0000 @ 55.5859
L1} 1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0555 0.4954 0.4034 6.3000e- 0.0303 0.0303 0.0285 0.0285 0.0000 55.2494 | 55.2494 0.0135 0.0000 55.5859

004
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

3.4 Building Construction - 2019
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n - R
Vendor = 85900e- * 0.2613 '+ 0.0603 ' 6.1000e- * 0.0135 + 1.6000e- * 0.0151 ' 3.8800e- ' 1.5300e- ' 5.4200e- 0.0000 +* 58.1030 * 58.1030 ' 2.8100e- * 0.0000 + 58.1732
- 003 : \004 v 003 . 003 , 003 , 003 . : i 003 .
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e e ey ———————n - R Ll
Worker : 0.0206 ! 0.2194 : 4.6000e- ! 0.0432 ! 3.8000e- : 0.0435 ! 0.0115 : 3.5000e- ! 0.0118 0.0000 ! 41.3075 ! 41.3075 : 1.6500e- ! 0.0000 ! 41.3487
' ' v 004, 004 ' v 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0324 0.2818 0.2797 1.0700e- 0.0566 1.9800e- 0.0586 0.0153 1.8800e- 0.0172 0.0000 99.4105 | 99.4105 | 4.4600e- 0.0000 99.5218
003 003 003 003
3.4 Building Construction - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.2777 1 25134 + 2.2072 ! 3.5300e- ! ! 01463 1 0.1463 ! ! 01376 @ 0.1376 0.0000 : 303.4091 : 303.4091 ! 0.0740 : 0.0000 ! 305.2596
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.2777 2.5134 2.2072 3.5300e- 0.1463 0.1463 0.1376 0.1376 0.0000 | 303.4091 | 303.4091 | 0.0740 0.0000 | 305.2596

003
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e e ey ———————n -
Vendor v 13280 + 0.2963 '+ 3.3900e- * 0.0750 1 5.8000e- * 0.0808 +* 0.0217 ' 5.5400e- * 0.0272 0.0000 1 322.2737 v 322.2737 v 0.0145 + 0.0000 '+ 322.6369
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e e ey ———————— -
Worker v 0.1024 + 1.1057 v 2.4800e- * 0.2405 1 2.0700e- * 0.2426 + 0.0639 '+ 1.9000e- * 0.0658 0.0000 1 223.5119 » 223.5119 + 8.1400e- * 0.0000 '+ 223.7153
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 003 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.1623 1.4304 1.4021 5.8700e- 0.3156 7.8700e- 0.3234 0.0856 7.4400e- 0.0930 0.0000 545.7856 | 545.7856 0.0227 0.0000 546.3523
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.2777 v 25134 1+ 22072 ' 3.5300e- ! ! 0.1463 '+ 0.1463 ! ! 0.1376 ! 0.1376 0.0000 ! 303.4087 ! 303.4087 ! 0.0740 ! 0.0000 ! 305.2592
- 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.2777 2.5134 2.2072 3.5300e- 0.1463 0.1463 0.1376 0.1376 0.0000 303.4087 | 303.4087 0.0740 0.0000 305.2592

003
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e e ey ———————n -
Vendor v 13280 + 0.2963 '+ 3.3900e- * 0.0750 1 5.8000e- * 0.0808 +* 0.0217 ' 5.5400e- * 0.0272 0.0000 1 322.2737 v 322.2737 v 0.0145 + 0.0000 '+ 322.6369
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e e ey ———————— -
Worker v 0.1024 + 1.1057 v 2.4800e- * 0.2405 1 2.0700e- * 0.2426 + 0.0639 '+ 1.9000e- * 0.0658 0.0000 1 223.5119 » 223.5119 + 8.1400e- * 0.0000 '+ 223.7153
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 003 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.1623 1.4304 1.4021 5.8700e- 0.3156 7.8700e- 0.3234 0.0856 7.4400e- 0.0930 0.0000 545.7856 | 545.7856 0.0227 0.0000 546.3523
003 003 003
3.5 Paving - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.0345 ! 0.3553 ! 0.4030 ! 6.3000e- ! ! 0.0186 ! 0.0186 ! ! 0.0172 ! 0.0172 0.0000 ! 55.0646 ! 55.0646 ! 0.0178 ! 0.0000 ! 55.5098
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0486 0.3553 0.4030 6.3000e- 0.0186 0.0186 0.0172 0.0172 0.0000 55.0646 | 55.0646 0.0178 0.0000 55.5098

004
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Feeeeee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n -
Worker 1.5800e- '+ 1.2800e- * 0.0142 1 3.0000e- ' 3.3200e- * 3.0000e- ' 3.3500e- * 8.8000e- ' 3.0000e- * 9.1000e- 0.0000 + 3.0102 + 3.0102 ' 1.0000e- * 0.0000 + 3.0128
o003 , 003 . i 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 004 ., .
Total 1.5800e- | 1.2800e- 0.0142 3.0000e- | 3.3200e- | 3.0000e- | 3.3500e- | 8.8000e- | 3.0000e- | 9.1000e- 0.0000 3.0102 3.0102 1.0000e- 0.0000 3.0128
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 5: 0.0345 1 0.3553 ' 0.4030 ! 6.3000e- ! ! 00186 1 0.0186 ! ! 00172 + 0.0172 0.0000 : 55.0645 @ 55.0645 ! 0.0178 @ 0.0000 ! 55.5097
1 1] 1 004 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————n - Fmmmmn
Paving ! ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 0.0486 0.3553 0.4030 6.3000e- 0.0186 0.0186 0.0172 0.0172 0.0000 55.0645 | 55.0645 0.0178 0.0000 55.5097

004
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————n - rmm
Worker 1.5800e- * 1.2800e- * 0.0142 1 3.0000e- * 3.3200e- * 3.0000e- * 3.3500e- * 8.8000e- * 3.0000e- * 9.1000e- 0.0000 +* 3.0102 + 3.0102 ' 1.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 3.0128
o003 , 003 . i 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . : \ 004 ., .
Total 1.5800e- | 1.2800e- 0.0142 3.0000e- | 3.3200e- | 3.0000e- | 3.3500e- | 8.8000e- | 3.0000e- 9.1000e- 0.0000 3.0102 3.0102 1.0000e- 0.0000 3.0128
003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 004
3.6 Architectural Coating - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 5: 1.5450 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————— - Fmmm
Off-Road 6.0200e- * 0.0420 +* 0.0500 '+ 8.0000e- ' 2.5900e- ' 2.5900e- ' 1 2.5900e- * 2.5900e- 0.0000 + 7.0215 + 7.0215 1+ 4.8000e- * 0.0000 +* 7.0335
o003 : \ 005 . i 003 ; 003 i 003 . 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 1.5510 0.0420 0.0500 8.0000e- 2.5900e- | 2.5900e- 2.5900e- 2.5900e- 0.0000 7.0215 7.0215 4.8000e- 0.0000 7.0335
005 003 003 003 003 004
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feee e ————— : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor - 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
---------------- : ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ———— e ey ———————— - rmmm
Worker 4.8400e- ' 3.9400e- + 0.0434 1 1.0000e- * 0.0102  9.0000e- * 0.0103 ' 2.7100e- * 8.0000e- * 2.7900e- 0.0000 * 9.2312 + 9.2312 1 3.2000e- * 0.0000 * 9.2391
. 003 , 003 \ 004 v 005 . 003 , 005 , 003 . : \ 004 ., .
Total 4.8400e- | 3.9400e- 0.0434 1.0000e- 0.0102 9.0000e- 0.0103 2.7100e- | 8.0000e- 2.7900e- 0.0000 9.2312 9.2312 3.2000e- 0.0000 9.2391
003 003 004 005 003 005 003 004
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating 5: 1.5450 ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey ———————— - Fmmm
Off-Road 6.0200e- * 0.0420 +* 0.0500 '+ 8.0000e- ' 2.5900e- ' 2.5900e- ' 1 2.5900e- * 2.5900e- 0.0000 + 7.0214 + 7.0214 1+ 4.8000e- * 0.0000 + 7.0335
o003 : \ 005 . i 003 ; 003 i 003 . 003 . : \ 004 .
Total 1.5510 0.0420 0.0500 8.0000e- 2.5900e- | 2.5900e- 2.5900e- 2.5900e- 0.0000 7.0214 7.0214 4.8000e- 0.0000 7.0335
005 003 003 003 003 004
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
f e —————— ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
fe e —————— ———————— - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————— - rmmm
Worker = 4.8400e- * 3.9400e- * 0.0434 1 1.0000e- * 0.0102 » 9.0000e- * 0.0103 ' 2.7100e- * 8.0000e- * 2.7900e- 0.0000 * 9.2312 + 9.2312 1 3.2000e- * 0.0000 * 9.2391
. 003 , 003 \ 004 v 005 . 003 , 005 , 003 . : \ 004 ., .
Total 4.8400e- | 3.9400e- 0.0434 1.0000e- 0.0102 9.0000e- 0.0103 2.7100e- | 8.0000e- 2.7900e- 0.0000 9.2312 9.2312 3.2000e- 0.0000 9.2391
003 003 004 005 003 005 003 004

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated = 0.2743 1 1.4589 1 3.3694 ' 00111 '+ 0.8767 1+ 85900e- ' 0.8853 & 0.2351 ' 8.0200e- *+ 0.2431 0.0000 1,017.758 +1,017.758 * 0.0431 + 0.0000 *1,018.835
- : : ' : . 003 : i 003 7T T : T4
" Unmitigated = 02743 + 14589 + 3.3694 + 00111 1 08767 1 8.5900e- + 08853 + 0.2351 + 8.0200e- 1 02431 * 00000 +1,017.758 +1017.758 1 0.0431 & 00000 1,018.835
- : : : : . 003 : . 003 . A A - : .4
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Other Asphalt Surfaces ; 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 . .
Single Family Housing M 818.72 ! 852.26 741.32 . 2,307,468 . 2,307,468
Total | 818.72 852.26 74132 | 2,307,468 | 2,307,468
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Other Asphalt Surfaces ' 9.50 ! 7.30 ' 7.30 . 0.00 ' 0.00 ! 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0
Single Family Housing : 10.80 7.30 ' 7.50 * 4020 : 1920 40.60 . 86 . 11 . 3
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use I LDA I LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
Other Asphalt Surfaces * 0.62111¢* 0.036839i 0.149412i 0.101634i 0.016073i 0.004933i 0.018414i 0.037394i 0.002239i 0.001889i 0.007289i 0.001543i 0.001221
Single Family Housing . 0.621119? 0.036839: 0.149412: 0.101634: 0.016073: 0.004933: 0.018414:' 0.037394' 0.002239' 0.001889' 0.007289' 0.001543' 0.001221
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity = ' ' ' ' + 0.0000 & 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 224.9190 + 224.9190 1 9.2900e- + 1.9200e- * 225.7236

Mitigated . . . . . . : . : . . \ 003 . 003 .,
---------- : f———————— : ———————g ———————g - ———m ———————g ]

Electricity ' ' ' ' + 0.0000 & 0.0000 '+ 0.0000  0.0000 0.0000 + 224.9190  224.9190 1 9.2900e- + 1.9200e- * 225.7236

Unmitigated 1 . . . : . . . . . . . \ 003 . 003 .,
----------- ——————a ———————g ] ———————g ———————g - ———mm ———————g ]

NaturalGas = 0.0127 1+ 0.1089 + 0.0463 + 6.9000e- ' 8.8000e- 1 8.8000e- + ' 8.8000e- + 8.8000e- % 0.0000 + 126.0888 * 126.0888 1 2.4200e- + 2.3100e- * 126.8381

Mitigated = . : v 004 , 003 ; 003 \ 003 . 003 . : , 003 , 003 .,
----------- e e e

NaturalGas = 0.0127 + 0.1089 : 0.0463 + 6.9000e- * + 8.8000e- * 8.8000e- * + 8.8000e- * 8.8000e- = 0.0000 + 126.0888 * 126.0888 + 2.4200e- * 2.3100e- * 126.8381

Unmitigated =1 . . , 004 . » 003 ; 003 . . 003 ., 003 . . . . 003 . 003 .,
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Other Asphalt 0 E- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 -+ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000
Surfaces . i : : . : . : : . : . . : : .
___________ :_______lu [ 2 2 [ 2 [ O ] ] L IR
Single Family 1 2.36281e :- 0.0127 1+ 0.1089 + 0.0463 ' 6.9000e- * 1 8.8000e- * 8.8000e- 1 1 8.8000e- * 8.8000e- 0.0000  126.0888 ' 126.0888 *» 2.4200e- * 2.3100e- ' 126.8381
Housing 1 +006 . : \ 004 { 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . ' i 003 , 003
[ [
Total 0.0127 0.1089 0.0463 6.9000e- 8.8000e- | 8.8000e- 8.8000e- 8.8000e- 0.0000 126.0888 | 126.0888 | 2.4200e- | 2.3100e- | 126.8381
004 003 003 003 003 003 003
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr tonsl/yr MTl/yr
Other Asphalt + 0 E- 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ! 0.0000
Surfaces . i : : . : . : : . : . . : : .
----------- A - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : ———g el —————g - fm——————p s e e
Single Family » 2.36281e :- 0.0127 + 0.1089 * 0.0463 ' 6.9000e- * ' 8.8000e- ' 8.8000e- ' 8.8000e- ' 8.8000e- 0.0000  126.0888 ' 126.0888 ' 2.4200e- * 2.3100e- ' 126.8381
Housing V4006 4 . . \ 004 \ 003 , 003 ., v 003 , 003 . . v 003 . 003
ks
Total 0.0127 0.1089 0.0463 6.9000e- 8.8000e- | 8.8000e- 8.8000e- 8.8000e- 0.0000 126.0888 | 126.0888 | 2.4200e- | 2.3100e- | 126.8381
004 003 003 003 003 003 003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.2 Page 26 of 32 Date: 7/31/2018 11:45 AM

Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Other Asphalt 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000
Surfaces , i . : .

' i [ [ [
"""""" Fess===w d d === ===
Single Family » 705913 :' 224.9190 » 9.2900e- * 1.9200e- ' 225.7236

Housing i \ 003 , 003
[ [
Total 224.9190 | 9.2900e- | 1.9200e- | 225.7236
003 003
Mitigated
Electricity §| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MTl/yr
Other Asphalt + 0 :' 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ! 0.0000
Surfaces i : : .
----------- R : - —
Single Family + 705913 :' 224.9190 + 9.2900e- ' 1.9200e- ! 225.7236
Housing & h i 003 , 003
i
Total 224.9190 | 9.2900e- | 1.9200e- | 225.7236
003 003

6.0 Area Detall

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Annual

ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated = 18903 * 0.0659 ' 0.6642 + 4.1000e- * ' 8.2600e- ' 8.2600e- 1 8.2600e- '+ 8.2600e- 0.0000 '+ 68.7812 ' 68.7812 ' 2.3100e- * 1.2400e- ' 69.2089
- : ' . 004 , 003 . o003 . \ 003 . 003 . ' 1 003 1 003
----------- T T e T LT T T S R D T . e T T L DT DU T T TIPS
Unmitigated = 1.8903 * 0.0659 ' 0.6642  4.1000e- * ' 8.2600e- ' 8.2600e- ' 8.2600e- * 8.2600e- = 0.0000 +* 68.7812 ' 68.7812 +* 2.3100e- ' 1.2400e- * 69.2089
- : : . 004 . 003 , 003 . 003 | 003 g : . . 003 | 003
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 0.1545 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Coating . : . : : : : : : : : : :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : - : - fm—————— = s
Consumer = 17096 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Products - : . : : . : : . : . . : : .
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———km e jm——————g - e T
Hearth = 6.8400e- + 0.0585 * 0.0249  3.7000e- * v 4.7300e- ' 4.7300e- v 4.7300e- + 4.7300e- 0.0000 * 67.7379 ' 67.7379  1.3000e- * 1.2400e- * 68.1404
- 003 | ' \ o004 . i 003 , 003 i 003 , 003 . : . 003 , 003 .
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e jmm——— g - fm——————p == a s
Landscaping = 0.0193 1 7.3700e- * 0.6394 1 3.0000e- v 3.5300e- ' 3.5300e- v 3.5300e- * 3.5300e- 0.0000 + 1.0433 '+ 1.0433  1.0100e- * 0.0000 * 1.0684
- . 003 . 005 i 003 , o003 i 003 , 003 . : . 003 :
- 1
Total 1.8903 0.0659 0.6642 4.0000e- 8.2600e- | 8.2600e- 8.2600e- 8.2600e- 0.0000 68.7812 68.7812 2.3100e- | 1.2400e- 69.2089
004 003 003 003 003 003 003
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Mitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 0.1545 1 ' ' ' + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 s+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Coating - . : . . : . . : . : : . . :
----------- H f———————— : f———————— : f———————— : e e ———— : fm = =
Consumer = 17096 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 - '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
Products . : . : : : : . . . . . . .
----------- H ey : f———————— : f———————— : ——— e e e e ———— : fm =
Hearth = 5.8400e- + 0.0585 '+ 0.0249 1 3.7000e- ' 4.7300e- v 4.7300e- 1 ' 4.7300e- + 4.7300e- 0.0000 +* 67.7379 v 67.7379 » 1.3000e- * 1.2400e- * 68.1404
o003 . : Vo004 i 003 , 003 ., \ 003 . 003 . ' . 003 , 003
----------- H fm——————y : f———————— : f———————— : ——— e e e ———— : fm =
Landscaping = 0.0193 1 7.3700e- * 0.6394 ' 3.0000e- ¢ 1 3.5300e- + 3.5300e- 1 3.5300e- * 3.5300e- 0.0000 + 1.0433 '+ 1.0433 1 1.0100e- * 0.0000 * 1.0684
- v 003 \ 005 . i 003 , 003 , i 003 , 003 . ' , 003 ., :
- 1
Total 1.8903 0.0659 0.6642 4.0000e- 8.2600e- | 8.2600e- 8.2600e- 8.2600e- 0.0000 68.7812 68.7812 2.3100e- | 1.2400e- 69.2089
004 003 003 003 003 003 003

7.0 Water Detalil

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated = 375288 * 0.1841 ! 4.6200e- *+ 43.5060
- : i 003
- 1 1 1
----------- B = == = e —— = = = ===
Unmitigated = 37.5288 * 0.1841 ' 4.6200e- ' 43.5060
- : . 003 .
7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated
Indoor/Out}| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Other Asphalt + 0/0 :' 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Surfaces ' o ' ' '
----------- Ip— ey Fm----
Single Family +5.60325/ :' 37.5288 + 0.1841 ' 4.6200e- * 43.5060
Housing \ 3.53248 4 : \ 003
Total 37.5288 0.1841 4.6200e- 43.5060
003
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Mitigated
Indoor/Outj| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Other Asphalt + 0/0 :- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Surfaces , o . . .
' i [ [ [
----------- Ll gy mmmme=-
Single Family +5.60325/ :- 37.5288 + 0.1841 1 4.6200e- * 43.5060
Housing , 3.53248 & : \ 003
[ 1
Total 37.5288 0.1841 4.6200e- 43.5060
003
8.0 Waste Detall
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
Cateqgory/Year
Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

MT/yr

Mitigated - 20.4737

0.0000 ! 50.7227

- - -
Unmitigated - 20.4737 !

-
0.0000 ! 50.7227
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8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20O CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr

Other Asphalt 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000

Surfaces , i . . .

----------- I ———————n Fmmmme

Single Family + 100.86 :- 20.4737 + 1.2100 * 0.0000 * 50.7227

Housing . o . . .

[0 1
Total 20.4737 1.2100 0.0000 50.7227

Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr

Other Asphalt + 0 :- 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000

Surfaces . i : . .

----------- A ———————n Fmmmmm

Single Family * 100.86 :- 20.4737 + 1.2100 ! 0.0000 '+ 50.7227

Housing . o . . :

[N
Total 20.4737 1.2100 0.0000 50.7227
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year

Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale
Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Other Asphalt Surfaces . 10.75 . Acre ! 10.75 ! 468,270.00 0
"""" single Family Housing  + 800 * Dwelling Unit 2981 : 430,000.00 246

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 33

Climate Zone 9 Operational Year 2022
Utility Company Southern California Edison

CO2 Intensity 702.44 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
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Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Lot acreage and building square footage were updated based on client's input.
Construction Phase - Construction schedule adjusted based on client input on the data request form.
Grading -

Architectural Coating - VOC limits from AVAQMD Rule 1113. For the building, assumes 90% flat paint (50 g/L) and 10% non-flat (100 g/L). For parking lot
coatings, assumed to be compliant with the Traffic Marking Coating category VOC limit of 100 g/L.

Woodstoves - Based on client input, gas fueled fireplaces will be installed. Woodstoves will not be installed.

Area Coating - VOC limits from AVAQMD Rule 1113. For the building, assumes 90% flat paint (50 g/L) and 10% non-flat (100 g/L). For parking lot coatings,
assumed to be compliant with the Traffic Marking Coating category VOC limit of 100 g/L.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Assumed that construction site will be watered 3 times per day to be in compliance with AVAQMD Rule 403.

Trips and VMT -
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:47 AM

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Parking . 250.00 100.00
777 iblArchitecturalCoating HAR EF_Residential_Exterior 250.00 : """""" 5500
777 iblArchitecturalCoating 1T Residential inierior 250.00 : """""" 5500
""""" biAreacoatng Y T meaeF paking T 250 :100
""""" iAreacoatng % Area EF. Residential Exterior | - 250 : s
""""" iAreacoatng % 7 Avea.EF Residential Interior - 250 : s
"""" tiConstructonPhase & T Numbays T 740.00 :30900
""""" iFiepiaces YT FreplcewoodMass 3,078.40 :ooo
""""" biFirepiaces TR Numbergas T 47.30 :8600
""""" biFirepiaces T NumberNoFreplace 8.60 :ooo
""""" iFirepiaces TR Namberwood T 30.10 :ooo
"""""" biGadng T Naeriasoned 0.00 :90000
T dbitandise 1T AndGsesquareest 154,800.00 : """"" 43000000
T dbitandise It LotAcreage 27.92 : """""" 2081
""""" iwoodstoves T E T Nambercatabtc 4.30 :ooo
""""" iwoodstoves T E T NumberNoncaiyic 4.30 :ooo
""""" iwoodstoves T E T WecdsioveDayver 82.00 :ooo
""""" biwoodstoves T Woodstovewoodmass 3,019.20 A

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2019 E: 4.8559 ! 55.0114 ! 34.4132 ! 0.0748 ! 18.2141 ! 2.3917 ! 20.6058 ! 9.9699 ! 2.2003 ! 12.1702 0.0000 ' 7,493.916 ! 7,493.916 ! 19551 0.0000 ! 7,514.995
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 1 1 [} [} L} 2
----------- n ———————n : ———————— - ———————— : ke —————g - m——————— - s e
2020 - 3.5155 ! 29.8895 : 28.7588 ! 0.0741 ! 2.4552 : 1.1768 ! 3.6320 ! 0.6644 : 1.1070 ! 1.7714 0.0000 1+ 7,379.825 : 7,379.825 ! 0.8160 ! 0.0000 ! 7,400.224
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 2 1 2 [} [} L} 5
----------- n ———————n : ———————n - ———————n : ———k s e e m——— g - fm—————— ==
2021 - 56.6059 ! 12.9608 : 15.2531 ! 0.0241 ! 0.3779 : 0.6787 ! 0.8020 ! 0.1002 : 0.6244 ! 0.6571 0.0000 ! 2,339.922 : 2,339.922 ! 0.7185 ! 0.0000 ! 2,357.884
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] l 1 l [} L} 4
- 1
Maximum 56.6059 55.0114 | 34.4132 0.0748 18.2141 2.3917 20.6058 9.9699 2.2003 12.1702 0.0000 | 7,493.916 | 7,493.916 | 1.9551 0.0000 | 7,514.995
1 1 2
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2019 E: 4.8559 1 550114 ' 34.4132 ' 0.0748 ' 7.1937 1 23917 1 95854 1 39122 ' 22003 ' 6.1125 0.0000 :7,493.916!7,493.916 1.9551 ! 0.0000 !7,514.995
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1 l 1] 1] 1 2
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et : —————m—p == e
2020 = 35155 ! 29.8895 1 287588 : 0.0741 : 24552 ! 11768 : 3.6320 : 0.6644 ' 1.1070 @ 17714 0.0000 :7,379.825!7,379.825 0.8160 ! 0.0000 !7,400.224
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 2 1 2 1] 1] 1 5
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : T R e : ————— ==
2021 = 56.6059 @ 12.9608 ! 152531 : 0.0241 @ 03779 ' 0.6787 ' 0.8020 ' 0.1002 ! 06244 1 0.6571 0.0000 :2,339.92212339.922 0.7185 ! 0.0000 ! 2,357.884
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1 1 1] 1 3
Maximum 56.6059 55.0114 | 34.4132 0.0748 7.1937 2.3917 9.5854 3.9122 2.2003 6.1125 0.0000 | 7,493.916 | 7,493.916 | 1.9551 0.0000 | 7,514.995
1 1 2
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ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 52.36 0.00 44.01 56.43 0.00 41.49 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area = 10.5960 * 1.5085 1 7.7109 + 9.4800e- + v 0.1546 + 0.1546 1 v 0.1546 ' 0.1546 0.0000 1 1,833.954 1 1,833.9541 0.0472 1+ 0.0334 1 1,845.085
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
.. ' ' v 003, ' ' ' ' ' ' 3 ' 3 ' ' ' 0
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———k e e —————g - fm——— s = m e
Energy - 0.0698 ! 0.5966 : 0.2539 ! 3.8100e- ! : 0.0482 ! 0.0482 ! : 0.0482 ! 0.0482 ' 761.5841 : 761.5841 ! 0.0146 ! 0.0140 ! 766.1098
L 1] 1] 1 1] 003 [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———k e —————q - m———————- - e aa
Mobile - 1.9530 ! 8.1515 : 21.6065 ! 0.0687 ! 5.1523 : 0.0495 ! 5.2018 ! 1.3792 : 0.0462 ! 1.4254 ! 6,946.740 : 6,946.740 ! 0.2810 ! ! 6,953.764
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 4 1 4 [} L} 1
- 1
Total 12.6188 10.2566 29.5712 0.0819 5.1523 0.2523 5.4046 1.3792 0.2490 1.6282 0.0000 | 9,542.278 | 9,542.278 | 0.3428 0.0474 | 9,564.958
9 9 8
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area E: 10.5960 ! 1.5085 ! 7.7109 ! 9.4800e- ! ! 0.1546 ! 0.1546 ! ! 0.1546 ! 0.1546 0.0000 ! 1,833.954: 1,833.954: 0.0472 ! 0.0334 ! 1,845.085
- 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 3 1 3 1] 1] 1 0
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : - - fm——————p = e e
Energy - 0.0698 ! 0.5966 ! 0.2539 ! 3.8100e- ! ! 0.0482 ! 0.0482 ! ! 0.0482 ! 0.0482 ' 761.5841 ! 761.5841 ! 0.0146 ! 0.0140 ! 766.1098
- 1] 1 1] 003 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————— - ———————n - ———————— : ———g el —————g - m——————— = s
Mobile - 1.9530 ! 8.1515 ! 21.6065 ! 0.0687 ! 5.1523 ! 0.0495 ! 5.2018 ! 1.3792 ! 0.0462 ! 1.4254 ' 6,946.740 ! 6,946.740 ! 0.2810 ! ! 6,953.764
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 4 1 4 1] 1 l
Total 12.6188 10.2566 29.5712 0.0819 5.1523 0.2523 5.4046 1.3792 0.2490 1.6282 0.0000 | 9,542.278 | 9,542.278 | 0.3428 0.0474 | 9,564.958
9 9 8
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 *Site Preparation *Site Preparation :6/3/2019 17/12/2019 ! 5! 30}
5T NGrmang T  Gading T T T ot 216/'23726'15""";'"""%’E""""'"'%'EE’ I
37 Bliding Constuciion | *Buiding Construction  110/26/2019 ;IE/'s'u'z'o'zB""";"""'?E"""""'sib'é';' I
2T Raing T T  Ring T T T T e ;5/'1'872'0'2'1'""";'"""%’E""""'"'EEE’ I
5 F Architectural Coating Arohitectural Coating 3716/2001 I 6/3/2021 I 5I 55? """""""""""""

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 187.5
Acres of Paving: 10.75

Residential Indoor: 870,750; Residential Outdoor: 290,250; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area:
28,096 (Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

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

Site Preparation *Rubber Tired Dozers ! 3 8.00! 247 0.40

Site Preparation FTaciorslLoadersBackhoss s 5.001 g7 T 0.37

Grading SExcavators | TTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 T A 0.38

Grading fGraders T T 5.001 T3 A 0.41

Grading fRubber Tred Dozers T 5.001 Sa7y T 0.40

Grading Ssorapers T TTTTTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 Se7i T 0.48

Grading FTraciorslLoadersBackhoss e 5.001 g7 T 0.37

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

Building Construction Srorie T e 5.001 Ber T 0.20

Building Construction SGenerator Sets T T 5.001 Ba T 0.74

Building Construction FTraciorslLoadersBackhoes - 7,001 g7 T 0.37

Building Construction Welders T TTTTTTTTTTTTT T 5.001 Ger T 0.45

Paving 77 Spavers | TTTTTTTTTTTTTTT e 5.001 1500 T 0.42

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

Paving 7 -'Rbﬁér; """"""""""" e 5.001 Bor T 0.38

Archltectural é(-)e-lt-in-g -------------- :Air Compressors I 1 6.00; 78 I ----------- 0 48

Trips and VMT

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

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

Site Preparation E 7: 18.005 0.00 0.00: 10.80: 7.SOE Z0.00:LD_Mix :HDT_MIX EHHDT

Gradng . sr“““z'aaag' o000l 113.60" 10.805_ 7300 2000iLD_Mix !h’df_'w?&' T

Building Gonstruciion & 9?'""52'566 R 6,001 10.805_ '7.30@ """ 2000iLD_Mix THDT_Mix il—-H:H-D:I' """

Paving sr"""l's'.66§' T 000l 6,001 10.805_ '7.30@ """ 2000iLD_Mix !h’df_'w?&' o il—-H:H-D:I' """

Architectural Coating r 1 46.00; 0.00 500 1080+ 7.30; 3600110, Mix ot ik heotT T
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:47 AM

ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: : : : : 18.0663 : 0.0000 : 18.0663 : 9.9307 : 0.0000 : 9.9307 : : 0.0000 : : ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
feem e eee i —————— ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ——— e : ———————n - r=mmmn
Off-Road :: 4.3350 : 45.5727 : 22.0630 : 0.0380 : : 2.3904 : 2.3904 : : 2.1991 : 2.1991 : 3,766.452 : 3,766.452 : 1.1917 : ! 3,796.244
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 9 [} 9 1 [} L] 5
Total 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 18.0663 2.3904 20.4566 9.9307 2.1991 12.1298 3,766.452 | 3,766.452 1.1917 3,796.244
9 9 5
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

3.2 Site Preparation - 2019
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Page 10 of 27

Date: 7/31/2018 11:47 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n :
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - ———————n :
Worker : 0.0616 ! 0.8548 : 1.6900e- ! 0.1479 ! 1.2900e- : 0.1492 ! 0.0392 : 1.1900e- ! 0.0404 ! 168.2217 ! 168.2217 : 6.7900e- ! ! 168.3915
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0937 0.0616 0.8548 1.6900e- 0.1479 1.2900e- 0.1492 0.0392 1.1900e- 0.0404 168.2217 | 168.2217 | 6.7900e- 168.3915
003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 7.0458 : 00000 ! 7.0458 : 3.8730 ! 0.0000 : 3.8730 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - -] ———————n : ro--ma--
Off-Road : 45.5727 ! 22.0630 : 0.0380 ! ! 2.3904 : 2.3904 ! : 2.1991 ! 2.1991 0.0000 ! 3,766.452 ! 3,766.452 : 1.1917 ! ! 3,796.244
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 9 1] 9 1 1] 5
Total 4.3350 45.5727 22.0630 0.0380 7.0458 2.3904 9.4362 3.8730 2.1991 6.0721 0.0000 | 3,766.452 | 3,766.452 | 1.1917 3,796.244
9 9 5
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

3.2 Site Preparation - 2019

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:47 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————— -
Worker : 0.0616 ! 0.8548 : 1.6900e- ! 0.1479 ! 1.2900e- : 0.1492 ! 0.0392 : 1.1900e- ! 0.0404 ! 168.2217 ! 168.2217 : 6.7900e- ! ! 168.3915
' ' v 003, v 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0937 0.0616 0.8548 1.6900e- 0.1479 1.2900e- 0.1492 0.0392 1.1900e- 0.0404 168.2217 | 168.2217 | 6.7900e- 168.3915
003 003 003 003
3.3 Grading - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 86747 ' 00000 ! 86747 : 35967 ! 0.0000 @ 3.5967 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : ro-mma-
Off-Road ! 545202 ' 333768 1 0.0620 ! ! 23827 1 23827 ! ! 21920 ¢ 21920 ' 6,140.019 1 6,140.019 1  1.9426 ! 6,188.585
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 5 1] 5 1 1] 4
Total 4.7389 54.5202 | 33.3768 0.0620 8.6747 2.3827 11.0573 3.5967 2.1920 5.7888 6,140.019 | 6,140.019 | 1.9426 6,188.585
5 5 4
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3.3 Grading - 2019

Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Page 12 of 27

Date: 7/31/2018 11:47 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 00129 1+ 04228 1 0.0866 + 1.2900e- + 0.0263 + 1.3400e- 1 0.0277 1 7.2200e- + 1.2800e- + 8.5000e- v 135.3487 1 135.3487 v 4.9500e- 1 v 135.4723
- ' : \ 003 . Vo003 » 003 , 003 . 003 . : \ 003 . .
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey f———————— -
Worker : 0.0684 ! 0.9498 : 1.8800e- ! 0.1643 ! 1.4300e- : 0.1657 ! 0.0436 : 1.3200e- ! 0.0449 ! 186.9130 ! 186.9130 : 7.5500e- ! ! 187.1017
' ' v 003, 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.1170 0.4912 1.0364 3.1700e- 0.1906 2.7700e- 0.1934 0.0508 2.6000e- 0.0534 322.2617 | 322.2617 | 0.0125 322.5740
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 5: ! ! ! ! 33831 @ 00000 ! 33831 : 14027 ! 0.0000 @ 1.4027 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ——— ey f———————n - Fmmmm -
Off-Road ! 545202 ' 333768 1 0.0620 ! ! 23827 1 23827 ! ! 21920 ¢ 21920 0.0000 :6,140.0196,140.019 ! 1.9426 ! ! 6,188.585
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] 5 1] 5 1 1] 4
Total 4.7389 54.5202 33.3768 0.0620 3.3831 2.3827 5.7658 1.4027 2.1920 3.5948 0.0000 | 6,140.019 | 6,140.019 | 1.9426 6,188.585
5 5 4




CalEEMod Version: CalEEM0d.2016.3.2

Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

3.3 Grading - 2019
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:47 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling = 00129 1+ 04228 1 0.0866 + 1.2900e- + 0.0263 + 1.3400e- 1 0.0277 1 7.2200e- + 1.2800e- + 8.5000e- v 135.3487 1+ 135.3487 '+ 4.9500e- v 135.4723
- ' : \ 003 . Vo003 » 003 , 003 . 003 . : \ 003 . .
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n - rmm
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey f———————— - r=mmmn
Worker : 0.0684 ! 0.9498 : 1.8800e- ! 0.1643 ! 1.4300e- : 0.1657 ! 0.0436 : 1.3200e- ! 0.0449 ! 186.9130 ! 186.9130 : 7.5500e- ! ! 187.1017
' ' v 003, 003 ' v 003, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.1170 0.4912 1.0364 3.1700e- 0.1906 2.7700e- 0.1934 0.0508 2.6000e- 0.0534 322.2617 | 322.2617 0.0125 322.5740
003 003 003
3.4 Building Construction - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road E: 2.3612 ! 21.0788 ! 17.1638 ! 0.0269 ! ! 1.2899 v 1.2899 ! ! 1.2127 ! 1.2127 ! 2,591.580 ! 2,591.580 ! 0.6313 ! : 2,607.363
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 2 1] 2 1 1] 1] 5
Total 2.3612 21.0788 17.1638 0.0269 1.2899 1.2899 1.2127 1.2127 2,591.580 | 2,591.580 0.6313 2,607.363
2 2 5
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

3.4 Building Construction - 2019
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:47 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
L 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- ———————n ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : rom-maan
Vendor - 0.3589 : 10.9433 ! 2.3883 : 0.0265 ! 0.5822 ! 0.0677 : 0.6500 ! 0.1676 : 0.0648 ! 0.2324 ! 2,771.527 ! 2,771.527 : 0.1258 ! ! 2,774.672
1 L} 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 9 [} 9 1 [} L] 4
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n : rom-maan
Worker : 0.7800 ! 10.8277 : 0.0215 ! 1.8730 ! 0.0163 : 1.8893 ! 0.4968 : 0.0150 ! 0.5118 ! 2,130.808 ! 2,130.808 : 0.0861 ! ! 2,132.959
1 L} 1 1] [} 1 [} 1 [} 0 [} O 1 [} L] 3
Total 1.5456 11.7233 | 13.2161 0.0479 2.4552 0.0840 2.5392 0.6644 0.0798 0.7442 4,902.336 | 4,902.336 | 0.2118 4,907.631
0 0 7
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 23612 1 21.0788 : 17.1638 ! 0.0269 ! ' 12899 1 1.2899 V12127 v 12127 0.0000 :2,591.580 !2,591.580 ! 0.6313 ! 12,607.363
- 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 2 1] 2 1 1] 1] 5
Total 2.3612 21.0788 | 17.1638 0.0269 1.2899 1.2899 1.2127 1.2127 0.0000 | 2,591.580 | 2,591.580 | 0.6313 2,607.363
2 2 5
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

3.4 Building Construction - 2019
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:47 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————n ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n : rom-maan
Vendor - 0.3589 : 10.9433 ! 2.3883 : 0.0265 ! 0.5822 ! 0.0677 : 0.6500 ! 0.1676 : 0.0648 ! 0.2324 ! 2,771.527 ! 2,771.527 : 0.1258 ! ! 2,774.672
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 9 [} 9 1 [} L] 4
----------- n———————n ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey f———————n : rom-maan
Worker - 1.1867 : 0.7800 ! 10.8277 : 0.0215 ! 1.8730 ! 0.0163 : 1.8893 ! 0.4968 : 0.0150 ! 0.5118 ! 2,130.808 ! 2,130.808 : 0.0861 ! ! 2,132.959
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] 0 [} O 1 [} L] 3
Total 1.5456 11.7233 | 13.2161 0.0479 2.4552 0.0840 2.5392 0.6644 0.0798 0.7442 4,902.336 | 4,902.336 | 0.2118 4,907.631
0 0 7
3.4 Building Construction - 2020
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 21198 ! 19.1860 ! 16.8485 ! 0.0269 ¢oL11171 0y 11171 s ! 10503 @ 1.0503 ' 2,553.063 1 2,553.063 1 0.6229 ! 12,568.634
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] l 1] l 1 1] 1] 5
Total 2.1198 19.1860 | 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 2,553.063 | 2,553.063 | 0.6229 2,568.634
1 1 5
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

3.4 Building Construction - 2020
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:47 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————a ———————n - ———————— ———————n : ———— ey f———————n : rommaa--
Vendor - 0.3010 : 10.0059 ! 2.0980 : 0.0263 ! 0.5822 ! 0.0440 : 0.6263 ! 0.1676 : 0.0421 ! 0.2097 ! 2,758.295 ! 2,758.295 : 0.1167 ! ! 2,761.213
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 1 [} l 1 [} L] 2
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Worker : 0.6975 ! 9.8123 : 0.0208 ! 1.8730 ! 0.0158 : 1.8887 ! 0.4968 : 0.0145 ! 0.5113 ! 2,068.467 ! 2,068.467 : 0.0764 ! ! 2,070.376
1 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} 1 [} 0 [} O 1 [} L] 9
Total 1.3957 10.7034 | 11.9103 0.0471 2.4552 0.0598 2.5150 0.6644 0.0566 0.7211 4,826.762 | 4,826.762 | 0.1931 4,831.590
2 2 0
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 21198 ! 19.1860 ! 16.8485 ! 0.0269 ¢o11171 3 11171 s ! 10503 @ 1.0503 0.0000 :2,553.063 ! 2,553.063 1 0.6229 12,568.634
L1} 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] l 1] l 1 1] 1] 5
Total 2.1198 19.1860 | 16.8485 0.0269 1.1171 1.1171 1.0503 1.0503 0.0000 | 2,553.063 | 2,553.063 | 0.6229 2,568.634
1 1 5
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

3.4 Building Construction - 2020
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:47 AM

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- n———————a ———————n - ———————— ———————n : ———— ey f———————n - r=mmen
Vendor - 0.3010 : 10.0059 ! 2.0980 : 0.0263 ! 0.5822 ! 0.0440 : 0.6263 ! 0.1676 : 0.0421 ! 0.2097 ! 2,758.295 ! 2,758.295 : 0.1167 ! ! 2,761.213
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] 1 [} l 1 [} L] 2
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Worker : 0.6975 ! 9.8123 : 0.0208 ! 1.8730 ! 0.0158 : 1.8887 ! 0.4968 : 0.0145 ! 0.5113 ! 2,068.467 ! 2,068.467 : 0.0764 ! ! 2,070.376
1 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} 1 [} 0 [} O 1 [} L] 9
Total 1.3957 10.7034 | 11.9103 0.0471 2.4552 0.0598 2.5150 0.6644 0.0566 0.7211 4,826.762 | 4,826.762 | 0.1931 4,831.590
2 2 0
3.5 Paving - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 1.2556 ! 12.9191 @ 14.6532 ! 0.0228 1 06777 1 0.6777 ! 06235 @ 0.6235 12207.210 1 2,207.2101 07139 !2,225.057
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 9 1] 9 1 1] 1] 3
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 1.7676 12.9191 14.6532 0.0228 0.6777 0.6777 0.6235 0.6235 2,207.210 | 2,207.210 | 0.7139 2,225.057
9 9 3
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e ———————n :
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 L} 1 L} L} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— e} ———————n :
Worker : 0.0417 ! 0.5998 : 1.3300e- ! 0.1232 ! 1.0200e- : 0.1242 ! 0.0327 : 9.4000e- ! 0.0336 ! 132.7113 ! 132.7113 : 4.6300e- ! ! 132.8271
' ' v 003, v 003 ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0675 0.0417 0.5998 1.3300e- 0.1232 1.0200e- 0.1242 0.0327 9.4000e- 0.0336 132.7113 | 132.7113 | 4.6300e- 132.8271
003 003 004 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road 5: 1.2556 ! 12.9191 @ 14.6532 ! 0.0228 1 06777 1 0.6777 ! 06235 @ 0.6235 0.0000 :2,207.2102,207.210 0.7139 !2,225.057
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 9 1] 9 1 1] 1] 3
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— -] ———————n : N
Paving ! ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! +0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 1.7676 12.9191 14.6532 0.0228 0.6777 0.6777 0.6235 0.6235 0.0000 2,207.210 | 2,207.210 0.7139 2,225.057
9 9 3
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————— -
Worker : 0.0417 ! 0.5998 : 1.3300e- ! 0.1232 ! 1.0200e- : 0.1242 ! 0.0327 : 9.4000e- ! 0.0336 ! 132.7113 ! 132.7113 : 4.6300e- ! ! 132.8271
' ' v 003, v 003 ' 004, ' ' v 003, '
Total 0.0675 0.0417 0.5998 1.3300e- 0.1232 1.0200e- 0.1242 0.0327 9.4000e- 0.0336 132.7113 | 132.7113 | 4.6300e- 132.8271
003 003 004 003
3.6 Architectural Coating - 2021
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 5: 56.1801 1 ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————n - ———————— ———————— : ——— e ———————n - F=mm
Off-Road 0.2189 : 1.5268 ! 1.8176 : 2.9700e- ! 0.0941 : 0.0941 ! : 0.0941 ! 0.0941 1 281.4481 ! 281.4481 : 0.0193 ! ! 281.9309
- ' ' ¢ 003, ' ' ' ' ' : ' ' ' '
Total 56.3990 1.5268 1.8176 2.9700e- 0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 281.4481 | 281.4481 | 0.0193 281.9309

003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' : 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ———— ey ———————n -
Vendor : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
----------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————— : ———— ey ———————n -
Worker v 0.1278 + 1.8395 1 4.0900e- * 0.3779 1 3.1200e- * 0.3810 +* 0.1002 * 2.8700e- * 0.1031 ' 406.9812 + 406.9812 + 0.0142 v 407.3363
1 L] 1 003 L] L] 003 1 L} 1 003 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
Total 0.2070 0.1278 1.8395 4.0900e- 0.3779 3.1200e- 0.3810 0.1002 2.8700e- 0.1031 406.9812 | 406.9812 | 0.0142 407.3363
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Archit. Coating 5: 56.1801 1 ! ! ! : 0.0000 1 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ! ' 0.0000
1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
---------------- : ———————n : ———————n ———————n : ——— - eaan) ———————n : rom--a-
Off-Road = 02189 ! 15268 @ 18176 1 2.9700e- ! ! 00941 1 0.0941 ! 00941 + 0.0941 0.0000 : 281.4481 : 281.4481 ! 0.0193 ! ! 281.9309
L1} 1 1] 1 003 1] 1] 1 1] 1 1] L] 1] 1 1] 1]
Total 56.3990 1.5268 1.8176 2.9700e- 0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 0.0941 0.0000 | 281.4481 | 281.4481 | 0.0193 281.9309

003
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 5: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
f e —————— ———————n - ———————n ———————n : ——— e : ———————n - rmm
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : ! 0.0000
- 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} 1 [} L] [} 1 [} L]
fe e —————— ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ——— e : ———————n - L
Worker = (0.2070 + 0.1278 1+ 1.8395 1 4.0900e- * 0.3779 1 3.1200e- * 0.3810 * 0.1002 1 2.8700e- * 0.1031 v 406.9812 v 406.9812 + 0.0142 ' 407.3363
L 1] 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} 1 L} L] L} 1 L} L}
™ ' ' v 003, 003 ' v 003, ' ' ' ' '
Total 0.2070 0.1278 1.8395 4.0900e- 0.3779 3.1200e- 0.3810 0.1002 2.8700e- 0.1031 406.9812 | 406.9812 0.0142 407.3363
003 003 003

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Maobile
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

ROG NOXx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated = 1.9530 ' 8.1515 1 21.6065 ' 0.0687 ' 51523 1 00495 1 52018 1 1.3792 ' 0.0462 ' 1.4254 ' 6,946.740 * 6,946.740 1  0.2810 ' 6,953.764
- ' : : : : : : : : o4 a4 : Vo1
" Unmitigated = 19530 + 81515 + 21.6065 + 0.0687 1 51523 '@ 00495 + 52018 + 13792 + 00462 1 14254 = 16946740+ 6946740+ 02810 r 76,953.764
- . . . . . . . . . . o4 a4 . o1
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Other Asphalt Surfaces ; 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 . .
Single Family Housing M 818.72 ! 852.26 741.32 . 2,307,468 . 2,307,468
Total | 818.72 852.26 74132 | 2,307,468 | 2,307,468
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW [H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Other Asphalt Surfaces M 9.50 ! 7.30 ' 7.30 . 0.00 ' 0.00 ! 0.00 . . 0 .
Single Family Housing M 10.80 7.30 : 7.50 * 4020 * 1920 40.60 . 86 . 11 .
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use I LDA I LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
Other Asphalt Surfaces * 0.62111€* 0.036839: 0.149412; 0.101634: 0.016073; 0.004933; 0.018414: 0.037394; 0.002239: 0.001889: 0.007289: 0.001543; 0.001221

Single Family Housing

0.62111¢: 0.036839"

0.149412! 0.101634! 0.016073! 0.004933: 0.018414:

0.037394: 0.002239:

0.001889: 0.007289: 0.001543: 0.001221
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Date: 7/31/2018 11:47 AM

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
NaturalGas = 0.0698 + 005966 + 0.2539 1 3.8100e- v 0.0482 v 0.0482 1 0.0482 + 0.0482 1 761.5841 v 761.5841 + 0.0146 1+ 0.0140 * 766.1098
Mitigated ' : \ 003 . : ' : ' : : : : : '
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- M= = e e S e e e e e e e e = e e A .-———— - mmmmom
NaturalGas == 0.0698 * 0.5966 * 0.2539 * 3.8100e- * v 0.0482 + 0.0482 v 0.0482 + 0.0482 = + 761.5841 + 761.5841 + 0.0146 * 0.0140 * 766.1098
Unmitigated  m . . . 003 . . . . . . . . . . . .
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx Cco S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Other Asphalt + 0 5- 0.0000 s+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 1 v 0.0000 s+ 0.0000 1 v 0.0000 s+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 s+ 0.0000 s 0.0000 * 0.0000
Surfaces . i : : . : . : : . : . . : : .
___________ :_______lu [ 2 2 [ 2 [ O ] ] L IR
Single Family  6473.47 :- 0.0698 * 0.5966 '+ 0.2539 1 3.8100e- * 1 0.0482 1+ 0.0482 1 0.0482 1+ 0.0482 ' 761.5841 » 761.5841 + 0.0146 * 0.0140 * 766.1098
Housing . i . : . 003 . . . . . . . . . . .
[0 [
Total 0.0698 0.5966 0.2539 3.8100e- 0.0482 0.0482 0.0482 0.0482 761.5841 | 761.5841 0.0146 0.0140 766.1098
003
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- cO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Other Asphalt » 0 E- 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ° ! 0.0000 @ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
Surfaces i . . . . . . . . . . . . . '
----------- R - ———————n ———————— - ———————— : el —————g - fm——————p s = e
Single Family + 6.47347 :- 0.0698 '+ 0.5966 ' 0.2539 ' 3.8100e- ! v 0.0482 v 0.0482 v 0.0482 1+ 0.0482 v 761.5841 v 761.5841 + 0.0146 ' 0.0140 ' 766.1098
Housing . it : : i 003 : : : ' : . ' : : '
ks
Total 0.0698 0.5966 0.2539 3.8100e- 0.0482 0.0482 0.0482 0.0482 761.5841 | 761.5841 | 0.0146 0.0140 | 766.1098
003

6.0 Area Detall

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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Air Quality Study - Tentative Track Map (TTM) 81337, Palmdale - Antelope Valley APCD Air District, Summer

ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated = 10.5960 ! 15085 1 7.7109 ' 9.4800e- ! ! 01546 @ 0.1546 ! 01546 @ 0.1546 0.0000 :1,833.954!1,833.954: 0.0472 ' 0.0334 !1,845.085
- ' ' . 003 ' ' ' ' ' T3 3, ' 0
R ETERLLE e-eeo- e +emme- o mm———- o o - o Tt TEPY Fmmemae o T T EEPPTIIT
Unmitigated = 10.5960 * 1.5085 * 7.7109 * 9.4800e- * v 01546 + 0.1546 + 01546 + 0.1546 = 0.0000 :1,833.9541,833.954: 0.0472  0.0334 :1,845.085
- . . . 003 ., : : : . . . P - . .0
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 0.8466 ' ' ' 1 0.0000 * 0.0000 1 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' +0.0000
Coating : ' : : ' : : ' : : ' : : '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e —— gy - m——————— = e e
Consumer = 93679 1 ' ' ' 1 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' +0.0000
Products - : . : : . : : . : . . . . :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B RE S Er e - fm——— e ==
Hearth = 0.1669 '+ 1.4266 ' 0.6071  9.1100e- 1 1 0.1153 + 0.1153 ' 0.1153 + 0.1153 0.0000 +1,821.1761,821.176+ 0.0349 1 0.0334 ' 1,831.998
L1} L} 1 L} 003 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 5 1 5 L} L} L} 8
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ——mgy - fm——————— e e e
Landscaping " 0.2146 ' 0.0819 ! 7.1039 ' 3.7000e- ' ! 0.0393 ' 0.0393 ' ! 0.0393 ' 0.0393 ' 12.7779 ! 12.7779 ' 0.0123 ' ' 13.0861
L1} L} 1 1] 004 [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 10.5960 1.5085 7.7109 9.4800e- 0.1546 0.1546 0.1546 0.1546 0.0000 | 1,833.954 | 1,833.954 | 0.0472 0.0334 | 1,845.085
003 3 3 0
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Mitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust |PM2.5 Total| Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 0.8466 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000 ' ' 0.0000
Coating : : : : : : : : : . : : : '
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e —— gy : m———————— == a e
Consumer = 9.3679 ' ' ' v 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' v 0.0000 ¢ ' + 0.0000
Products - : . : : . : : : . : : . . :
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B El ST e : fm——————— e ==
Hearth = 01669 *+ 1.4266 * 0.6071 + 9.1100e- ° v 01153 + 0.1153 v 01153 + 0.1153 0.0000 +1,821.176+1,821.176+ 0.0349 + 0.0334 +1,831.998
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
L1} L} 1 L} 003 ] 1 ] ] 1 [} L] 5 1 5 [} [} L} 8
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ke m e jmm————mgy - fm——————— - = e e
Landscaping b 0.2146 + 0.0819 ! 7.1039 1 3.7000e- ¢ ! 0.0393 ' 0.0393 ! 0.0393 ' 0.0393 v 12,7779 ! 12.7779 + 0.0123 ! 13.0861
- : ' . 004 ' : : ' : . ' : : '
- 1
Total 10.5960 1.5085 7.7109 9.4800e- 0.1546 0.1546 0.1546 0.1546 0.0000 1,833.954 | 1,833.954 | 0.0472 0.0334 1,845.085
003 3 3 0
7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation




Energy Data



Average Fuel

Total Annual Fuel

Vehicle Type Percent of Vehicle Trips' Daily Trips> | Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled®| Economy (miles per |  Consumption
gallon)* (gallons)®
Passenger Cars 0.62 - 1433212.22 22 65,146
Light/Medium Trucks 0.31 - 712756.10 17.3 41,200
Heavy Trucks/Other 0.07 - 161499.69 6.4 25,234
TOTAL® 1.00 - 2,307,468 - 131,580

Notes:

1. Percent of Vehicle Trip distribution based on trip characteristics within the CalEEMod model.

2. Daily Trips calculated by multiplying the total daily trips by percent vehicle trips (i.e., Daily Trips x percent of Vehicle Trips).

3. Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) calculated by multiplying percent vehicle trips by total VMT (i.e., VMT x percent of Vehicle Trips).

4. Average fuel economy derived from the Department of Transportation.

5. Total Daily Fuel Consumption calculated by dividing the daily VMT by the average fuel economy (i.e., VMT/Average Fuel Economy).

6. Values may be slightly off due to rounding.

Source: Refer to Appendix A for CalEEMod assumptions used in this analysis.




Fuel Consumption Rate

Duration (total

Total Fuel Consumption

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount | Usage Hours | Horse Power | Load Factor (gallons per hour) hoursiday) # days (gallons)
. ) Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8 247 0.4 3.952 24 30 2845.44
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8 97 0.37 14356 32 30 1378.176
Excavators 2 8 158 0.38 2.4016 16 75 2881.92
Graders 1 8 187 0.41 3.0668 8 75 1840.08
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8 247 0.4 3.952 8 75 2371.2
Scrapers 2 8 367 0.48 7.0464 16 75 8455.68
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8 97 0.37 1.4356 8 75 861.36
Cranes 1 7 231 0.29 2.6796 7 309 5795.9748
Forklifts 3 8 89 0.2 0.712 24 309 5280.192
Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8 84 0.74 24864 8 309 6146.3808
Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7 97 0.37 1.4356 21 309 9315.6084
Welders 1 8 46 0.45 0.828 8 309 2046.816
Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6 78 0.48 1.4976 6 55 494208
Pavers 2 8 130 0.42 2.184 16 55 1921.92
Paving Paving Equipment 2 8 132 0.36 1.9008 16 55 1672.704
Rollers 2 8 80 0.38 1.216 16 55 1070.08
Total: 54,378
Notes:

Fuel Consumption Rate = Horsepower x Load Factor x Fuel Consumption Factor

Where:

Fuel Consumption Factor for a diesel engine is 0.04 gallons per horsepower per hour (gal/hp/hr) and a gasoline engine is 0.06 gal/hp/hr.

Source: Refer to Appendix A for CalEEMod assumptions used in this analysis.
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Biological Resource Assessment of TTM 81337, Palmdale, California
Mark Hagan, Wildlife Biologist, 44715 17th Street East, Lancaster, CA 93535
Abstract

Development has been proposed for TTM 81337 (APN 3204-025-048), Palmdale, California.
The approximately 40 acre (16 ha) study area was located south of Avenue M and east of 70th
Street West, T6N, R13W, the S1/2 of the N1/2 of the NW1/4 of Section 3, S.B.B.M. A line
transect survey was conducted on 14 April 2018 to inventory biological resources. The proposed
project area was characteristic of highly disturbed invasive grass fields with small patches of
Great Basin sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata), California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum),
and rabbit brush (Chrysothamnus nauseosis). A total of fifty plant species and twenty-nine
wildlife species or their sign were observed during the line transect survey. No desert tortoises
(Gopherus agassizii) or their sign were observed during the field survey. There was no suitable
habitat for desert tortoises. Coast horned lizards (Phrynosoma blainvillii) are not likely to occur
due to the highly disturbed nature of the study site, and impacts from adjacent residential areas.
Silvery legless lizards (Anniella pulchra pulchra) were not observed but marginal habitat for the
species appears to be present within the wash system. No Mohave ground squirrels
(Xerospermophilus mohavensis) were observed or audibly detected during the field survey.
There was no suitable habitat for Mohave ground squirrels. No desert kit foxes (Vulpes macrotis)
or their sign were observed during the line transect survey. However, their presence has been
documented nearby and they would be expected to potentially use the site. No burrowing owls
(Athene cunicularia) were observed during the field survey. California ground squirrel burrows
(Citellus beecheyi) were present which can provide potential cover sites for burrowing owl.
Experience from surveys in the Antelope Valley suggests sites that may appear suitable for
burrowing owl, but have a lot of human and pet traffic, tend not to become occupied. Children
were physically playing on site during the field survey and a child “foxhole” with food in it was
observed suggesting regular use of the site. Vegetation within the study area provides potential
nesting sites for smaller migratory birds. Swainson’s hawk and other raptors may fly over and
use the site for forage but would not be expected to nest within the study area due to a lack of
suitable nesting habitat. No sensitive plants, specifically, Clokey’s cryptantha (Cryptantha
clokeyi), alkali mariposa lily (Calochortus striatus), desert cymopterus (Cymopterus deserticola),
and Barstow woolly sunflower (Eriophyllum mohanense) were observed during the field survey.
No sensitive plants are expected to occur within the study area due to the high level of impacts
and the lack of suitable habitat. No other state or federally listed species are expected to occur
within the proposed project area. An old ephemeral wash system was observed within the study
site. This wash system preceded the construction of the surrounding residential areas. However
it has been severed from the headwaters and appears to only receive run off and storm water flow
from the surrounding streets and on-site rainfall. A large detention basin exists adjacent to the
northeast corner of the study site. No Army Corp of Engineers jurisdictional Waters of the U.S.
are present on the study site.

Recommended Protection Measures:

Burrowing owls are considered a species of special concern by the CDFW. Although not
expected to inhabit this study area, a burrowing owl survey should be accomplished within 30
days prior to construction activities to ensure burrowing owls have not moved into the site. If



burrowing owls are discovered the guidance outlined in the CDFW 2012 “Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation” will be used for addressing burrowing owl issues on and adjacent to
the study site (California Department of Fish and Game 2012).

The desert kit fox is a fully protected species and no take permits are available. The
“U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Standardized Recommendations for Protection of the
Endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or During Ground Disturbance, January 2011” will be
used as guidelines for addressing desert kit fox issues if they are present within the study site
(U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 2011).

If possible, removal of vegetation will occur outside the breeding season for migratory
birds. Breeding generally lasts from February to July but may extend beyond this time frame. If
vegetation removal will occur during or close to the nesting season, a qualified biologist will
survey all potential nesting areas to be disturbed as close as possible but no more than one week
prior to removal. If active bird nests are found, impacts to nests will be avoided by either
delaying work or establishing initial buffer areas of a minimum of 50 feet around active
migratory bird species nests. The project biologist will determine if the buffer areas should be
increased or decreased based on the nesting bird response to disturbances.

An area that has any of the following characteristics which will be impacted by
development: distinct bed, bank, channel, signs of scouring, evidence of water flow, may require
a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSA) from the CDFW prior to development
activities. This project will require consultation with CDFW to determine whether a LSA is
required. A jurisdictional delineation of the wash system would be required as part of the LSA
process. It would be determined through the LSA process whether mitigation for the wash
system is required. Silvery legless lizards will be addressed during the LSA process.
Consultation with Lahontan Water Quality Control Board (LWQCB) may be required to
determine the need for a Section 401 water quality permit. This project may be able to use the
LWQCB’s General Permit R6T-2003-0004 for minor streambed/lakebed alteration projects
when the federal Clean Water Act is not applicable.

Significance: Given the small size of the study area, the adjacent land uses, high disturbance of
the habitat, and continual human use; this project is not expected to result in a significant adverse
impact to biological resources.

Development has been proposed for TTM 81337 (APN 3204-025-048), Palmdale,
California (Figure 1). Development would include installation of access roads, parking and
utilities (water, sewer, electric, etc.). The entire project area would be graded prior to
construction activities.

An environmental analysis should be conducted prior to any development project. An
assessment of biological resources is an integral part of environmental analyses (Gilbert and
Dodds 1987). The purpose of this study was to provide an assessment of biological resources
potentially occurring within, or utilizing the proposed project area. Specific focus was on the
presence/absence of rare, threatened and endangered species of plants and wildlife. Species of
concern included the desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), silvery legless lizard (Anniella
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Figure 1. Approximate location of proposed project area as depicted on APN map.



pulchra pulchra), coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii), Mohave ground squirrel
(Xerospermophilus mohavensis), desert kit fox (Vulpes macrotis), burrowing owl (Athene
cunicularia), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), Clokey’s cryptantha (Cryptantha clokeyi),
desert cymopterus (Cymopterus deserticola), Barstow woolly sunflower (Eriophyllum
mohanense), and alkali mariposa lily (Calochortus striatus).

Study Area

The approximately 40 acre (16 ha) study area was located south of Avenue M and east of
70th Street West, T6N, R13W, the S1/2 of the N1/2 of the NW1/4 of Section 3, S.B.B.M.
(Figures 2 and 3). The western boundary was formed by 70th Street West. Partially developed
lots were present west of 70th Street West. Residential housing existed along the northwestern
and southern boundaries of the study area. A detention basin existed along the northeastern
boundary of the study site. The eastern boundary was formed by 65th Street West. Residential
housing was present east of 65th Street West.

Methods

A line transect survey was conducted to inventory plant and wildlife species occurring
within the proposed project area (Cooperrider et al. 1986, Davis 1990). The project area was
split in half and transects accomplished on both halves. Line transects were walked in an east-
west orientation. Line transects were approximately 1,290 feet (416 m) long and spaced 50 feet
(16 m) apart on each half of the project area (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 2010). Transect
spacing was adjusted based on site conditions within the study area (U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service 2010). This transect spacing was considered sufficient to provide coverage for each
species of concern given site conditions.

All observations of plant and animal species were recorded in field notes. Field guides
were used to aid in the identification of plant and animal species (Arnett and Jacques 1981,
Borror and White 1970, Burt and Grossenheider 1976, Gould 1981, Jaeger 1969, Knobel 1980,
Robbins et al. 1983, Stark 2000,). Other sources were also used to aid in plant identification
(calflora.org 2018, calphotos.berkeley.edu 2018, D. Charlton, personal communication, April 21,
2018). Observations were aided with the use of 10x50 and 10x42 binoculars. Observations of
animal tracks, scat, and burrows were also utilized to determine the presence of wildlife species
inhabiting the proposed project area (Cooperrider et al. 1986, Halfpenny 1986, Lowrey 2006,
Murie 1974). Historical aerial photographs and the USGS topographic maps of the study area
and surrounding vicinity were reviewed. Review of documented sightings was accomplished
using the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDD) (Lancaster West, 2016, Del Sur 2016)
and Ebird.org. Previous surveys in the area (Hagan 2006, 2008, 2014, 2016a, 2016b, 2017,
Aspen Group 2015, Joseph & Associates 2007) were reviewed for historical sightings and
background information. Photographs of the study site were taken (Figures 4 and 5).

Results
A total of 24 line transects were walked on 14 April 2018. Weather conditions consisted

of warm temperatures (estimated 55 to 70 degrees F), 0% cloud cover, and light to moderate
wind. Sandy loam surface soil texture was observed throughout the study area. No blue line
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Figure 2. Approximate location of study area as depicted on excerpt from U.S.G.S. Quadrangles,
Del Sur and Lancaster West, California, 7.5° 1974.
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streams were found on the USGS topographic maps. There was a storm drain easement noted on
the APN map (Figure 1). A wash system is visible in the aerial photography (Figure 3). An
ephemeral wash system was observed within the study site during field surveys. Topography of
the study area ranged from approximately 2,593 to 2,663 feet (836 to 859 m) above sea level.

The proposed project area was characteristic of highly disturbed invasive grass fields
with small patches of Great Basin sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata), California buckwheat
(Eriogonum fasciculatum), and rabbit brush (Chrysothamnus nauseosis) (Figure 6). A total of
fifty plant species were observed during the line transect survey (Table 1). The dominant shrub
species throughout the study area was California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum). Invasive
grasses (Bromus spp.) were the dominant annual species throughout the study area. No sensitive
plant species or suitable habitat were observed within the study site. No sensitive plants were
documented in the CNDD within or near the study site. Previous surveys from similar nearby
sites did not detect any sensitive plant species on those study sites.

A total of twenty-nine wildlife species, or their sign were observed during the line
transect survey (Table 2). No desert tortoises or their sign were observed during the field survey.
No burrowing owls or their sign were observed within the study site during the field survey. No
bird nests were observed within the study area. No sensitive bird species were observed during
the field survey. No Mohave ground squirrels were detected visually or audibly during the field
survey. No desert kit foxes or their sign were observed during the field survey. No silvery
legless lizards or coast horned lizards were observed within the study site. California ground
squirrel (Citellus beecheyi) burrows were observed within the study site.

Off-road vehicle tracks were observed within the study area. Children were observed
playing within the study area during the field survey. Children riding bikes were observed
within the study area. An adult walking three dogs was observed within the study area. A
“foxhole” was observed within the study area. A small amount of litter was observed within the
study area. Small dump sites were observed within the study area. A wood pile was observed
within the study area. Two dirt roads were observed within the study area, one oriented east-
west, and one oriented north-south.

Discussion

Most annual vegetation is expected to have germinated and flowered at the time the field
survey was conducted. The study area was highly disturbed with few areas of native vegetation
remaining. No sensitive plant species are expected to exist within the study site. Although not
observed, several wildlife species would be expected to occur within the proposed project area
(Table 3).

Human impacts such as trash dumping, species collection, excavation, pet use, and child
play within the study area are expected to continue. Non-adjacent habitat in the general area will
continue to become degraded and fragmented. Burrowing animals within the proposed project
area are not expected to survive construction activities. More mobile species, such as
lagomorphs (rabbits and hares), coyotes (Canis latrans), and birds are expected to survive
construction activities. Development of this site will result in less cover and foraging
opportunities for the species occurring within and adjacent to the study area.



Figure 6. Map showing patches dominated with Great Basin sagebrush (red), California
buckwheat (yellow), and rabbit brush (blue). The remaining area is dominated by invasive
grasses.
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Table 1. List of plant species that were observed during the line transect survey of TTM 81337,

Palmdale, California.

Common Name

Narrow-leaf willow
Salt cedar

Peach sp.

Desert apricot

Great basin sagebrush
Rabbit brush
Cheesebush
Peachthorn
California aster
Jimson weed
California buckwheat
Longstem buckwheat
Buckwheat sp.
Horehound

Desert straw

Vinegar weed
Wishbone plant
Nevada forget-me-not
Blue dicks

Lacy phacelia
Goldenaster
Pygmy-leaved lupine
Goldfields

California poppy
Comet blazing star
Western forget-me-not
Comb-bur

Silver puff

Desert dandelion
Broadleaf gilia
Fremont pincushion
Yellow pincushion
Blue mantle
Pineapple weed
Fiddleneck

Turkey mullein
Rattlesnake weed
Mustard sp.

Tumble mustard
Prickly sowthistle
Poa sp.

Chilean chess
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Scientific Name

Salix exigua

Tamarix aphylla

Prunus persica

Prunes fremontii
Artemisia tridentata
Chrysothamnus nauseosis
Hymenoclea salsola
Lycium cooperi
Corethrogune filaginifolia
Datura meteloides
Eriogonum fasciculatum
Eriogonum elongatum
Eriogonum sp.
Marrubium vulgare
Stephanomeria pauciflora
Trichostema lanceolatum
Mirabilis bigelovii
Cryptantha nevadensis
Dichelostemma capitatum
Phacelia tanacetifolia
Chrysopsis villosa
Lupinus bicolor
Lasthenia californica
Eschscholtzia californica
Mentzelia albicaulis
Cryptantha circumscissa
Pectocarya recurvata
Uropappus lindleyi
Malacothrix glabrata
Gilia latiflora

Chaenactis fremontii
Chaenactis glabriuscula
Eriastrum diffusum
Matricaria discoidea
Amsinckia tessellata
Eremocarpus setigerus
Euphorbia albomarginata
Brassicaceae

Sisymbrium altisissiimum
Sonchus asper

Family: Poaceae

Bromus trinii



Table 1 continued. List of plant species that were observed during the line transect survey of
TTM 81337, Palmdale, California.

Common Name Scientific Name
Squirrel-tail grass Hordeum jubatum
Cheatgrass Bromus tectorum
Schismus Schismus sp.

Red brome Bromus rubens

Foxtail barley Hordeum leporinum
Red stemmed filaree Erodium cicutarium
Annual burweed Franseria acanthicarpa
Russian thistle Salsola iberica
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Table 2. List of wildlife species, or their sign, that were observed during the line transect survey
of TTM 81337, Palmdale, California.

Common Name

Rodents

Pocket gopher

California ground squirrel
Desert cottontail
Black-tailed jackrabbit
Coyote

Domestic dog

Domestic cat

Red-tailed hawk
California quail
Mourning dove
Black-chinned hummingbird
Hummingbird sp.
Common raven

Say’s phoebe

Northern mockingbird
Western meadowlark
House finch

White crowned sparrow

Side blotched lizard

Vinegaroon

Bee, native
Grasshopper
Ladybird beetle
Harvester ants
Fly

Butterfly (white)
Spider 2 spp.
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Scientific Name

Order: Rodentia
Thomomys bottae
Citellus beecheyi
Sylvilagus auduboni
Lepus californicus
Canis latrans

Canis familiaris
Felis sp.

Buteo jamaicensis
Callipepla californica
Zenaida macroura
Archilochus alexandri
Family: Trochilidae
Corvus corax

Sayornis saya

Mimus polyglottos
Sturnella neglecta
Carpodacus mexicanus
Zonotrichia leucophrys

Uta stansburiana

Order: Araneida
Order: Hymenoptera
Order: Orthoptera
Hippodamia convergens
Order: Hymenoptera
Order: Diptera

Order: Lepidoptera
Order: Araneida



Table 3. List of wildlife species that may occur within the study area, TTM 81337, Palmdale,
California.

Common Name Scientific Name

Deer mouse Peromyscus maniculatus
Desert kit fox Vulpes macrotis

Horned lark Eremophila alpestris
Sage sparrow Amphispiza belli
Western whiptail Cnemidophorus tigris
Desert horned lizard Phrynosoma platyrhinos
Gopher snake Pituophis melanoleucus
Desert night lizard Xantusia vigilis
Darkling beetle Coelocnemis californicus
Moth Order: Lepidoptera
Ants, black, small Order: Hymenoptera

The desert tortoise is a state and federal listed threatened species. The proposed project
area was located within the geographic range of the desert tortoise. The proposed project site
was not located in critical habitat designated for the Mojave population of the desert tortoise.

No desert tortoises or their sign were observed within the study area. Suitable habitat for desert
tortoise was not present within or adjacent to this study area. Desert tortoises are not expected to
inhabit the study area. No protection measures are recommended for desert tortoises.

Burrowing owls are considered a species of special concern by the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). No burrowing owls or their sign were observed within the study
area. California ground squirrel burrows observed during the field survey provide potential
cover sites for burrowing owl. No sign of burrowing owl use was observed during the field
survey. Experience from surveys in the Antelope Valley suggests sites that may appear suitable
for burrowing owl, but have a lot of human and pet traffic, tend not to become occupied.
Children were physically playing on site during the field survey and a child’s “foxhole” with
food in it was observed suggesting regular use of the site. Burrowing owls are not expected to
inhabit the study area at this time.

The Mohave ground squirrel (MGS) is a state listed threatened species. The proposed
project site was not located within the geographic range of the MGS. Suitable habitat was not
present within or adjacent to the study site. No protection measures are recommended for
Mojave ground squirrels.

Many species of birds and their active nests are protected under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act. Vegetation within the study area provides potential nesting sites for smaller
migratory birds. Swainson’s hawk and other raptors may fly over and use the site for forage but
would not be expected to nest within the study area due to a lack of suitable nesting habitat.
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No suitable habitat for sensitive plant species were observed within the study site. Based
on the results of the field survey sensitive plant species are not expected to occur within the
study area and no protection measures are recommended. No other state or federally listed
species are expected to occur within the proposed project area (CDFW 2017, CDFW 2018,
Smith and Berg 1988, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 2016).

The ephemeral wash system observed within the study area will require a jurisdictional
delineation prior to consultation with the CDFW. This biological study notes the existence of the
wash but is not intended to delineate it. The wash system within this study area appears to
support the few patches of remaining native vegetation (Figure 6). The wash system has a sandy
bottom, was braided in some areas, and varied in depth and width throughout it’s length. During
review of the historical photography it was noted the wash system on site was probably
connected to Ana Verde Creek prior to the post 2003 residential development. The wash system
was heavily impacted, even obliterated at one point, during construction activities. This wash
system does not appear to be connected to the headwaters any longer. The wash system only
appears to drain the storm and lawn irrigation run-off from adjacent residential lands and run-off
from the roads.

Landscape design should incorporate the use of native plants to the maximum extent
feasible. Native plants that have food and cover value to wildlife should be used in landscape
design (Adams and Dove 1989). Diversity of native plants should be maximized in landscape
design (Adams and Dove 1989).

Recommended Protection Measures:

Burrowing owls are considered a species of special concern by the CDFW. Although not
expected to inhabit this study area, a burrowing owl survey should be accomplished within 30
days prior to construction activities to ensure burrowing owls have not moved into the site. If
burrowing owls are discovered the guidance outlined in the CDFW 2012 “Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation” will be used for addressing burrowing owl issues on and adjacent to
the study site (California Department of Fish and Game 2012).

The desert kit fox is a fully protected species and no take permits are available. The
“U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Standardized Recommendations for Protection of the
Endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or During Ground Disturbance, January 2011” will be
used as guidelines for addressing desert Kit fox issues if they are present within the study site
(U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 2011).

If possible, removal of vegetation will occur outside the breeding season for migratory
birds. Breeding generally lasts from February to July but may extend beyond this time frame. If
vegetation removal will occur during or close to the nesting season, a qualified biologist will
survey all potential nesting areas to be disturbed as close as possible but no more than one week
prior to removal. If active bird nests are found, impacts to nests will be avoided by either
delaying work or establishing initial buffer areas of a minimum of 50 feet around active
migratory bird species nests. The project biologist will determine if the buffer areas should be
increased or decreased based on the nesting bird response to disturbances.
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An area that has any of the following characteristics which will be impacted by
development: distinct bed, bank, channel, signs of scouring, evidence of water flow, may require
a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSA) from the CDFW prior to development
activities. This project will require consultation with CDFW to determine whether a LSA is
required. A jurisdictional delineation of the wash system would be required as part of the LSA
process. It would be determined through the LSA process whether mitigation for the wash
system is required. Silvery legless lizards will be addressed during the LSA process.
Consultation with Lahontan Water Quality Control Board (LWQCB) may be required to
determine the need for a Section 401 water quality permit. This project may be able to use the
LWQCB’s General Permit R6T-2003-0004 for minor streambed/lakebed alteration projects
when the federal Clean Water Act is not applicable.

Significance: Given the small size of the study area, the adjacent land uses, high disturbance of
the habitat, and continual human use; this project is not expected to result in a significant adverse
impact to biological resources.
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January 6, 2020 JN 174320

ROYAL INVESTORS GROUP, LLC
Attn: Kris Pinero

15821 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 460
Encino, California 91436

SUBJECT: Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters for the Tentative Tract Map
81337 Project — City of Palmdale, County of Los Angeles, California

Dear Ms. Pinero:

On behalf of Royal Investors Group, LLC, Michael Baker International (Michael Baker) has prepared this
Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters Report to describe, map, and quantify aquatic and other
hydrological features located within the proposed Tentative Tract Map 81337 (project or project site) that
potentially fall under the regulatory authority of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), Lahontan
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board), and the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW). This report describes the regulatory setting, methodologies, and results of the
jurisdictional delineation, including recommendations for any proposed impacts to previously documented
or potential jurisdictional resources. This report presents Michael Baker’s best professional effort at
determining the jurisdictional boundaries using the most up-to-date regulations, written policy, and
guidance from the regulatory agencies; however, only the regulatory agencies can make a final
determination of jurisdictional limits.

Project Location

The project site is comprised of approximately 39.8 acres of vacant, undeveloped land located in the City of
Palmdale, Los Angeles County, California (refer to Figure 1, Regional Vicinity). The project site is located within
Section 3, Township 6 North, Range 13 West, of the U.S. Geological Survey Lancaster West, California and in
Section 3, Township 6 North, Range 13 West of the Del Sur, California 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle maps
(refer to Figure 2, Site Vicinity). Specifically, the project site is bounded by existing residential development to
the north and south, 65™ Street to the east, and 70" Street to the west (refer to Figure 3, Project Site).

Project Description

The project proposes the construction of approximately 86 single-family residential homes on approximately 39.8
acres within Assessor Parcel Number 3204-025-048. The proposed density is 0.45 dwelling units per gross acre.
The proposed project would also include grading, roadway improvements/right-of-way for interior and existing
streets, sidewalks, landscaping, walls/fences, street lighting, and relevant infrastructure (water, sewer, storm drain

MBAKERINTL.COM 5Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 500 | Santa Ana, CA 92707
Office: 949-472-3505 | Fax: 949-472-8373



We Make a Difference

facilities, electrical, cable, etc.). The infrastructure proposed would connect to existing facilities in neighboring
residential developments to the north and south of the project site, as well as 65" Street and 70" Street.

Summary of Regulations

There are three key agencies that regulate activities within streams, wetlands, and riparian areas in California. The
Corps Regulatory Division regulates activities pursuant to Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA)
and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. Of the State agencies, the Regional Board regulates activities
pursuant to Section 401 of the CWA and Section 13263 of the California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control
Act (Porter-Cologne Act), and the CDFW regulates activities under Sections 1600 et seq. of the California Fish
and Game Code (CFGC).

Literature Review

A thorough review of relevant literature and materials was conducted to obtain a general understanding of the
environmental setting and to preliminarily identify features/areas that may fall under the jurisdiction of the
regulatory agencies.

Watershed

The project site is located within the southwest portion of the Antelope Hydrologic Unit (HU 26.00) of the
Antelope-Fremont Valley Watershed (Hydrologic Unit Code 18090206). Specifically, the project site is located
within the Lancaster Hydrologic Area (HA 26.50). The Antelope-Fremont Valley Watershed is a large, closed
basin within the western Mojave Desert, bordered on the southwest by the San Gabriel Mountains and the San
Andreas Fault, on the east by hills and buttes generally along the boundary between Los Angeles and San
Bernardino Counties, and on the northwest by the Tehachapi Mountains and the Garlock Fault. A system of
Rosamond, Buckhorn, and Rogers dry lakes act as the central watershed terminus. These dry lakes and their
tributaries function as an isolated intrastate watershed system.

Soils

On-site and adjoining soils were reviewed prior to conducting the field delineation using the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA), Web Soil Survey (refer to Attachment B).
According to the Custom Soil Resources Report for Antelope Valley Area, California (USDA, 2019), the project
site is underlain by the following soil units: 1) GsC — Greenfield sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes; 2) GsC2 —
Greenfield sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes, eroded; 3) HbC — Hanford coarse sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes;
and 4) HbD — Hanford coarse sandy loam, 9 to 15 percent slopes. Michael Baker also reviewed the USDA Hydric
Soils List for California to preliminarily verify whether any of the soil units identified above are considered to be
hydric. According to the Hydric Soils List for California (USDA, 2018), Greenfield sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent
slopes, eroded (GsC2) is the only soil unit within the project site that is considered hydric.

National Wetlands Inventory

Michael Baker reviewed the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI)
Mapper. No portions of the project site or areas adjacent to the project site have been mapped as wetlands. Refer
to Attachment C for a copy of the USFWS NWI map.

Tentative Tract Map 81337 2
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Flood Zone

Michael Baker also reviewed the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA’s) National Flood Hazard
Layer. According to FIRM Nos. 06037C0400F and 06037C0415F, the project site is located outside of the 100-
year flood plain within Zone X which is described as areas of minimal flood hazard (FEMA, 2008). Refer to
Attachment D for copies of the FEMA flood zone maps.

Field Methodology

Michael Baker regulatory specialist Tom Millington and CDFW environmental scientists Andrew Valand and
Audrey Kelly attended an on-site field meeting on July 30, 2019 to review existing conditions and discuss survey
methods, potential impacts, and permitting requirements. In addition, Michael Baker delineators/biologists
Ashley Spencer and Stephen Anderson conducted a formal jurisdictional delineation of the project site on August
5, 2019 using the most recent, agency-approved methodology, to identify and map jurisdictional features that
occur within the project site. The delineation was conducted to determine the jurisdictional limits of waters of the
U.S. (WoUY), including potential wetlands, and waters of the State (i.e., streambed/riparian) located within the
project site. For this location, potential wetlands were delineated using the methods outlined in the Regional
Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Arid West Region, Version 2.0 (Corps,
2008). While in the field, jurisdictional features were recorded on an aerial base map at a scale of 1" = 200" using
topographic contours and visible landmarks as guidelines. Data points were obtained with a Garmin Map62
Global Positioning System to record and identify specific widths for ordinary high-water mark (OHWM)
indicators and the locations of photographs, soil points, and other pertinent jurisdictional features, if present. These
data were then transferred as a .shp file and added to the project's jurisdictional figures. The jurisdictional figures
were prepared using ESRI ArcMap Version 10.5 software.

Results

Four (4) unnamed drainage features were identified within the project site: Drainage 1 (D1), Drainage 2 (D2),
Drainage 3 (D3), and Drainage 4 (D4). All drainage features within the project site are fed by rainwater and urban
runoff from the surrounding landscape (e.g., driveways, curbs/gutters, yards). It should also be noted that a
concrete-lined v-ditch was constructed along the northern boundary of the project site in 2006 as part of the
residential development located immediately to the north. This concrete-lined v-ditch collects runoff from 70
Street, Vista Sol Lane, and the residential properties located to the north before discharging into an existing
detention basin located north of the project site and west of 65™ Street. Since the concrete-lined v-ditch is a
stormwater control feature that was constructed in the uplands on an area that was not previously an existing
natural drainage, it is Michael Baker’s position that this feature would not qualify as WoUS/water of the State or
be regulated by the Corps, Regional Board, or CDFW. Refer to Attachment E for representative photographs
taken during the field delineation.

Non-Wetland Features

Drainage 1 is an ephemeral drainage located in the eastern portion of the project site. Drainage 1 exhibits an
earthen substrate consisting mostly of sand and gravel. No surface water was present within Drainage 1 during
the site visit. Evidence of an OHWM was observed via a natural line impressed on the bank, scour, a break in the
bank slope, and a change in vegetation community from sparsely vegetated to upland species consisting primarily
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of California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum; UPL), rubber rabbitbrush (Ericameria nauseosa;, UPL), great
basin sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata; UPL), cheat grass (Bromus tectorum; UPL), and slender buckwheat
(Eriogonum gracile; UPL). Drainage 1 lacks riparian overstory. Within the project site, Drainage 1 measures
approximately 772 linear feet in length and ranges from approximately 9 to 45 feet in width for CDFW and the
Regional Board.

Drainage 2 is an ephemeral drainage located in the eastern portion of the project site and is tributary to Drainage
1. Drainage 2 exhibits an earthen substrate consisting mostly of sand and gravel. No surface water was present
within Drainage 2 during the site visit. Evidence of an OHWM was observed via a natural line impressed on the
bank, scour, a break in the bank slope, and a change in vegetation community from sparsely vegetated to upland
species similar to Drainage 1. Drainage 2 lacks riparian overstory. Within the project site, Drainage 2 measures
approximately 274 linear feet in length and ranges from approximately 8 to 18 feet in width for CDFW and the
Regional Board.

Drainage 3 is an ephemeral drainage located in the eastern portion of the project site and is tributary to Drainage
1. Drainage 3 exhibits an earthen substrate consisting mostly of sand and gravel. No surface water was present
within Drainage 3 during the site visit. Evidence of an OHWM was observed via a natural line impressed on the
bank, scour, a break in the bank slope, and a change in vegetation community from sparsely vegetated to upland
species similar to Drainage 1. Drainage 3 lacks riparian overstory. Within the project site, Drainage 3 measures
approximately 359 linear feet in length and ranges from approximately 4 to 7 feet in width for CDFW and the
Regional Board.

Drainage 4 is an ephemeral drainage located in the eastern portion of the project site and is tributary to Drainage
1. Drainage 4 exhibits an earthen substrate consisting mostly of sand and gravel. No surface water was present
within Drainage 4 during the site visit. Evidence of an OHWM was observed via a natural line impressed on the
bank, scour, a break in the bank slope, and a change in vegetation community from sparsely vegetated to upland
species similar to Drainage 1. Drainage 4 lacks riparian overstory. Within the project site, Drainage 4 measures
approximately 612 linear feet in length and ranges from approximately 6 to 10 feet in width for CDFW and the
Regional Board.

Wetland Features

No wetland features were noted within the project site. One soil pit (SP1) was dug along the southeast border of
the project site. Dominant hydrophytic vegetation was not present. Sediment deposits were observed. SP1
consisted of a single layer which extended to a depth of 10 inches and exhibited a texture of sandy loam with a
matrix color of 10 YR 3/4 when moist. No redoximorphic features were observed within the matrix. As such, it
was determined that no indicators for hydric soils were present. Therefore, based on the results of the field
delineation, it was determined that SP1 did not meet all three of the required parameters (hydrophytic vegetation,
hydric soils, and hydrology) and thus does not qualify as a wetland. Refer to Attachment F for a copy of the
wetland determination data form.

Tentative Tract Map 81337 4
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Conclusions and Recommendations

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

The project site is located within the Antelope-Fremont Valley Watershed, a closed basin within the western
Mojave Desert. Based on a previous approved jurisdictional determination (SPL-2019-00510-VN; dated July 16,
2019), most of the surface water flows within the Antelope Valley either infiltrate into the groundwater basin or
evaporate, or during large storm events, continue to flow to three central dry lakes situated on Edwards Air Force
Base (Rosamond dry lake, Buckhorn dry lake, and Rogers dry lake). These dry lakes and their tributaries function
as an isolated intrastate watershed system, which lacks the presence of a Traditional Navigable Water (TNW).
The ephemeral drainage features within the project site flow to the northeast and discharge into an existing
detention basin that was constructed immediately north of the project site. As such, all ephemeral drainage features
within the project site would be considered non-navigable, non-relatively permanent waters that lack a direct
connection to a TNW and would not qualify as WoUS or be regulated by the Corps under Section 404 of the
CWA.

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board

The Regional Board regulates discharges of fill and dredged material to surface waters under Section 401 of the
CWA, and Section 13263 of the Porter-Cologne Act for those that do not. Based on the results of the field
delineation, it was determined that approximately 0.87 acre of Regional Board jurisdiction (non-wetland waters
of the State) is located within the project site (refer to Figure 4, Regional Board Jurisdiction). Refer to Table 1 for
a summary of the jurisdictional features that were documented within the project site.

Table 1: Jurisdictional Features within the Project Site

Jurisdictional Area (Acres)
Feature Cowardin Class | Aquatic Resource Type | Linear Feet Corps Regional CDFW
Board
Drainage 1 (D1) Riverine Non-Wetland Waters 772 0.00 0.64 0.64
Drainage 2 (D2) Riverine Non-Wetland Waters 274 0.00 0.07 0.07
Drainage 3 (D3) Riverine Non-Wetland Waters 359 0.00 0.05 0.05
Drainage 4 (D4) Riverine Non-Wetland Waters 612 0.00 0.11 0.11
TOTAL* 2017 0.00 0.87 0.87

*Total may not equal sum due to rounding.

Since the on-site drainage features do not qualify as WoUS and would not be regulated under Section 404 of the
CWA, a Section 401 Water Quality Certification would not be required for the proposed project. However, the
on-site drainage features still qualify as waters of the State and would be regulated by the Regional Board under
Section 13263 of the Porter-Cologne Act. Therefore, it is recommended that Royal Investors Group, LLC, submit
this report to the Regional Board and obtain written confirmation that an application for Waste Discharge
Requirements would not be required for the proposed project.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

The on-site drainage features exhibited a bed and bank and are considered CDFW jurisdictional streambed. Based
on the results of the field delineation, it was determined that approximately 0.87 acre of CDFW jurisdiction is

Tentative Tract Map 81337 5
Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters



We Make a Difference

located within the project site (refer to Figure 5, CDFW Jurisdiction). Pursuant to Section 1602 of the CFGC, the
CDFW regulates any activity that would divert or obstruct the natural flow or alter the bed, channel, or bank of a
lake or streambed; this would also include any impacts to associated riparian vegetation. Based on the results of
the field delineation, a total of approximately 0.87 acre of CDFW streambed will be permanently impacted by
project activities. Based on initial discussions with Andrew Valand (CDFW Environmental Scientist) and Audrey
Kelly (CDFW Environmental Scientist) during an on-site field meeting held on July 30, 2019, Royal Investors
Group, LLC would be required to submit written notification to CDFW and obtain a Lake or Streambed Alteration
Agreement prior to the alteration of any of the on-site jurisdictional features. Royal Investors Group, LLC would
also be required to provide compensatory mitigation to offset the loss of CDFW jurisdiction that would occur as
a result of the proposed project. Due to the level of impact and lack of on-site mitigation options, it is
recommended that Royal Investors Group, LLC mitigate the loss of CDFW streambed at a minimum 1:1 ratio
through the one-time purchase of ephemeral streambed credits from the Peterson Ranch Mitigation Bank. It
should be noted that this compensatory mitigation strategy would need to be reviewed and approved by CDFW
prior to issuance of the Final LSAA.

This report has been prepared for Royal Investors Group, LLC to document the jurisdictional authority of the
Corps, Regional Board, and CDFW within the project site and describes the regulatory setting, methodologies,
and results of the jurisdictional delineation, including recommendations for any proposed impacts to previously
documented or potential jurisdictional resources. This report presents Michael Baker’s best professional effort at
determining the jurisdictional boundaries using the most up-to-date regulations, written policy, and guidance from
the regulatory agencies; however, only the regulatory agencies can make a final determination of jurisdictional
limits. Please feel free to contact me at (949) 855-5777 or tommillington@mbakerintl.com with any questions
you may have regarding the information presented in this report.

Sincerely,

/

Tom Millington
Senior Biologist/Regulatory Specialist
Natural Resources and Regulatory Permitting

Attachments:

Figures

USDA Custom Soil Resources Report
USFWS National Wetlands Inventory
FEMA Flood Zone Maps

Site Photographs

Wetland Determination Data Forms
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References
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Preface

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



Soil Map

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Soil Survey Area: Antelope Valley Area, California
Survey Area Data: Version 11, Sep 17, 2018

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

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: May 25, 2010—Feb
1, 2015

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

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

Greenfield sandy loam, 2 to 9 10.2
percent slopes

Greenfield sandy loam, 2 to 9 28.4
percent slopes, eroded

Hanford coarse sandy loam, 2 0.6
to 9 percent slopes

Hanford coarse sandy loam, 9 0.4
to 15 percent slopes

Totals for Area of Interest 39.6

Map Unit Descriptions

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

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the
landscape, however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the
characteristic variability of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some
observed properties may extend beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class.
Areas of soils of a single taxonomic class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without
including areas of other taxonomic classes. Consequently, every map unit is made
up of the soils or miscellaneous areas for which it is named and some minor
components that belong to taxonomic classes other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They
generally are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the
scale used. Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas
are identified by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a
given area, the contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit
descriptions along with some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor
components may not have been observed, and consequently they are not
mentioned in the descriptions, especially where the pattern was so complex that it
was impractical to make enough observations to identify all the soils and
miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

11
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The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the
usefulness or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate
pure taxonomic classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or
landform segments that have similar use and management requirements. The
delineation of such segments on the map provides sufficient information for the
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, however,
onsite investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous
areas.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

12
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Antelope Valley Area, California

GsC—Greenfield sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: hcdw
Elevation: 2,600 to 4,200 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 9 to 12 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 63 degrees F
Frost-free period: 200 to 250 days
Farmland classification: Prime farmland if irrigated

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

Description of Greenfield

Setting
Landform: Terraces, alluvial fans
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium derived from granite

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 20 inches: sandy loam
H2 - 20 to 60 inches: sandy loam
H3 - 60 to 80 inches: stratified loamy sand to coarse sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 2 to 9 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (1.98 to 5.95
in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 8.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 2e
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Ecological site: LOAMY 9-20" (R0O19XD064CA)
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Hanford
Percent of map unit: 8 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

13
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Ramona
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Unnamed
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Unnamed
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

GsC2—Greenfield sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes, eroded

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: hcdx
Elevation: 2,600 to 4,200 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 9 to 12 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 63 degrees F
Frost-free period: 200 to 250 days
Farmland classification: Prime farmland if irrigated

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

Description of Greenfield

Setting
Landform: Terraces, alluvial fans
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium derived from granite

Typical profile
H1 - 0to 17 inches: sandy loam
H2 - 17 to 60 inches: sandy loam
H3 - 60 to 80 inches: stratified loamy sand to coarse sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 2 to 9 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Runoff class: Low
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (1.98 to 5.95
in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None

14



Custom Soil Resource Report

Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 8.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 2e
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Ecological site: LOAMY 9-20" (R0O19XD064CA)
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Hanford
Percent of map unit: 10 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

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

Unnamed
Percent of map unit: 1 percent
Landform: Drainageways
Hydric soil rating: Yes

HbC—Hanford coarse sandy loam, 2 to 9 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: hcf2
Elevation: 2,600 to 4,200 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 9 to 12 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 63 degrees F
Frost-free period: 200 to 250 days
Farmland classification: Prime farmland if irrigated

Map Unit Composition
Hanford and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent

Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Hanford

Setting
Landform: Alluvial fans
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium derived from granite

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 8 inches: coarse sandy loam
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H2 - 8 to 39 inches: coarse sandy loam, sandy loam

H2 - 8 to 39 inches: gravelly coarse sandy loam, gravelly loamy coarse sand
H3 - 39 to 70 inches:

H3 - 39 to 70 inches:

Properties and qualities

Slope: 2 to 9 percent

Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches

Natural drainage class: Well drained

Runoff class: Low

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (1.98 to 5.95
in/hr)

Depth to water table: More than 80 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0
mmhos/cm)

Available water storage in profile: Very high (about 13.3 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 2e
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Ecological site: LOAMY 9-20" (R019XD064CA)
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Greenfield
Percent of map unit: 8 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Ramona
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Unnamed
Percent of map unit: 2 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

HbD—Hanford coarse sandy loam, 9 to 15 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: hcf3
Elevation: 2,600 to 4,200 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 9 to 12 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 63 degrees F
Frost-free period: 200 to 250 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance
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Map Unit Composition
Hanford and similar soils: 85 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Hanford

Setting
Landform: Alluvial fans
Landform position (two-dimensional): Backslope
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium derived from granite

Typical profile
H1 - 0 to 8 inches: coarse sandy loam
H2 - 8 to 39 inches: coarse sandy loam, sandy loam
H2 - 8 to 39 inches: gravelly coarse sandy loam, gravelly loamy coarse sand
H3 - 39 to 70 inches:
H3 - 39 to 70 inches:

Properties and qualities

Slope: 9 to 15 percent

Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches

Natural drainage class: Well drained

Runoff class: Low

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (1.98 to 5.95
in/hr)

Depth to water table: More than 80 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Salinity, maximum in profile: Nonsaline to very slightly saline (0.0 to 2.0
mmhos/cm)

Available water storage in profile: Very high (about 13.3 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 3e
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Ecological site: LOAMY 9-20" (R019XD064CA)
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Unnamed
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Ramona
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Hydric soil rating: No

Greenfield
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Hydric soil rating: No
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Attachment E — Site Photographs

View of southern portion of the project site with upstream end of
Drainage 1 in the background, facing northwest.

Photographl:

Phtograph 2: View of Drainage 1 on the southern portion of the project site, facing
south (upstream).
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Photograph 3: View of Drainage 1 downstream of Drainage 2 confluence, facing
southwest (upstream).

Photograph 4: View of central port1h of Drainage 1, facing southwest (upstream).
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Photograph 5: View of dowsteam prtion of Drainge 1, facing northeast
(downstream).

Photograph 6: View of concrete spillwa and detention basin located to the north of
the project site, facing northeast.
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Photograph 7: View of central portion of Drainage 2, facing northeast (downstream).

Potgrh 8: View of central pio of Dainae 3, fain south (pstram). :
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View of upstream portion of Draiage , fcing northwest
(downstream).

Phoogra 9:
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Photorap 10: View of central portio of raiae 4, fcing northwest (downstream).
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o Drainage 4, facing south (downstream).
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Photograph 12: View of eastern portion of non-jurisdictional concrete v-ditch located
along the southern boundary of the project site, facing west.
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Phtograp 13: View of central portion of nonjuridictoal concree v-ditch, facing
east.

Photoraph 14: View of western end of non-jurlsdlctonal concrete v-ditch at the 70™
Street/Vista Sol Lane intersection, facing east.
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project/Site: Tentative Tract Map 81337 City/County: Palmdale / Los Angeles Sampling Date: _08/05/2019
Applicant/Owner: Roval Investors Group, LLC State: CA Sampling Point: SP1
Investigator(s): Ashley Spencer and Stephen Anderson Section, Township, Range: Section 3, Township 6 North, Range 13 West
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Terrace Local relief (concave, convex, none): None Slope (%): __ 1%
Subregion (LRR): Interior Deserts (LRR - D) Lat: 34.641892 Long: -118.246635 Datum: WGS 1984
Soil Map Unit Name: Greenfield Sandy Loam, 2 to 9 Percent Slopes, Eroded (GsC2) NWI classification: None

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L No__ (If no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes L No__
Are Vegetation , Sail , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

i i ?
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No j Is the Sampled Area
i i ?
Hydric Soil Present? Yes No within a Wetland? Yes No v
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _ vV No
Remarks:

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: 30feet ) % Cover _Species? _Status Number of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW,orFAC: _ 1  (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 3 (B)
4
Percent of Dominant Species
_ , _ 0 = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 33.33 (A/B)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: S5feet )
1. Ericameria nauseosa 10 Yes UPL Prevalence Index worksheet:
2. Total % Cover of: Multiply by:
3. OBL species 0 x1= 0
4. FACW species 10 X2= 20
5 FAC species 0 x3= 0
10 = Total Cover FACUspecies 14  x4=__ 56
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 5 feet ) UPL species 17 x5 = 85
1. Polvpogon monspeliensis 10 Yes FACW | column Totals: 41 A) 161 (B)
2. Cynodon dactylon 10 Yes FACU
3. Heterotheca grandiflora 7 No UPL Prevalence Index =B/A= __ 3.93
4. Erigeron canadensis 4 No FACU Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. __ Dominance Test is >50%
6. Prevalence Index is 3.0
7. ___ Morphological Adaptations1 (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
' Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain
31 = Total Cover - yarophy g (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 30 feet )
1. "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
2 be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
0 =Total Cover Hydrophytic
Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 40 % Cover of Biotic Crust 0 Present? Yes No Vv
Remarks:

Remaining ground cover is leaf litter and thatch.

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 2.0



SOIL

Sampling Point: SP1

Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Features
(inches) Color (moist) % Color (moist) % Type' Loc’ Texture Remarks
0-10" 10YR 3/4 100 - - - - SL Sandy Loam

'Type: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

®Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.)

Histosol (A1)

Histic Epipedon (A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

Stratified Layers (A5) (LRR C)

1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR D)

Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)
Thick Dark Surface (A12)

Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)

__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4)

Sandy Redox (S5)

Stripped Matrix (S6)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)
Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)
Depleted Matrix (F3)
Redox Dark Surface (F6)
Depleted Dark Surface (F7)
Redox Depressions (F8)
Vernal Pools (F9)

Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils®:

__1.cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)
__ 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
_ Reduced Vertic (F18)

Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

®Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
wetland hydrology must be present,
unless disturbed or problematic.

Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type:

Depth (inches):

Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ Vv

Remarks:

Soil comprised of a single layer with no redoximorphic concentrations or depletions. Soil did not meet any

hydric soil indicators.

HYDROLOGY

Wetland Hydrology Indicators:

Primary Indicators (minimum of one required; check all that apply)

Secondary Indicators (2 or more required)

Surface Water (A1)

High Water Table (A2)

Saturation (A3)

Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine)
Sediment Deposits (B2) (Nonriverine)

Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonriverine)
Surface Soil Cracks (B6)

__ Water-Stained Leaves (B9)

Salt Crust (B11)

Biotic Crust (B12)

Agquatic Invertebrates (B13)
Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1)

Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
Sediment Deposits (B2) (Riverine)
Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverine)

a
A
_v_ Drainage Patterns (B10)

Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

Presence of Reduced Iron (C4)

Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6)
Thin Muck Surface (C7)

Other (Explain in Remarks)

Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) _

Dry-Season Water Table (C2)

__ Crayfish Burrows (C8)

__ Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)
__ Shallow Aquitard (D3)

_ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Field Observations:

Surface Water Present? Yes
Water Table Present? Yes
Saturation Present? Yes

(includes capillary fringe)

No_ v Depth (inches):
No__ v Depth (inches):
No _ ¥ Depth (inches):

Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes _ v

No

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:

Remarks:

Surface water runoff from adjacent residential properties flows north via curb and gutter to the northern
terminus of Chanti Court and infiltrates at the southern boundary of the project site.

US Army Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Version 2.0
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Photograph 1: View of SP1 taken near the southern boundary of the project site.

(LA

Tentative Tract Map 81337 F-3
Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters



Attachment G

References



Attachment G — References

Baldwin, B.G., D.H. Goldman, D.J. Keil, R. Patterson, T.J. Rosatti, and D.H. Wilken, Editors. 2012. The
Jepson Manual: Vascular Plants of California, Second Edition. University of California Press,
Berkeley, CA.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Lake and Streambed Alteration Program. Accessed online at:
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/L.SA.

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region. 2016. Water Quality Control Plan for
the Lahontan Region: North and South Basins. Amended January 14, 2016.

Environmental Laboratory. 1987. Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, Technical Report Y-
87-1. U.S. Army Engineer Waterways Experiment Station, Vicksburg, Miss.

Google, Inc. 2019. Google Earth Pro Imagery Version 7.3.2.5776. Build date 03/05/2019. Aerial Image
dated April 29, 2017.

Jepson Flora Project (eds.). 2018. Jepson eFlora. Accessed online at: http://ucjeps.berkeley.edu/eflora/.

Hagan, M. 2018. Biological Resource Assessment of TTM 81337, Palmdale, California. Report dated April
23,2018.

Holland, R. 1986. Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California.
Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento, CA.

Lichvar, R.W., D.C. Finnegan, M.P. Ericsson, and W. Ochs. 2006. Distribution of Ordinary High Water
Mark Indicators and their Reliability in Identifying the Limits of “Waters of the United States” in
the Arid Southwestern Channels. ERDC/CRREL TR-06-5. Hanover, New Hampshire: U.S. Army
Engineer Research and Development Center, Cold Regions Research and Engineering Laboratory.

Lichvar, R.W., and S.M McColley. 2008. 4 Field Guide to the Identification of the Ordinary High Water
Mark (OHWM) in the Arid West Region of the Western United States: A Delineation Manual.
ERDC/CRREL TR-08-12. Hanover, NH: U.S. Army Engineer Research and Development Center,
Cold Regions Research and Engineering Laboratory.

Lichvar, R.W., D.L. Banks, W.N. Kirchner, and N.C. Melvin. 2016. The National Wetland Plant List: 2016
Wetland Ratings. Phytoneuron 2016-30: 1-17. Published 28 April 2016. ISSN 2153 733X.
Accessed online at: http://wetland-plants.usace.army.mil/.

Munsell Color. 2012. Munsell Soil Color Charts. Munsell Color, Grand Rapids, MI.

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 2017. 401 Water Quality Certification and Wetlands
Program. Accessed online at: https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/cwa401/.

SWRCB. 2019. State Wetland Definition and Procedures for Discharged of Dredged or Fill Material to
Waters of the State. Adopted April 2, 2019.

Tentative Tract Map 81337 G-1
Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters



Attachment G — References

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). 2008. Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland
Delineation Manual: Arid West Region (Version 2.0). ERDC/EL TR-08-28. Vicksburg, MS: U.S.
Army Engineer Research and Development Center.

Corps. 2016. Special Public Notice: Updated Map and Drawing Standards for the South Pacific Regulatory
Division Regulatory Program. Issued on February 10, 2016.

Corps. 2016. Regional Guidance Letter No. 16-01: Jurisdictional Determinations. Issued October 2016.

Corps. 2017. Special Public Notice: Minimum Standards for Acceptance of Aquatic Resources Delineation
Reports. Issued on March 16, 2017.

Corps. 2017. Special Public Notice: Reissuance of the Nationwide Permits and Issuance of Final Regional
Conditions for the Los Angeles District. Issued on March 22, 2017.

Corps. 2019. Approved Jurisdictional Determination (AJD) SPL-2019-00510-VN. Dated July 16, 2019.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service (USDA). 2019. Custom Soil
Resources  Report  for  Antelope  Valley,  California.  Accessed  online  at:
http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/.

USDA. 2018. List of Hydric Soils for the State of California. Accessed online at:
http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/main/soils/use/hydric/.

U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency. 2008. National Flood
Insurance Rate Maps No. 06037C0400F and 06037C0415F. Accessed online at:
https://msc.fema.gov/portal/home.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2019. National Wetlands Inventory Mapper. Accessed online at:
http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/data/Mapper.html.

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS). 2019. Del Sur, California 7.5-Minute Topographic Quadrangle Map.
Photorevised 1974.

USGS. 1958. Lancaster West, California 7.5-Minute Topographic Quadrangle Map. Photorevised 1974.

Tentative Tract Map 81337 i G-2
Delineation of State and Federal Jurisdictional Waters



Appendix C

Phase | Environmental Site Assessment
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Appendix D

Noise Technical Memorandum



Consulting
acoustics, transportation + strategy

MEMORANDUM

To: Kris Pinero, Project Management Consultant
Royal Investors Group, LLC

From: John Meighan
ATS Consulting

Date: August 2, 2018
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1. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This memorandum summarizes the results of noise measurements and analysis completed by ATS
Consulting for the proposed Royal Investors Group residential development project in the city of
Palmdale. Figure 1 shows the layout of the proposed development, while Figure 2 shows the surrounding
area. The project site is currently undeveloped. It lies in the space bounded by 70" St W to the west, W
Ave M-2 to the north, 65" St W to the east, and W Ave M-4 to the south. There are other residential
developments surrounding the site on all 4 sides. The main source of noise is the traffic on 70" St W, and
Avenue M to the north.

The primary issues for this study are:

o Whether projected future sound levels will exceed the City of Palmdale standards for residential
developments. The City of Palmdale has an exterior noise standard of 65 dBA CNEL for residential
developments. CNEL, the Community Noise Equivalent Level, is a cumulative measure of total noise
exposure over a 24-hour period.” Where this standard is exceeded, measures to mitigate the noise,
such as sound walls or improved building sound insulation, should be specified.

o Whether noise generated by the project will affect other noise sensitive receptors. The primary noise
source that would be associated with the proposed project is traffic into and out of the development.

o Whether noise from construction of the proposed project will adversely affect existing noise sensitive
land uses.

The conclusions of this noise study are:

1. Current traffic on 70" St W. produces a CNEL of 64.8 dBA, just below the 65 dBA limit. It is up to
the City of Palmdale to determine if mitigation is required. However, future traffic will almost
assuredly be enough to raise the noise levels over 65 dBA. As a result, a noise wall is recommended
along the eastern edge of the property. The existing privacy walls for nearby developments, lower
sound levels, and slight changes in terrain make building sound walls for the northern, southern and
western edges of the project unnecessary.

2. The small footprint of the project combined with the sparsely populated area, make it highly unlikely
that the project will cause a significant increase in noise to the other single-family houses surrounding
the project.

3. Construction noise could be intermittently intrusive at residences that are adjacent to the site. The
construction will be in compliance with Section 8.28 of the City of Palmdale Municipal Code
(Building Construction Hours of Operation and Noise Control) that prohibits the use of construction
equipment between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 6:30 a.m., Monday through Saturday, or at any time on
Sunday. The contractor should be required to employ best practices to minimize noise (e.g., only use
equipment with outfitted with efficient mufflers to control the noise emissions).

" The technical terms used in this report are defined in Section 2 (page 4).
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Figure 1. Site Plan of Proposed Development
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W/Avenue M

Figure 2: Overview of Surrounding Area
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2. FUNDAMENTALS OF TRAFFIC NOISE

Sound is mechanical energy transmitted by pressure waves in a compressible medium such as air. Noise
is generally defined as unwanted or excessive sound. Sound can vary in intensity by over one million
times within the range of human hearing. This is one reason that a logarithmic scale, known as the decibel
scale (dB), is used to quantify sound intensity and compress the scale to a more meaningful range. The
other reason is that human hearing is approximately logarithmic. A one decibel change in sound level is
perceived similarly regardless of the how loud the existing sound is.

Sound is characterized by both its amplitude and frequency (or pitch). The human ear does not hear all
frequencies equally. In particular, the ear deemphasizes low and very high frequencies. To better
approximate the sensitivity of human hearing, the A-weighted decibel scale has been developed. A-
weighted decibels are abbreviated as “dBA”. On this scale, the human range of hearing extends from
approximately 3 dBA to around 140 dBA. As a point of reference, Figure 3 includes examples of A-
weighted sound levels from common indoor and outdoor sounds.

Using the decibel scale, sound levels from two or more sources cannot be directly added together to
determine the overall sound level. Rather, the combination of two sounds at the same level yields an
increase of 3 dBA. The smallest recognizable change in sound level is approximately 1 dBA. A 3-dBA
increase is generally considered perceptible, whereas a 5-dBA increase is readily perceptible. A 10-dBA
increase is judged by most people as an approximate doubling of the perceived loudness.

Noise Level
Outdoor Activities {dBA) Indoor Activities
110 Rock Concert
Jet Fly-over, 1,000 ft
100
Gas Lawn Mower, 3 ft
90
Diesel Truck, 50 ft & 50 mph Food Blender, 3 ft
80 Garbage Disposal, 3 ft
Gas Lawn Mower, 100 ft 70
Normal Speech, 3 ft
Heavy Traffic, 300 ft 60
Large Business Office
Quiet Urban Daytime 50 Dishwasher in Next Room
Quiet Urban Nighttime 40 Theater
Quiet Suburban Nighttime
30 Library
Quiet Rural Nighttime Bedroom at Night
20
Broadcast/Recording Studio
10
Lowest Threshold of Hearing 0 Lowest Threshold of Hearing
Source: Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement, 1998

Figure 3. Typical Outdoor and Indoor Noise Sources
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Two of the primary factors that reduce levels of environmental sounds are increasing the distance

between the sound source to the receiver and having intervening obstacles such as walls, buildings, or
terrain features that block the direct path between the sound source and the receiver. Factors that act to
increase the loudness of environmental sounds include moving the sound source closer to the receiver,
sound enhancements caused by reflections, and focusing caused by various meteorological conditions.

Following are brief definitions of the two measures of environmental noise that have been used in this
study:

e Equivalent Sound Level (Leq): Environment sound fluctuates constantly. The equivalent sound
level (Leq), sometimes referred to as the energy average sound level, is the most common means of
characterizing community noise. Leq represents a constant sound that, over the specified period, has
the same sound energy as the time-varying sound. The short- and long-term noise measurements
taken for this project are reported in terms of the 1-second and 1-hour Legs.

o Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL): CNEL is basically a 24-hour Leq with adjustments to
reflect the greater sensitivity of most people to noise during the evening (7 PM to 10 PM) and
nighttime (10 PM to 7 AM). The adjustments are a 5 dBA penalty for evening noise and a 10-dBA
penalty for nighttime noise. The effect of the penalties are that in the calculation of CNEL, an event
that occurs during the evening hours is equivalent to three of the same events during the daytime
hours and an event in the nighttime hours is equivalent to ten of the same event during the daytime
hours.

CNEL is very similar to the more common “Day Night Average Level”, which is usually abbreviated
as Ldn or DNL. The only difference is that Ldn does not include the evening adjustment. In most
residential communities, CNEL will be 0 to 0.5 dB greater than Ldn. CNEL and Ldn are the most
common measures of total community noise over a 24-hour period. They are used by most cities in
California, the Federal Transit Administration, the Federal Aviation Administration, and many other
state and federal agencies to evaluate residential noise impacts from proposed transportation projects.

3. EXISTING CONDITIONS

The proposed development site is a large tract of undeveloped land in the Quartz Hill section of Palmdale.
Current sound levels on the site are moderate, with the majority of the activity coming from Ave 701" W.
Quieter, but still audible, noise sources are W Avenue M and 56" St W. The streets in this area are
relatively straight with few stops and turns and a speed limit around 50 miles per hour, depending on the
street. The city of Palmdale expects the traffic levels to grow between now and 2025, as a result of this
and other projects. In addition, minor noise sources include distant traffic on SR 14 and local arterials,
occasional aircraft overflights, and noise from adjacent developments.

Existing noise levels were documented with measurements taken by ATS between the evening of July 9™
and the morning of July 11™. 1-second and 1-hour Legs were taken at a site on the property with the
highest noise levels, right next to the major arterial of 70" St W. The microphone was placed next to a
sign on the east side of 70st St W, right before the intersection with Vista Sol Ln. Figure 4 is a photograph
of the microphone location. Throughout the day, the dominant noise source was the traffic on 70" St W.

The measurement results for are shown graphically in Figure 5. The heavy line is the 1-hour Leq values
and the lighter lines are the 1-second Leq values. The 1-second values fluctuate around the 1-hour values
by £5 to +15 dBA. Events that were not representative of normal traffic were removed, which can be seen
in red. These were single events at abnormally high levels or with frequencies not usually seen generated
by broadband traffic. The CNEL was calculated to be 70.6 at the microphone location.
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Figure 4. Photograph of Measurement Location
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Figure 5: Noise Measurements Taken from Eastern Edge of Property (Site 1)

4. FUTURE NOISE LEVELS

The main noise source that will affect the project is the traffic on 70" St W. The noise projections have
focused on noise from 70" St W traffic at the first row of building sites east of 70" St W. These lots range
from about 40 to 50 feet from the edge of 70" St W. This section covers the approach and assumptions
used to develop the noise projections, identifies the locations where the future noise levels are likely to
exceed the City of Palmdale acceptability threshold of 65 dBA CNEL, and discusses the mitigation

approaches.

4.1  Noise Projection Approach and Assumptions

Since the measurement ran for longer than 24 hours, multiple CNEL values could be derived depending
on the 24-hour block chosen. A CNEL was calculated for every full 24-hour time block during the
measurement, and the largest value was used in this analysis to give the most conservative estimates. That
CNEL was found to be 70.6 dBA at the location of the microphone. A distance correction was applied
using logarithmic decay to estimate the CNEL at the nearest proposed residential locations, which will be
set back further from 70" St. W. This correction factor comes out to -5.8 dB. Applying the correction
factor to the measured value results in a CNEL of 64.8 dBA for the closest potential receivers.

To estimate future conditions, as well as impacts to existing receivers, an analysis of traffic noise was
necessary. The Federal Highway Administration “Traffic Noise Model” computer program (TNM version
2.5) was used to conduct that analysis. Following are the key assumptions made when developing the

TNM model:
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e The receivers were located on the western part of the building site, 10 feet from the property line.
Since the main concern is the 65 CNEL outdoor level, noise projections were made for ground level
receivers. The ear level of a person standing on the ground was assumed to be 5 ft

e For 70" St W, each traffic lane was modeled as a roadway, with median lanes and shoulders modeled
as roadways without traffic if applicable. Avenue M was modeled with 1 roadway lane representing
two lanes of traffic for model simplification.

The noise projections are based on forecasted future average daily traffic (ADT) on 70" St W of 2,808
vehicles and 2,371 vehicles for Avenue W. This information was received from the City of Palmdale
website. Peak hour was estimated to be 7% of total traffic based on measurements ATS preformed at a
similar area in Palmdale. For projections of the future CNEL, it is necessary to estimate the distribution of
traffic between automobiles and heavy trucks. Since the area is mostly single-family homes and lacks
routes allowing for thru traffic to the north, south, and west of the project area, heavy truck traffic was
estimated at 1% of the total traffic. The modeled area was compared to the adjusted first row
measurement in order to validate the model. The peak hour Leq was measured at 65.4 dBA, while the
model produced a result 65.0 dBA, confirming the accuracy of the model.

4.2  Predicted Future Noise Levels

The model was run to predict the future noise levels under 3 conditions:
e Current no-build situation
e Current no-build situation with a noise barrier for the proposed development
e Future conditions with a noise barrier for the proposed development

Noise predictions were made for multiple first-row locations within the proposed development, but the
predictions were all within 1 dB of each other, so the model was simplified into one receiver. The noise
barrier was assumed to be 6 feet tall based on the developer’s existing plan to build a 6-foot privacy wall
along 70 St. W. The two closest existing receivers to the proposed project were also analyzed to see if
they were close to the 65 dBA CNEL limit. The results of the first two models are shown below in Table
1.

Table 1: TNM Results for Current Traffic Conditions

Current Traffic | Current Traffic with Project Noise Barrier
41913 Bonita Dr 59.5 dBA 59.4 dBA
Proposed Project 65.0 dBA 58.1 dBA
41735 Retsina St 60.5 dBA 60.3 dBA

The proposed noise barrier would clearly lower the sound levels by around 7dBA, which is more than
enough reduction for the resulting sound levels would be below the 65 dBA CNEL threshold. The
existing nearby receivers are currently beneath that limit as well.

For future conditions, the model was run to determine the daily traffic needed to produce a CNEL of over
65 dBA for these three receivers, to determine if it is reasonable to say that increased noise as a result of
the project would create impacts at receivers on or near the property. The day/night split was obtained by
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taking the hourly results from the long-term measurement and calculating the total amount of energy
exposure over each period. Using this method, it was determined that the traffic would need to be
increased 5 times above the current amount to raise the CNEL to 65.0 dBA. Note that this result assumes
the presence of the proposed privacy noise barrier. Considering the current daily traffic counts of 2,808
vehicles for 70" St W and 2,371 vehicles for Avenue W, it is highly unlikely that this current project with
86 single-family houses will increase traffic by a factor of 5 and raise noise levels above the limit.

4.3 Noise Mitigation Options

The current CNEL of 64.8 dBA is close enough to the 65 dBA threshold along Avenue 70" St W, where
mitigation is recommended. The primary options for mitigating the noise are: (1) building sound walls
long Avenue 70th St W, and (2) increasing the sound insulation properties of the buildings. The general
guidelines for noise mitigation are that it should reduce noise levels by at least 5 dBA and that the interior
CNEL should not exceed 45 dBA. Given that the outdoor to indoor sound reduction for new residential
construction is typically in the 20 to 25 dBA range, as long as the exterior noise levels are below 65 dBA
CNEL, the interior levels should be below 45 dBA CNEL.

Improving the sound insulation properties of the residences would require using acoustically rated
windows and upgraded mechanical ventilation. Mechanical ventilation is necessary because opening the
windows for ventilation will negate the acoustical benefits of the acoustically rated windows.

In this case, we believe that construction of sound walls along 70" St W will be the most effective noise
mitigation approach. The primary requirements for the sound walls are:

1. The wall should be constructed of an impervious material with no gaps between panels. Even the
small gaps between boards on a typical wood landscaping fence are sufficient to severely degrade the
effectiveness of the fence as a sound wall.

2. There should not be any openings at the bottom of the wall. Any openings that result from minor
fluctuations of the ground surface should be filled with soil.

3. The sound wall material should be impervious with a minimum surface density of 3.5 lb/ft2. There is
a wide range of suitable materials for sound walls ranging from masonry blocks to lap joint or tongue
and grove wood panels. Wood panels that are at least 1 to 1.5 inches thick will usually meet the
surface density requirement. The primary considerations in selecting the material and construction
methods for a noise mitigating wall are architectural and structural (e.g., will it stand up in a wind
storm?).

4. Awall of at least 6 feet should be used to block the line-of-sight between the noise source and
receiver.

5. CONSTRUCTION NOISE

Due to the proximity of the existing single-family residences directly north and south of the proposed
development, there is potential to generate intrusive noise during the construction process. The Palmdale
Municipal Code prohibits the use of construction equipment between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 6:30
a.m., Monday through Saturday, or at any time on Sunday, if the noise disturbs any persons occupying
sleeping quarters in a residence. This means that any intrusive noise would be limited to daytime hours.
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51 Predicted Levels of Construction Noise

The loudest portion of the construction process would be during the clearing and preparation of the site.
This would require large earth moving equipment and trucks on the site for eight to ten hours per day over
a period of several months.

There are two receivers to the north of the project where there will be partial line-of-sight to construction
activities, 41870 Montana Dr and 41900 Bonita Dr. Both of these properties have privacy and sound
walls, like the other properties directly to the south and north of the project area, but there are gaps in the
walls to the west that will increase sound levels

ATS used the following assumptions to estimate Leq at these two residences to the north over an 8-hour
shift during the site clearing and preparation phase:

1. The loudest piece of equipment would be a bulldozer or similar earth moving equipment with a noise
emission of 85 dBA at a distance of 50 feet when operating under full load.

2. The bulldozer would operate at full load 50% of the time. At other times, it would be at lower power
settings or idling. This means that the Leq noise level over an 8-hour shift would be 82 dBA at a
distance of 50 feet from the center of the worksite.

3. Sound levels will attenuate at a rate of 6 decibels for every doubling of distance. This means that the
8-hour Leq will be 76 dBA at a distance of 100 ft, 70 dBA at a distance of 200 ft, and 65 dBA at a
distance of 400 ft.

4. These buildings are 350 feet from the center of the construction site.

Based on these assumptions, the Leq at the receivers over an 8-hour work shift is predicted to be 66
dBA

Other sites directly bordering the property are expected to be several decibels below 66 dBA due to the
presence of sound walls around the property.

The existing noise level at 41900 Bonita Dr is dominated by traffic noise. The exact value was determined
by taking the daytime Leq from the long-term measurement and applying an adjustment factor. The
adjustment factor is the difference between the TNM results at the measurement site and at the adjacent
receivers. Using this adjustment, the estimated ambient noise level at 41900 Bonita Dr. is 53 dBA from 7
a.m. to 6 p.m.

This means that construction will cause a 13 dB increase in the daytime noise levels for 41900 Bonita Dr.
A similar result should be expected at 41870 Montana Dr. Although no specific criteria have been
established for impacts from construction noise, increases of this magnitude are usually considered to be a
impact. Other adjacent homes will also have daily Legs over the ambient during peak construction
activities, but to a lesser degree due to the presence of sound walls surrounding the property.

5.2  Minimizing Construction Noise Impacts

Noise impacts during the site clearing and preparation phase will be limited to a period of eight to twelve
weeks. However, the contractor should be required to limit construction to daytime hours as specified in
the City of Palmdale Municipal Ordinance. To further minimize potential construction noise impacts,
other best-practices to reduce noise levels should be followed by the contractor, including:

= Installing and maintaining effective mufflers on construction equipment,

= Locating equipment and staging areas as far from residences as possible,
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= Limiting unnecessary idling of equipment,
= Minimize the use of backup alarms where possible without compromising worker safety.

For the two residences at 41870 Montana Dr and 41900 Bonita Dr, a 6-foot high temporary sound wall
could be constructed along the gaps in walls at the end of Montana Dr and Bonita Dr, which would reduce
levels of noise by 5 to 10 dBA, if extra reduction is deemed helpful.

It should be noted that if bulldozing takes place for the majority of the day near the adjacent residences, it
would create a daily Leq of 82 dBA, since they are roughly 50 feet away. This would represent an
increase of 20+ dBA in the daytime noise levels. These levels should be avoided by making sure that the
contractor does not do all the grading -or using any other loud mechanical equipment- for locations close
to adjacent property on a single day.





