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Subject:  Comments on the 2111-2139 South Pacific Avenue Project 

Dear Mr. Hall,  

We have reviewed the July 2022 Applicant’s Response to Appeal (“Response”), October 2021 City 
Planning Commission Letter of Determination (“Letter of Determination”), and September 2021 
Department of City Planning Recommendation Report (“Recommendation Report”) for the 2111-2139 
South Pacific Avenue Project (“Project”) located in the City of Los Angeles (“City”). The Project proposes 
to demolish the existing 1,490-square-foot (“SF”) bar and construct a 77,945-SF residential building with 
100 dwelling units, 1,800-SF of retail space, and 84 parking spaces on the 0.56-acre site. 

Our review concludes that the Letter of Determination fails to adequately evaluate the Project’s air 
quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas impacts. As a result of our findings, the proposed Project is not 
consistent with the April 2017 San Pedro New Community Plan Final Environmental Impact Report 
(“Program EIR”) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15168 and 15162. Furthermore, the Project does not 
qualify for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) 
and 14 Cal. Code of Regs. 1500 et seq. (“CEQA Guidelines”) and, therefore, a subsequent EIR must be 
prepared to adequately assess and mitigate the potential air quality, health risk, and greenhouse gas 
impacts that the Project will have on the environment. 

Air Quality 
Incorrect Reliance on CEQA Guidelines § 15162 
The Letter of Determination claims that no further environmental review is required for the Project 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15168 and 15162. The City claims:  
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“Found, based on the independent judgment of the decision-maker, after consideration of the 
whole of the administrative record, that the Project is within the scope of the San Pedro New 
Community Plan ENV-2009-1558-EIR (Program EIR), pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15168 and 15162” (p. 1). 

According to CEQA Guidelines § 15162: 

“(a) When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, no 
subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead agency determines, on the 
basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one or more of the following: [...] 

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not 
have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR 
was certified as complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any of the 
following: 

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
previous EIR or negative declaration; 

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe 
than shown in the previous EIR; 

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible 
would in fact be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant 
effects of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the 
mitigation measure or alternative; or 

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from 
those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to 
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.” 

As demonstrated above, a subsequent EIR should be prepared if there are mitigation measures that 
are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR that would substantially reduce one 
or more significant effects on the environment. Here, regarding applicable mitigation measures, the 
Letter of Determination states: 

“[T]he environmental effects of the Project were covered in the Program EIR and no new 
environmental effects not identified in the Program EIR will occur and no new mitigation is 
required; and the City has incorporated all feasible mitigation measures from the Program EIR 
on the Project” (p. 1). 

As demonstrated above, the Letter of Determination claims that the City incorporated all feasible 
mitigation measures from the Program EIR. However, review of the Program EIR’s Mitigation Monitoring 
Program (“MMP”) demonstrates that there are certainly new available mitigation measures 
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“considerably different from those analyzed in the previous EIR [that] would substantially reduce one or 
more significant effects on the environment.” As such, additional feasible mitigation measures are 
suggested in the section of this letter titled “Feasible Mitigation Measures Available to Reduce 
Emissions.” As a result, the Project must not be approved until a subsequent EIR is prepared, 
incorporating all feasible mitigation to reduce emissions to less-than-significant levels, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines § 15162. 

Incorrect Reliance on Class 32 Categorical Exemption  
In addition to claiming that the Project is within the scope of the Program EIR, the City claims that the 
Project is categorically exempt pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15332. The Letter of Determination 
states:  

“Determined, that based on the whole of the administrative record, the Project is exempt from 
CEQA pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, Article 19, Section 15332, Class 32, and that there is 
no substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to a categorical exemption pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies” (p. 1). 

According to § 15332 of the CEQA Guidelines, a project can only be characterized as an in-fill 
development and qualify for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if “approval of the project would not 
result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.” The Letter of 
Determination claims that the Project would result in less-than-significant air quality impacts (p. F-24). 
However, this claim is unsubstantiated, as the Project’s air quality analysis is insufficient for the 
following four reasons: 

(1) The Project relies upon an incorrect and unsubstantiated air model;  
(2) SWAPE’s updated analysis indicates a significant air quality impact; 
(3) The Project fails to adequately evaluate diesel particulate matter emissions; and 
(4) SWAPE’s screening-level HRA indicates a potentially significant health risk impact. 

1) Incorrect and Unsubstantiated Air Model  
The Project’s air quality analysis relies on emissions calculated with the California Emissions Estimator 
Model (“CalEEMod”) Version 2016.3.2 (Letter of Determination, p. F-24).1 CalEEMod provides 
recommended default values based on site-specific information, such as land use type, meteorological 
data, total lot acreage, project type and typical equipment associated with project type. If more specific 
project information is known, the user can change the default values and input project-specific values, 
but the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) requires that such changes be justified by 
substantial evidence. Once all of the values are inputted into the model, the Project's construction and 
operational emissions are calculated, and "output files" are generated. These output files disclose to the 
reader what parameters are utilized in calculating the Project's air pollutant emissions and make known 
which default values are changed as well as provide justification for the values selected.  

 
1 “CalEEMod Version 2020.4.0.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), May 2021, available 
at: https://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/download-model. 
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When reviewing the Project’s CalEEMod output files, provided in the November 2019 Air Quality 
Technical Report (“AQ Report”) as Exhibit D5 to the Recommendation Report, we found that several 
model inputs were not consistent with information disclosed in the Project documents. As a result, 
model inputs were unreasonable to apply to the Project and the Project’s construction and operational 
emissions are underestimated. A full CEQA analysis must be prepared in a subsequent EIR to include an 
updated air quality analysis that adequately evaluates the impacts that construction and operation of 
the Project will have on local and regional air quality.  

Underestimated Land Use Sizes 
According to Letter of Determination: 

“Development of a new four-story, 45-foot and five-inch-tall mixed-use residential building 
comprised of 100 dwelling units (including 11 units restricted to Very Low-Income Households) 
with 1,800 square feet of ground floor retail space. The Project will provide 84 vehicular parking 
spaces in two subterranean parking levels, and 75 long-term and eight short-term bicycle 
parking spaces. The Project will be 77,945 square feet in floor area” (p. 1). 

As such, the model should have included 76,145-SF of residential space2 and 84 parking spaces. 
However, review of the CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the “2111 South Pacific Avenue 
Future” model includes only 66,629-SF of “Apartments Mid Rise” and 63 spaces of “Parking Lot” (see 
excerpt below) (Exhibit D5, pp. 313, 332, 355). 

 

As such, the proposed residential and parking land uses are unreasonable to apply to the Project and are 
underestimated by 9,516-SF and 21 spaces, respectively.3, 4 These underestimations present a serious 
deficiency, as the land use size feature is used throughout CalEEMod to determine default variable and 
emission factors that go into the model’s calculations. Furthermore, land use square footage is used for 
certain calculations such as determining the wall space to be painted (i.e., VOC emissions from 
architectural coatings) and volume that is heated or cooled (i.e., energy impacts).5 Thus, by 
underestimating the size of the proposed residential and parking land uses, the model underestimates 
the Project’s construction and operational emissions and must not be relied upon to determine Project 
significance. 

2 Calculated: (77,945-SF total floor area) – (1,800-SF of retail space) = 76,145-SF of residential space. 
3 Calculated: (76,145-SF proposed residential space) – (66,629-SF modeled residential space) = 9,516-SF 
underestimated residential space. 
4 Calculated: (84 proposed parking spaces) – (63 modeled parking spaces) = 21 underestimated parking spaces. 
5 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), May 2021, available at: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/user's-guide, p. 28.  
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Unsubstantiated Changes to Individual Construction Phase Lengths 
Review of the CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the “2111 South Pacific Avenue Future” model 
includes several changes to the default individual construction phase lengths (see excerpt below) 
(Exhibit D5, pp. 314, 333, 356).  

 

As a result of these changes, the model includes the following construction schedule (see excerpt below) 
(Exhibit D5, pp. 317, 336-337, 359): 

 

As you can see in the excerpt above, the demolition phase is increased by 120%, from the default value 
of 10 to 22 days; the grading phase is increased by 1,000%, from the default value of 2 to 22 days; the 
building construction phase is increased by 261%, from the default value of 100 to 361 days; and the 
architectural coating is increased by 1,640%, from the default value of 5 to 87 days. As previously 
mentioned, the CalEEMod User’s Guide requires any changes to model defaults be justified.6 According 
to the “User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data” table, the justification provided for these changes 
is:  

“Developer information” (Exhibit D5, pp. 313, 332, 355). 

Furthermore, the AQ Report states:  

“Project specific information was provided describing the schedule of construction activities and 
the equipment inventory required from the Applicant. Details pertaining to the schedule and 
equipment can be found in the attached Appendix” (p. 17). 

Finally, the AQ Report provides the following potential construction schedule (see excerpt below) (p. 31, 
Table 5): 

6 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), May 2021, available at: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/user's-guide, p. 1, 14. 
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However, these changes remain unsupported for two reasons.  

First, the Project documents fail to include the above-mentioned developer information or the 
purported Applicant-provided information describing the schedule of construction activities. This is 
incorrect, as according to the CalEEMod User’s Guide: 

“CalEEMod was also designed to allow the user to change the defaults to reflect site- or project-
specific information, when available, provided that the information is supported by substantial 
evidence as required by CEQA.” 7  

Here, as the Project documents fail to provide substantial evidence to support the revised individual 
construction phase lengths, we cannot verify the changes. Lacking a valid justification to vary from 
default inputs, the model’s inputs are unreasonable to apply to the Project. 

Second, the source provided for the Project’s potential construction schedule, DKA Planning, is the 
CalEEMod output files themselves. This is incorrect, as the Project documents must substantiate the 
changes included in the CalEEMod model, not vice versa. Thus, the source is inadequate and the revised 
individual construction phase lengths remain unsubstantiated and unreasonable to apply to the Project. 

These unsubstantiated changes present another serious issue, as the construction emissions are 
improperly spread out over a longer period of time for some phases, but not for others. According to the 
CalEEMod User’s Guide, each construction phase is associated with different emissions activities (see 
excerpt below).8 

7 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), May 2021, available at: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/user's-guide, p. 13-14.
8 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), May 2021, available at: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/user's-guide, p. 32.  
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Thus, by disproportionately altering and extending some of the individual construction phase lengths 
without proper justification, the model assumes there are a greater number of days to complete the 
construction activities required by the prolonged phases. As such, there will be less construction 
activities required per day and, consequently, less pollutants emitted per day. As a result, the model 
underestimates the peak daily emissions associated with some phases of construction and must not be 
relied upon to determine Project significance. 

Unsubstantiated Reduction to Number of Gas Fireplaces 
Review of the CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the “2111 South Pacific Avenue Future” model 
includes several reductions to the default gas fireplace values (see excerpt below) (Exhibit D5, pp. 314, 
333, 356).  

 

As demonstrated in the excerpt above, the models assume that the Project would not include any gas 
fireplaces. As previously mentioned, the CalEEMod User’s Guide requires any changes to model defaults 
be justified. 9 According to the “User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data” table, the justification 
provided for this assumption is: 

“Developer information” (Exhibit D5, pp. 314, 333, 356). 

However, this justification is insufficient, as the Project documents fail to mention or substantiate the 
number of gas fireplaces included in the Project design whatsoever. As previously discussed, this is 
incorrect. According to the CalEEMod User’s Guide: 

9 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), May 2021, available at: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/user's-guide, p. 1, 14. 
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“CalEEMod was also designed to allow the user to change the defaults to reflect site- or project-
specific information, when available, provided that the information is supported by substantial 
evidence as required by CEQA.”10 

Here, as the Project documents fail to provide substantial evidence to support the assumption that no 
gas fireplaces would be included in the Project design, we cannot verify the changes. 

This potential underestimation presents an issue, as CalEEMod uses the number of gas fireplaces to 
calculate the Project’s area-source operational emissions.11 Thus, by including unsubstantiated 
reductions to the gas fireplace values, the model underestimates the Project’s area-source operational 
emissions and must not be relied upon to determine Project significance. 

Unsubstantiated Changes to Construction Off-Road Equipment Unit Amounts and Usage Hours 
Review of the CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the “2111 South Pacific Avenue Future” model 
includes changes to the default off-road construction equipment unit amount and usage hour values 
(see excerpt below) (Exhibit D5, pp. 314, 333, 356). 

 

As previously mentioned, the CalEEMod User’s Guide requires any changes to model defaults be 
justified.12 According to the “User Entered Comments and Non-Default Data” table, the justification 
provided for these changes is: 

“Developer information” (Exhibit D5, pp. 313, 332, 355). 

Furthermore, the AQ Report states: 

“Project specific information was provided describing the schedule of construction activities and 
the equipment inventory required from the Applicant. Details pertaining to the schedule and 
equipment can be found in the attached Appendix” (p. 17). 

However, these changes remain unsupported for two reasons.  

First, the Project documents fail to provide the above-mentioned developer information or the 
purported Applicant-provided information describing the equipment inventory. As previously discussed, 
this is incorrect. According to the CalEEMod User’s Guide: 

10 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), May 2021, available at: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/user's-guide, p. 13-14. 
11 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), May 2021, available at: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/user's-guide, p. 40-41.
12 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), May 2021, available at: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/user's-guide, p. 1, 14. 
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“CalEEMod was also designed to allow the user to change the defaults to reflect site- or project-
specific information, when available, provided that the information is supported by substantial 
evidence as required by CEQA.” 13   

Here, as the Project documents fail to provide substantial evidence to support the revised off-road 
construction equipment unit amount and usage hours, we cannot verify the changes and the model 
inputs are unreasonable to apply to the Project. 

Second, the claim that “[d]etails pertaining to the schedule and equipment can be found in the attached 
Appendix” is insufficient. Upon further review, the attached Appendix is the CalEEMod output files 
themselves. This is incorrect, as the Project documents must substantiate the changes included in the 
CalEEMod model, not vice versa. Thus, the source is inadequate, and the revised construction 
equipment input parameters remain unsubstantiated. 

These unsubstantiated changes present an additional issue, as CalEEMod uses the off-road construction 
equipment input parameters to calculate the emissions associated with off-road construction 
equipment.14 By including unsubstantiated changes to the default off-road construction equipment unit 
amount and usage hours, the model drastically underestimates the Project’s construction-related 
emissions and must not be relied upon to determine Project significance. 

Unsubstantiated Reductions to Worker Trip Numbers 
Review of the CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the “2111 South Pacific Avenue Future” model 
includes two reductions to the worker trip numbers (see excerpt below) (Exhibit D5, pp. 314, 333, 356). 

 

As previously mentioned, the CalEEMod User’s Guide requires any changes to model defaults be 
justified.15 According to the “User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data” table, the justification 
provided for these changes is:  

“Developer information. Assumes 14 CY haul truck capacity” (Exhibit D5, pp. 314, 333, 356). 

However, this justification is insufficient, as the Project documents fail to discuss the number of worker 
trips expected during Project construction or justify these reductions whatsoever. As such, we cannot 
verify the revised worker trip numbers are accurate and the model inputs are unreasonable to apply to 
the Project. 

13 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), May 2021, available at: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/user's-guide, p. 13-14. 
14 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), May 2021, available at: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/user's-guide, p. 33-34. 
15 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), May 2021, available at: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/user's-guide, p. 1, 14. 
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These underestimations present a further issue, as CalEEMod uses the worker trip numbers to estimate 
the construction-related emissions associated with on-road vehicles.16 Thus, by including 
unsubstantiated reductions to the default worker trip numbers, the model woefully underestimates the 
Project’s mobile-source construction-related emissions and cannot reasonably be relied upon to 
determine Project significance. 

Underestimated Number of Sunday Operational Vehicle Trips 
According to the Traffic Impact Analysis (“TIA”), provided as Exhibit D3 to the Recommendation Report, 
the proposed Project is expected to generate 602 daily operational vehicle trips (see excerpt below) (pp. 
117, Table 3). 

 

As such, the Project’s model needed to include trip rates that accurately reflect the estimated number of 
average daily vehicle trips. However, review of the CalEEMod output files demonstrates that the “2111 
South Pacific Avenue Future” model includes approximately 571 Sunday operational vehicle trips (see 
excerpt below) (Exhibit D5, pp. 327, 347, 369). 

 

16 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), May 2021, available at: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/user's-guide, p. 35. 
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As demonstrated above, the Sunday vehicle trips are underestimated by approximately 31 trips.17 As 
such, the trip rates inputted into the model are underestimated and inconsistent with the information 
provided by the TIA, and therefore are unreasonable to apply to the Project.  

These inconsistencies present a further issue, as CalEEMod uses the operational vehicle trip rates to 
calculate the emissions associated with the operational on-road vehicles.18 Thus, by including 
underestimated operational daily vehicle trips, the model underestimates the Project’s mobile-source 
operational emissions and must not be relied upon to determine Project significance. 

2) Updated Analysis Indicates a Significant Air Quality Impact 
In an effort to more accurately estimate the Project’s construction-related and operational emissions, 
we prepared an updated CalEEMod model, using the Project-specific information provided by the 
Project documents. In our updated model, we included the correct land use sizes and number of Sunday 
operational vehicle trips, as well as omitted the unsubstantiated changes to the individual construction 
phase lengths, number of gas fireplaces, off-road construction input parameters, and worker trip 
numbers. 

Our updated analysis estimates that the VOC and NOX emissions associated with Project construction 
drastically exceed the applicable South Coast Air Quality Management District (“SCAQMD”) thresholds 
of 75- and 100-pounds per day (“lbs/day”), respectively (see table below).19 

SWAPE Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions 

Construction  VOC NOX 
(lbs/day) (lbs/day) 

AQ Report 7.2 83.5 
SWAPE 100.8 366.5 

% Increase 1,300% 339% 
SCAQMD Threshold 75 100 

Exceeds? Yes Yes 

As demonstrated above, construction-related VOC and NOX emissions, as estimated by SWAPE, have a 
massive increase of approximately 1,300% and 339%, respectively, and far exceed the applicable 
SCAQMD significance thresholds. Thus, our updated modeling demonstrates that the Project would 
result in an extremely significant air quality impact that was not previously identified or addressed by 
the Letter of Determination and associated documents. As a result, the Project is clearly ineligible for a 
Class 32 Categorical Exemption and a full CEQA analysis in a subsequent EIR must be prepared to 

 
17 Calculated: 602 proposed daily trips – 571.06 modeled Sunday trips = 30.94 underestimated Sunday trips. 
18 “CalEEMod User’s Guide.” California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), May 2021, available at: 
https://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/user's-guide, p. 36.  
19 “South Coast AQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds.” SCAQMD, April 2019, available at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf. 
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adequately assess and mitigate the air quality impacts that the Project may will have on the 
environment. 

3) Diesel Particulate Matter Emissions Inadequately Evaluated  
The January 2022 Construction Health Risk Analysis (“HRA Report”), provided as Exhibit D to the 
Response, conducts a health risk assessment (“HRA”) evaluating impacts as a result of exposure to diesel 
particulate matter (“DPM”) emissions from off-road construction equipment. Specifically, the HRA 
Report estimates that the maximum cancer risk posed to nearby, existing residential sensitive receptors 
as a result of Project construction would be 0.9 in one million, which would not exceed the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of 10 in one million (see excerpt below) (p. 7, Table 2).  

 

However, the HRA Report fails to discuss the toxic air contaminant (“TAC”) emissions associated with 
Project operation or conduct a quantitative operational HRA whatsoever. As such, the evaluation of the 
Project’s potential health risk impacts, as well as the subsequent less-than-significant impact conclusion, 
is incorrect for six reasons. 

First, the HRA Report states: 

“Air Quality Dynamics has prepared a health risk assessment (HRA) to quantify the impact of 
diesel particulate matter (DPM), which is identified as a toxic air contaminant pursuant to 
California Code of Regulations Section 93001, associated with the generation of off-road 
equipment emissions during construction of the proposed project” (p. 1). 

As demonstrated above, the construction HRA only accounts for emissions generated by off-road 
equipment during Project construction. This is woefully insufficient, as the Project expects to generate 
heavy-duty hauling truck trips throughout construction. The AQ Report indicates that “[s]ources of air 
pollutant emissions associated with construction activities include heavy-duty offroad diesel equipment 
and vehicular traffic to and from the Project construction site” (p. 18). Specifically, the AQ Report 
accounts for 156- and 2,857-hauling truck trips during Project demolition and grading, respectively, 
which would travel 41 miles and generate diesel exhaust, a known toxic air contaminant (“TAC”). Thus, 
by failing to account for the Project’s anticipated truck traffic, the construction HRA and associated 
cancer risk are underestimated and cannot reasonably form the basis for impact analysis. 

Second, the Project’s construction HRA is incorrect, as it relies upon emissions estimates from a flawed 
air model, as discussed above. The HRA Report states: 
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“For this assessment, the off-road PM10 exhaust estimates reported by CalEEMod were used as 
a surrogate for DPM emissions which assumed diesel-powered construction equipment will 
meet EPA-certified Tier 4 emission standards” (p. 2). 

As discussed above, when we reviewed the Project's CalEEMod output files, provided AQ Report as 
Exhibit D5 to the Recommendation Report, we found that several of the values inputted into the model 
are not consistent with information disclosed in the Project documents. Specifically, the construction 
schedule and off-road construction equipment list are unsubstantiated. Moreover, the air model utilized 
for the construction HRA assumes that the Project would use Tier 4 equipment. This is incorrect, as not 
only do the Project documents fail to mention Tier 4 emissions standards whatsoever, but the use of 
Tier 4 construction equipment was not included as a formal mitigation measure. According to the 
Association of Environmental Professionals (“AEP”) CEQA Portal Topic Paper on Mitigation Measures:  

“While not ‘mitigation’, a good practice is to include those project design feature(s) that address 
environmental impacts in the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (MMRP). Often the 
MMRP is all that accompanies building and construction plans through the permit process. If the 
design features are not listed as important to addressing an environmental impact, it is easy for 
someone not involved in the original environmental process to approve a change to the project 
that could eliminate one or more of the design features without understanding the resulting 
environmental impact.” 20   

As demonstrated above, design features that are not formally included in a mitigation monitoring and 
reporting program (“MMRP”) may be eliminated from the Project’s design altogether. Thus, as the use 
of Tier 4 construction equipment is not formally included as a mitigation measure, nor mentioned in the 
Project documents whatsoever, we cannot guarantee that these standards would be implemented, 
monitored, and enforced on the Project site. Thus, the model artificially reduces the Project’s expected 
particulate matter emissions by incorrectly incorporating Tier 4 mitigation, and the HRA utilizes a greatly 
underestimated DPM concentration to calculate the health risk associated with Project construction. As 
such, the construction HRA and resulting cancer risk cannot reasonably be relied upon to determine 
Project significance. 

Third, the construction HRA utilizes incorrect Fraction of Time At Home (“FAH”) values. Specifically, the 
HRA Report utilizes a FAH value of 0.85 for the third trimester (age -0.25 to 0) and infant (age 0 to 2) 
receptors (Attachment A, Table A1, Table A2). However, the FAH values used for the third trimester and 
infant receptors are incorrect, as SCAQMD guidance states:  

“For Tiers 1, 2, and 3 screening purposes, the FAH is assumed to be 1 for ages third trimester to 
16. As a default, children are assumed to attend a daycare or school in close proximity to their 
home and no discount should be taken for time spent outside of the area affected by the 

 
20 “CEQA Portal Topic Paper Mitigation Measures.” AEP, February 2020, available at: 
https://ceqaportal.org/tp/CEQA%20Mitigation%202020.pdf, p. 6.  
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facility’s emissions. People older than age 16 are assumed to spend only 73 percent of their time 
at home.”21 

As such, per SCAQMD guidance, the HRA Report should have used an FAH of 1 for the third trimester 
and infant receptors. Thus, by utilizing incorrect FAH values, the HRA Report dramatically 
underestimates the cancer risk posed to nearby, existing sensitive receptors as a result of Project 
construction. 

Fourth, by failing to prepare a quantified operational HRA, the Project is inconsistent with CEQA’s 
requirement to make “a reasonable effort to substantively connect a project’s air quality impacts to 
likely health consequences.”22 As previously discussed, the TIA indicates that operation of the Project is 
anticipated to generate 602 average daily vehicle trips, which would generate additional exhaust 
emissions and expose nearby sensitive receptors to DPM emissions (pp. 117, Table 3). However, the 
HRA Report fails to evaluate the TAC emissions associated with Project operation or indicate the 
concentrations at which such pollutants would trigger adverse health effects. Thus, without making a 
reasonable effort to connect the Project’s operational TAC emissions to the potential health risks posed 
to nearby receptors, the Project is inconsistent with CEQA’s requirement to correlate the Project-
generated emissions with potential adverse impacts on human health. 

Fifth, the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (“OEHHA”), the organization responsible 
for providing guidance on conducting HRAs in California, released its most recent Risk Assessment 
Guidelines: Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments in February 2015. This 
guidance document describes the types of projects that warrant the preparation of an HRA. Specifically, 
OEHHA recommends that all short-term projects lasting at least 2 months assess cancer risks.23 
Furthermore, according to OEHHA: 

“Exposure from projects lasting more than 6 months should be evaluated for the duration of the 
project. In all cases, for assessing risk to residential receptors, the exposure should be assumed 
to start in the third trimester to allow for the use of the ASFs (OEHHA, 2009).”24  

OEHHA also recommends that an exposure duration of 30 years should be used to estimate the 
individual cancer risk at the maximally exposed individual resident (“MEIR”).25 While the Project 
documents fail to provide the expected lifetime of the proposed Project, we can reasonably assume that 
the Project would operate for at least 30 years, if not more. Thus, operation of the Project exceeds the 
2-month and 6-month requirements set forth by OEHHA and must be evaluated for the entire 30-year 

 
21 “Risk Assessment Procedures.” SCAQMD, August 2017, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/rule-book/Proposed-Rules/1401/riskassessmentprocedures_2017_080717.pdf, p. 7. 
22 “Sierra Club v. County of Fresno.” Supreme Court of California, December 2018, available at: 
https://ceqaportal.org/decisions/1907/Sierra%20Club%20v.%20County%20of%20Fresno.pdf. 
23 “Risk Assessment Guidelines: Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February 
2015, available at: https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf, p. 8-18. 
24 “Risk Assessment Guidelines: Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February 
2015, available at: https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf, p. 8-18. 
25 “Risk Assessment Guidelines: Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February 
2015, available at: https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf, p. 2-4. 
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residential exposure duration, as indicated by OEHHA guidance. These recommendations reflect the 
most recent state health risk policies, and as such, a full CEQA analysis must be prepared in a 
subsequent EIR to include an analysis of health risk impacts posed to nearby sensitive receptors from 
Project-generated DPM emissions.  

Sixth, while the HRA Report evaluates the Project’s health risk impacts to nearby, existing receptors as a 
result of Project construction, the HRA fails to evaluate the combined lifetime cancer risk as a result of 
Project construction and operation together. According to OEHHA guidance, “the excess cancer risk is 
calculated separately for each age grouping and then summed to yield cancer risk at the receptor 
location.”26 However, the HRA Report fails to sum each age bin to evaluate the combined cancer risk 
over the course of the Project’s total construction and operation. This is incorrect and thus, an updated 
analysis is necessary to quantify and sum the entirety of the Project’s construction and operational 
health risks together to compare to the SCAQMD threshold of 10 in one million. 

4) Screening-Level Analysis Demonstrates Potentially Significant Health Risk Impact 
In order to conduct our screening-level risk assessment we relied upon AERSCREEN, which is a screening 
level air quality dispersion model.27 The model replaced SCREEN3, and AERSCREEN is included in the 
OEHHA and the California Air Pollution Control Officers Associated (“CAPCOA”) guidance as the 
appropriate air dispersion model for Level 2 health risk screening assessments (“HRSAs”).28, 29 A Level 2 
HRSA utilizes a limited amount of site-specific information to generate maximum reasonable downwind 
concentrations of air contaminants to which nearby sensitive receptors are exposed. If an unacceptable 
air quality hazard is determined to be possible using AERSCREEN, a more refined modeling approach is 
required prior to approval of the Project. 

We prepared a preliminary HRA of the Project’s operational health risk impact to nearby sensitive 
receptors using the Project’s annual PM10 exhaust estimates from the AQ Report’s CalEEMod output 
files. Consistent with recommendations set forth by OEHHA, we assumed residential exposure begins 
during the third trimester stage of life. Subtracting the 579-day construction period from the total 
residential duration of 30 years, we assumed that after Project construction, the sensitive receptor 
would be exposed to the Project’s operational DPM for an additional 28.41 years, approximately. The 
AQ Report’s annual CalEEMod output file indicates that operational activities will generate 
approximately 34 pounds of DPM per year throughout operation.30 The AERSCREEN model relies on a 
continuous average emission rate to simulate maximum downward concentrations from point, area, and 

 
26 “Guidance Manual for preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February 2015, available at: 
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf p. 8-4 
27 “AERSCREEN Released as the EPA Recommended Screening Model,” U.S. EPA, April 2011, available at: 
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/scram/guidance/clarification/20110411_AERSCREEN_Release_Memo.pdf 
28 “Risk Assessment Guidelines: Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February 
2015, available at: https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf. 
29 “Health Risk Assessments for Proposed Land Use Projects.” CAPCOA, July 2009, available at: 
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA_HRA_LU_Guidelines_8-6-09.pdf.  
30 See Attachment B for calculations. 
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volume emission sources. To account for the variability in equipment usage and truck trips over Project 
operation, we calculated an average DPM emission rate by the following equation:  

  =  34.2  365  ×  453.6  ×  1 24  ×  1 3,600  = .  /  

Using this equation, we estimated an operational emission rate of 0.000492 g/s. Construction and 
operational activity was simulated as a 0.56-acre rectangular area source in AERSCREEN with 
approximate dimensions of 67- by 34-meters. A release height of three meters was selected to 
represent the height of exhaust stacks on operational equipment and other heavy-duty vehicles, and an 
initial vertical dimension of one and a half meters was used to simulate instantaneous plume dispersion 
upon release. An urban meteorological setting was selected with model-default inputs for wind speed 
and direction distribution. The population of Los Angeles was obtained from U.S. 2020 Census data.31 

The AERSCREEN model generates maximum reasonable estimates of single-hour DPM concentrations 
from the Project Site. United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) guidance suggests that in 
screening procedures, the annualized average concentration of an air pollutant to be estimated by 
multiplying the single-hour concentration by 10%.32 According to the HRA, the nearest sensitive 
receptors are multi-family residential buildings and single family dwellings surrounding the Project site 
(p. 3.2-13). However, review of the AERSCREEN output files demonstrates that the MEIR is located 
approximately 25 meters from the Project site. Thus, the single-hour concentration estimated by 
AERSCREEN for Project operation is approximately 3.184 μg/m3 DPM at approximately 25 meters 
downwind. Multiplying this single-hour concentration by 10%, we get an annualized average 
concentration of 0.3184 μg/m3 for Project operation at the MEIR. 

We calculated the excess cancer risk to the MEIR using applicable HRA methodologies prescribed by 
OEHHA, as recommended by SCAQMD.33 Guidance from OEHHA and the California Air Resources Board 
(“CARB”) recommends the use of a standard point estimate approach, including high-point estimate (i.e. 
95th percentile) breathing rates and age sensitivity factors (“ASF”), in order to account for the increased 
sensitivity to carcinogens during early-in-life exposure and accurately assess risk for susceptible 
subpopulations such as children. The residential exposure parameters, such as the daily breathing rates 
(“BR/BW”), exposure duration (“ED”), age sensitivity factors (“ASF”), fraction of time at home (“FAH”), 
and exposure frequency (“EF”) utilized for the various age groups in our screening-level HRA are as 
follows: 

 
31 “Los Angeles.” U.S. Census Bureau, 2020, available at: https://datacommons.org/place/geoId/0644000. 
32 “Screening Procedures for Estimating the Air Quality Impact of Stationary Sources Revised.” U.S. EPA, October 
1992, available at: http://www.epa.gov/ttn/scram/guidance/guide/EPA-454R-92-019_OCR.pdf.  
33 “AB 2588 and Rule 1402 Supplemental Guidelines.” SCAQMD, October 2020, available at: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/planning/risk-assessment/ab-2588-supplemental-
guidelines.pdf?sfvrsn=19, p. 2. 
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Exposure Assumptions for Residential Individual Cancer Risk 

Age Group 
Breathing  

Rate  
(L/kg-day)34 

Age 
Sensitivity 

Factor35 

Exposure 
Duration 

(years) 

Fraction of 
Time at 
Home36 

Exposure 
Frequency 

(days/year)37 

Exposure 
Time 

(hours/day) 

3rd Trimester 361 10 0.25 1 350 24 

Infant (0 - 2) 1090 10 2 1 350 24 

Child (2 - 16) 572 3 14 1 350 24 

Adult (16 - 30) 261 1 14 0.73 350 24 

For the inhalation pathway, the procedure requires the incorporation of several discrete variates to 
effectively quantify dose for each age group. Once determined, contaminant dose is multiplied by the 
cancer potency factor (“CPF”) in units of inverse dose expressed in milligrams per kilogram per day 
(mg/kg/day-1) to derive the cancer risk estimate. Therefore, to assess exposures, we utilized the 
following dose algorithm: 

,   =  ×   ×   ×   ×   

 where: 

DoseAIR = dose by inhalation (mg/kg/day), per age group 
Cair  
EF = exposure frequency (number of days/365 days) 
BR/BW = daily breathing rate normalized to body weight (L/kg/day) 
A = inhalation absorption factor (default = 1) 
CF = conversion factor (1x10-  

To calculate the overall cancer risk, we used the following equation for each appropriate age group: 

 
34 “Supplemental Guidelines for Preparing Risk Assessments for the Air Toxics ‘Hot Spots’ Information and 
Assessment Act.” SCAQMD, October 2020, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/planning/risk-
assessment/ab-2588-supplemental-guidelines.pdf?sfvrsn=19, p. 19; see also “Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance 
Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February 2015, available at: 
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf. 
35 “Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February 
2015, available at: https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf, p. 8-5 Table 8.3. 
36 “Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February 
2015, available at: https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf, p. 5-24. 
37 “Risk Assessment Guidelines Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.” OEHHA, February 
2015, available at: https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/2015guidancemanual.pdf, p. 5-24. 
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 =   ×  ×  ×  ×  

 where: 

DoseAIR = dose by inhalation (mg/kg/day), per age group 
CPF = cancer potency factor, chemical-specific (mg/kg/day)-1  
ASF = age sensitivity factor, per age group  
FAH = fraction of time at home, per age group (for residential receptors only) 
ED = exposure duration (years) 
AT = averaging time period over which exposure duration is averaged (always 70 years) 

Consistent with the 579-day construction schedule, the annualized averaged concentration for 
operation was used for the latter 0.66 years on the infant stage of life (0 – 2 years) as well as the entire 
child (2 – 16 years) and adult (16 – 30 years) stages of life. The results of our calculations are shown in 
the table below. 

The Maximally Exposed Individual at an Existing Residential Receptor 

Age Group Emissions Source Duration (years) Concentration 
(ug/m3) Cancer Risk 

3rd Trimester Construction 0.25 * * 

  Construction 1.34 * * 

  Operation 0.66 0.3184 3.45E-05 

Infant (0 - 2) Total 2   3.45E-05 

Child (2 - 16) Operation 14 0.3184 1.15E-04 

Adult (16 - 30) Operation 14 0.3184 1.28E-05 

Lifetime   30   1.626E-04 

As demonstrated in the table above, the excess cancer risks to infants, children, and adults at the MEIR 
located approximately 25 meters away, over the course of Project operation, are approximately 34.5, 
115, and 12.8 in one million, respectively. The excess cancer risk associated with the Project operation 
over the course of a residential lifetime is approximately 162.6 in one million. When summing the 
Project’s operational cancer risk, as estimated by SWAPE, with the HRA Report’s underestimated 
construction-related cancer risk of 0.9 in one million, we estimate an excess cancer risk of approximately 
163.5 in one million over the course of a residential lifetime (30 years) (p. 7, Table 2).38 As such, the 

 
38 Calculated: 162.6 in one million + 0.9 in one million = 163.5 in one million. 
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lifetime cancer risks dramatically exceed the SCAQMD threshold of 10 in one million, thus resulting in a 
potentially significant impact not previously addressed or identified by the Project documents. 

Our analysis represents a screening-level HRA, which is known to be conservative and tends to err on 
the side of health protection. According to the U.S. EPA: 

“EPA’s Exposure Assessment Guidelines recommend completing exposure assessments 
iteratively using a tiered approach to ‘strike a balance between the costs of adding detail and 
refinement to an assessment and the benefits associated with that additional refinement’ (U.S. 
EPA, 1992). 

In other words, an assessment using basic tools (e.g., simple exposure calculations, default 
values, rules of thumb, conservative assumptions) can be conducted as the first phase (or tier) 
of the overall assessment (i.e., a screening-level assessment). 

The exposure assessor or risk manager can then determine whether the results of the screening-
level assessment warrant further evaluation through refinements of the input data and 
exposure assumptions or by using more advanced models.”  

As demonstrated above, screening-level analyses warrant further evaluation in a refined modeling 
approach. Thus, as our screening-level HRA demonstrates that construction and operation of the Project 
would result in a potentially significant health risk impact, a full CEQA analysis must be prepared in a 
subsequent EIR, including a refined health risk analysis which adequately and accurately evaluates 
health risk impacts associated with both Project construction and operation. 

Greenhouse Gas 
Failure to Adequately Evaluate Greenhouse Gas Impacts  
As discussed above, the Letter of Determination fails to demonstrate that the Project would result in 
less-than-significant air quality and health risk impacts. Thus, the Letter of Determination’s claim that 
the Project is exempt pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15332 must not be relied upon. As a result, a full 
CEQA analysis must be prepared in a subsequent EIR evaluating the Project’s potential greenhouse gas 
(“GHG”) emissions.  

In an effort to determine the significance of the Project’s GHG impacts, we recommend comparing the 
Project’s GHG emissions estimates to the SCAQMD 2035 efficiency target of 3.0 metric tons of carbon 
dioxide equivalents per service population per year (“MT CO2e/SP/year”), which was calculated by 
applying a 40% reduction to the 2020 targets.39 When applying this threshold, the Project’s air model 
indicates a potentially significant GHG impact. 

The Project’s CalEEMod output files, provided AQ Report as Exhibit D5 to the Recommendation Report, 
disclose the Project’s mitigated emissions, which include approximately 825 MT CO2e/year of total 

 
39 “Minutes for the GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder Working Group #15.” SCAQMD, September 
2010, available at: http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-
significance-thresholds/year-2008-2009/ghg-meeting-15/ghg-meeting-15-minutes.pdf, p. 2.  
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construction emissions (sum of 2020 and 2021) and approximately 1,330 MT CO2e/year of net annual 
operational emissions (sum of area-, energy-, mobile-, waste, and water-related emissions). When 
amortizing the Project’s construction-related GHG emissions over a period of 30 years and summing 
them with the Project’s operational GHG emissions, we estimate annual GHG emissions of 
approximately 1,358 MT CO2e/year. Furthermore, according to CAPCOA’s CEQA & Climate Change 
report, service population (“SP”) is defined as “the sum of the number of residents and the number of 
jobs supported by the project.”40 The AQ Report estimates that the Project would include 246 residents 
and 4 employees (p. 27). As such, we calculated a SP of 250 people.41 When dividing the Project’s GHG 
emissions (amortized construction + operational) by a SP value of 250 people, we find that the Project 
would emit approximately 5.4 MT CO2e/SP/year (see table below).42 

Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Project Phase Proposed Project 

Total Construction 825.09 

Construction (amortized over 30 years) 27.50 
Area 1.74 

Energy 369.33 

Mobile 850.47 

Waste 24.32 

Water 84.16 

Annual Operational 1,330.02 
Total Annual GHG Emissions (MT CO2e/year) 1,357.52 

Service Population 250 
Service Population Efficiency (MT CO2e/SP/year) 5.4 

SCAQMD 2035 Target 3.0 
Exceeds? Yes 

As demonstrated above, the Project’s service population efficiency value, as estimated by the 
Exemption’s net annual GHG emissions and SP, exceeds the SCAQMD 2035 efficiency target of 3.0 MT 
CO2e/SP/year, thus resulting in a potentially significant impact. As such, a full CEQA analysis must be 
prepared in a subsequent EIR to adequately assess and mitigate the potential GHG impacts that the 
Project may will have on the environment. 

 
40 CAPCOA (Jan. 2008) CEQA & Climate Change, p. 71-72, http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/
CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf. 
41 Calculated: 246 residents + 4 employees = 250 service population.  
42 Calculated: (1,357.52 MT CO2e/year) / (250 service population) = (5.4 MT CO2e/SP/year). 
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Mitigation 
Feasible Mitigation Measures Available to Reduce Emissions 
The Program EIR incorporates the following three air quality and GHG mitigation measures: 

“MM4.2-1 The CPIO District shall include regulations for construction that require the following 
or comparable best management practices be included in contract specifications and/or printed 
on plans: 

 Use properly tuned and maintained equipment. 
 Construction contractors shall enforce the idling limit of five minutes as set forth in the 

California Code of Regulations. 
 Use diesel-fueled construction equipment to be retrofitted with after treatment 

products (e.g. engine catalysts) to the extent they are readily available and feasible. 
 Use heavy duty diesel-fueled equipment that uses low NOX diesel fuel to the extent it is 

readily available and feasible. 
 Use construction equipment that uses low polluting fuels (i.e. compressed natural gas, 

liquid petroleum gas, and unleaded gasoline) to the extent available and feasible. 
 Maintain construction equipment in good operating condition to minimize air 

pollutants. 
 Construction contractors shall utilize materials that do not require painting, as feasible. 
 Construction contractors shall use pre-painted construction materials, as feasible. 
 Construction contractors shall provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, 

during all phases of construction to maintain smooth traffic flow. 
 Construction contractors shall provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of 

construction trucks and equipment on- and off-site, as feasible. 
 Construction contractors shall reroute construction trucks away from congested streets 

or sensitive receptor areas, as feasible. 
 Construction contractors shall appoint a construction relations officer to act as a 

community liaison concerning on-site construction activity including resolution of issues 
related to PM10 generation. 

MM4.2-2 The CPIO District shall include regulations that require construction projects greater 
than 5 acres to submit an air quality study that discuss the project’s potential emissions for the 
following: CO, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5. 

MM4.2-3 [MM 4.6-1] The CPIO District shall include regulations that require the following 
greenhouse gas reduction measures be incorporated into the project design: 

 For non-residential projects: all outdoor lighting systems shall be directed away from 
the window of any residential uses and shall comply with the non-residential Light 
Pollution Reduction standards in the Green Building Code of the Municipal Code. 
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 For non-residential projects: whenever new fixtures are installed, all water closets, 
urinals, shower heads, faucets and dishwashers shall be High Efficiency fixtures installed 
in accordance with the regulations of the City's Water Conservation Ordinance. 

 For Multi-family and Commercial Projects: parking facilities shall have five (5) percent of 
the total parking spaces, but not less than one (1) space, capable of supporting future 
Electric Vehicle Supply Equipment (EVSE) charging locations” (p. 11-3 – 11-4). 

Regardless, the Program EIR concludes a significant-and-unavoidable air quality and GHG impact (p. 8-7). 
Our analysis demonstrates that there are new available mitigation measures considerably different from 
those analyzed in the Program EIR that would substantially reduce the Project’s significant air quality 
and GHG impacts. As such, the Project cannot be approved until a full CEQA analysis in a subsequent EIR 
is prepared, incorporating all feasible mitigation to reduce emissions to less-than-significant levels, 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15162. 

We identified several mitigation measures that are applicable to the proposed Project. First, to reduce 
the Project’s emissions, we recommend consideration of SCAG’s 2020 RTP/SCS PEIR’s Air Quality Project 
Level Mitigation Measures (“PMM-AQ-1”) and Greenhouse Gas Project Level Mitigation Measures 
(“PMM-GHG-1”), as described below: 43 

SCAG RTP/SCS 2020-2045 

Air Quality Project Level Mitigation Measures – PMM-AQ-1: 

In accordance with provisions of sections 15091(a)(2) and 15126.4(a)(1)(B) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, a Lead Agency for a project can and should consider mitigation measures to reduce 

substantial adverse effects related to violating air quality standards. Such measures may include the 
following or other comparable measures identified by the Lead Agency: 

a) Minimize land disturbance.  
b) Suspend grading and earth moving when wind gusts exceed 25 miles per hour unless the soil is wet enough to 
prevent dust plumes.  
c) Cover trucks when hauling dirt.  
d) Stabilize the surface of dirt piles if not removed immediately.  
e) Limit vehicular paths on unpaved surfaces and stabilize any temporary roads.  
f) Minimize unnecessary vehicular and machinery activities.  
g) Sweep paved streets at least once per day where there is evidence of dirt that has been carried on to the 
roadway.  
h) Revegetate disturbed land, including vehicular paths created during construction to avoid future off-road 
vehicular activities. 

 
43 “4.0 Mitigation Measures.” Connect SoCal Program Environmental Impact Report Addendum #1, September 
2020, available at: https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-
attachments/fpeir_connectsocal_addendum_4_mitigationmeasures.pdf?1606004420, p. 4.0-2 – 4.0-10; 4.0-19 – 
4.0-23; See also: “Certified Final Connect SoCal Program Environmental Impact Report.” Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG), May 2020, available at: https://scag.ca.gov/peir.  
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j) Require contractors to assemble a comprehensive inventory list (i.e., make, model, engine year, horsepower, 
emission rates) of all heavy-duty off-road (portable and mobile) equipment (50 horsepower and greater) that 
could be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours for the construction project. Prepare a plan for approval by the 
applicable air district demonstrating achievement of the applicable percent reduction for a CARB-approved 
fleet. 
m) Provide an operational water truck on-site at all times. Use watering trucks to minimize dust; watering 
should be sufficient to confine dust plumes to the project work areas. Sweep paved streets at least once per day 
where there is evidence of dirt that has been carried on to the roadway. 
n) Utilize existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators rather than temporary power 
generators. 
o) Develop a traffic plan to minimize traffic flow interference from construction activities. The plan may include 
advance public notice of routing, use of public transportation, and satellite parking areas with a shuttle service. 
Schedule operations affecting traffic for off-peak hours. Minimize obstruction of through-traffic lanes. Provide a 
flag person to guide traffic properly and ensure safety at construction sites. 
p) As appropriate require that portable engines and portable engine-driven equipment units used at the project 
work site, with the exception of on-road and off-road motor vehicles, obtain CARB Portable Equipment 
Registration with the state or a local district permit. Arrange appropriate consultations with the CARB or the 
District to determine registration and permitting requirements prior to equipment operation at the site. 
q) Require projects within 500 feet of residences, hospitals, or schools to use Tier 4 equipment for all engines 
above 50 horsepower (hp) unless the individual project can demonstrate that Tier 4 engines would not be 
required to mitigate emissions below significance thresholds. 
r) Projects located within the South Coast Air Basin should consider applying for South Coast AQMD “SOON” 
funds which provides funds to applicable fleets for the purchase of commercially available low-emission heavy-
duty engines to achieve near-term reduction of NOx emissions from in-use off-road diesel vehicles. 
s) Projects located within AB 617 communities should review the applicable Community Emissions Reduction 
Plan (CERP) for additional mitigation that can be applied to individual projects. 
t) Where applicable, projects should provide information about air quality related programs to schools, 
including the Environmental Justice Community Partnerships (EJCP), Clean Air Ranger Education (CARE), and 
Why Air Quality Matters programs. 
u) Projects should work with local cities and counties to install adequate signage that prohibits truck idling in 
certain locations (e.g., near schools and sensitive receptors). 
y) Projects that will introduce sensitive receptors within 500 feet of freeways and other sources should consider 
installing high efficiency of enhanced filtration units, such as Minimum Efficiency Reporting Value (MERV) 13 or 
better. Installation of enhanced filtration units can be verified during occupancy inspection prior to the issuance 
of an occupancy permit. 
z) Develop an ongoing monitoring, inspection, and maintenance program for the MERV filters. 
aa) Consult the SCAG Environmental Justice Toolbox for potential measures to address impacts to low-income 
and/or minority communities. 
bb) The following criteria related to diesel emissions shall be implemented on by individual project sponsors as 
appropriate and feasible: 

- Diesel nonroad vehicles on site for more than 10 total days shall have either (1) engines that meet EPA 
on road emissions standards or (2) emission control technology verified by EPA or CARB to reduce PM 
emissions by a minimum of 85% 

- Diesel generators on site for more than 10 total days shall be equipped with emission control 
technology verified by EPA or CARB to reduce PM emissions by a minimum of 85%. 

- Nonroad diesel engines on site shall be Tier 2 or higher. 
- Diesel nonroad construction equipment on site for more than 10 total days shall have either (1) engines 

meeting EPA Tier 4 nonroad emissions standards or (2) emission control technology verified by EPA or 
CARB for use with nonroad engines to reduce PM emissions by a minimum of 85% for engines for 50 hp 
and greater and by a minimum of 20% for engines less than 50 hp. 
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- Emission control technology shall be operated, maintained, and serviced as recommended by the 
emission control technology manufacturer. 

- Diesel vehicles, construction equipment, and generators on site shall be fueled with ultra-low sulfur 
diesel fuel (ULSD) or a biodiesel blend approved by the original engine manufacturer with sulfur 
content of 15 ppm or less. 

- The construction contractor shall maintain a list of all diesel vehicles, construction equipment, and 
generators to be used on site. The list shall include the following: 

i. Contractor and subcontractor name and address, plus contact person responsible for the 
vehicles or equipment. 

ii. Equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment serial number, engine manufacturer, 
engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and 
expected fuel usage and hours of operation. 

iii. For the emission control technology installed: technology type, serial number, make, model, 
manufacturer, EPA/CARB verification number/level, and installation date and hour-meter 
reading on installation date. 

- The contractor shall establish generator sites and truck-staging zones for vehicles waiting to load or 
unload material on site. Such zones shall be located where diesel emissions have the least impact on 
abutters, the general public, and especially sensitive receptors such as hospitals, schools, daycare 
facilities, elderly housing, and convalescent facilities. 

- The contractor shall maintain a monthly report that, for each on road diesel vehicle, nonroad 
construction equipment, or generator onsite, includes: 

i. Hour-meter readings on arrival on-site, the first and last day of every month, and on off-site 
date. 

ii. Any problems with the equipment or emission controls. 
iii. Certified copies of fuel deliveries for the time period that identify: 

1. Source of supply 
2. Quantity of fuel 
3. Quantity of fuel, including sulfur content (percent by weight)  

cc) Project should exceed Title-24 Building Envelope Energy Efficiency Standards (California Building Standards 
Code). The following measures can be used to increase energy efficiency: 

- Provide pedestrian network improvements, such as interconnected street network, narrower roadways 
and shorter block lengths, sidewalks, accessibility to transit and transit shelters, traffic calming 
measures, parks and public spaces, minimize pedestrian barriers. 

- Provide traffic calming measures, such as: 
i. Marked crosswalks 
ii. Count-down signal timers 
iii. Curb extensions iv. Speed tables 
iv. Raised crosswalks 
v. Raised intersections 
vi. Median islands 
vii. Tight corner radii 
viii. Roundabouts or mini-circles 
ix. On-street parking 
x. Chicanes/chokers 

- Create urban non-motorized zones 
- Provide bike parking in non-residential and multi-unit residential projects 
- Dedicate land for bike trails 
- Limit parking supply through: 

i. Elimination (or reduction) of minimum parking requirements 
ii. Creation of maximum parking requirements 
iii. Provision of shared parking 

- Require residential area parking permit. 
- Provide ride-sharing programs 
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i. Designate a certain percentage of parking spacing for ride sharing vehicles 
ii. Designating adequate passenger loading and unloading and waiting areas for ride-sharing 

vehicles 
iii. Providing a web site or messaging board for coordinating rides 
iv. Permanent transportation management association membership and finding requirement. 

 
 
  

Greenhouse Gas Project Level Mitigation Measures – PMM-GHG-1 

In accordance with provisions of sections 15091(a)(2) and 15126.4(a)(1)(B) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, a Lead Agency for a project can and should consider mitigation measures to reduce 

substantial adverse effects related to violating air quality standards. Such measures may include the 
following or other comparable measures identified by the Lead Agency: 

b) Reduce emissions resulting from projects through implementation of project features, project design, or 
other measures, such as those described in Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines.  
c) Include off-site measures to mitigate a project’s emissions.  
d) Measures that consider incorporation of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) during design, 
construction and operation of projects to minimize GHG emissions, including but not limited to:  

i. Use energy and fuel-efficient vehicles and equipment;  
ii. Deployment of zero- and/or near zero emission technologies;  
iii. Use lighting systems that are energy efficient, such as LED technology;  
iv. Use the minimum feasible amount of GHG-emitting construction materials;  
v. Use cement blended with the maximum feasible amount of flash or other materials that 

reduce GHG emissions from cement production; 
vi. Incorporate design measures to reduce GHG emissions from solid waste management through 

encouraging solid waste recycling and reuse;  
vii. Incorporate design measures to reduce energy consumption and increase use of renewable 

energy;  
viii. Incorporate design measures to reduce water consumption;  
ix. Use lighter-colored pavement where feasible;  
x. Recycle construction debris to maximum extent feasible;  
xi. Plant shade trees in or near construction projects where feasible; and  
xii. Solicit bids that include concepts listed above.  

e) Measures that encourage transit use, carpooling, bike-share and car-share programs, active transportation, 
and parking strategies, including, but not limited to the following:  

i. Promote transit-active transportation coordinated strategies;  
ii. Increase bicycle carrying capacity on transit and rail vehicles;  
iii. Improve or increase access to transit;  
iv. Increase access to common goods and services, such as groceries, schools, and day care;  
v. Incorporate affordable housing into the project;  
vi. Incorporate the neighborhood electric vehicle network;  
vii. Orient the project toward transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities;  
viii. Improve pedestrian or bicycle networks, or transit service;  
ix. Provide traffic calming measures;  
x. Provide bicycle parking;  
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xi. Limit or eliminate park supply;  
xii. Unbundle parking costs;  
xiii. Provide parking cash-out programs;  
xiv. Implement or provide access to commute reduction program;  

f) Incorporate bicycle and pedestrian facilities into project designs, maintaining these facilities, and providing 
amenities incentivizing their use; and planning for and building local bicycle projects that connect with the 
regional network;  
g) Improving transit access to rail and bus routes by incentives for construction and transit facilities within 
developments, and/or providing dedicated shuttle service to transit stations; and  
h) Adopting employer trip reduction measures to reduce employee trips such as vanpool and carpool programs, 
providing end-of-trip facilities, and telecommuting programs including but not limited to measures that:  

i. Provide car-sharing, bike sharing, and ride-sharing programs;  
ii. Provide transit passes;  
iii. Shift single occupancy vehicle trips to carpooling or vanpooling, for example providing ride-

matching services;  
iv. Provide incentives or subsidies that increase that use of modes other than single-occupancy 

vehicle;  
v. Provide on-site amenities at places of work, such as priority parking for carpools and vanpools, 

secure bike parking, and showers and locker rooms;  
vi. Provide employee transportation coordinators at employment sites;  
vii. Provide a guaranteed ride home service to users of non-auto modes.  

i) Designate a percentage of parking spaces for ride-sharing vehicles or high-occupancy vehicles, and provide 
adequate passenger loading and unloading for those vehicles;  
j) Land use siting and design measures that reduce GHG emissions, including:  

i. Developing on infill and brownfields sites;  
ii. Building compact and mixed-use developments near transit;  
iii. Retaining on-site mature trees and vegetation, and planting new canopy trees;  
iv. Measures that increase vehicle efficiency, encourage use of zero and low emissions vehicles, 

or reduce the carbon content of fuels, including constructing or encouraging construction of 
electric vehicle charging stations or neighborhood electric vehicle networks, or charging for 
electric bicycles; and  

v. Measures to reduce GHG emissions from solid waste management through encouraging solid 
waste recycling and reuse.  

k) Consult the SCAG Environmental Justice Toolbox for potential measures to address impacts to low-income 
and/or minority communities. The measures provided above are also intended to be applied in low income and 
minority communities as applicable and feasible. 
l) Require at least five percent of all vehicle parking spaces include electric vehicle charging stations, or at a 
minimum, require the appropriate infrastructure to facilitate sufficient electric charging for passenger vehicles 
and trucks to plug-in. 
m) Encourage telecommuting and alternative work schedules, such as: 

i. Staggered starting times 

ii. Flexible schedules 

iii. Compressed work weeks 

n) Implement commute trip reduction marketing, such as: 
i. New employee orientation of trip reduction and alternative mode options 

ii. Event promotions 

iii. Publications 
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o) Implement preferential parking permit program 
p) Implement school pool and bus programs 
q) Price workplace parking, such as: 

i. Explicitly charging for parking for its employees;  
ii. Implementing above market rate pricing; 

iii. Validating parking only for invited guests; 
iv. Not providing employee parking and transportation allowances; and 

v. Educating employees about available alternatives. 

Furthermore, we reviewed the December 2010 Public Review Draft Program Environmental Impact 
Report for the City of Long Beach Downtown Plan (SCH No. 2009071006). The City of Long Beach 
Downtown Plan, published over a decade ago, incorporates several exhaustive mitigation measures to 
combat the Plan’s significant air quality and GHG impacts. The Downtown Plan reveals how inadequate 
the San Pedro Community Plan’s mitigation measures are, especially considering the Community Plan 
was adopted years later and thus should be more modern. Therefore, to reduce the Project’s emissions, 
we recommend consideration of the following measures, as described below: 44 

City of Long Beach Downtown Plan 
Program Environmental Impact Report 

Air Quality Program Level Mitigation Measures 

Impact/Potential Impact Mitigation Measure 
Construction and 
operational activities 
would generate air 
pollutant emissions of 
VOCs, NOX, PM10, and 
PM2.5. 

AQ-1(a) To reduce short-term construction emissions, the City shall require that all 
construction projects that would require use of heavy-duty (50 horsepower [hp] or 
more) offroad vehicles to be used during construction shall require their 
contractors to implement the Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices (listed below) or 
whatever mitigation measures are recommended by SCAQMD at the time 
individual portions of the site undergo construction. 

Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices 
 The project applicant shall provide a plan for approval by the City, 

demonstrating that the heavy-duty (50 hp or more) off-road vehicles to be 
used in the construction project, including owned, leased, and 
subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project-wide fleet average 20 
percent NOX reduction, 20 percent VOC reduction, and 45 percent 
particulate reduction compared to the 2011 ARB fleet average, as 
contained in the URBEMIS output sheets in Appendix C. Acceptable 
options for reducing emissions may include use of late-model engines, 
low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, 
after-treatment products, and/or other options as they become available. 
SCAQMD, which is the resource agency for air quality in the Project area, 
can be used in an advisory role to demonstrate fleet-wide reductions. 

 
44 “Mitigation Monitoring And Reporting Program.” City of Long Beach, available at: 
https://www.longbeach.gov/globalassets/lbds/media-library/documents/planning/environmental/environmental-
reports/approvedcertified-part-2/new-civic-center-project/9-0-mmrp, p. 9-4 – 9-12; 9-20 – 9-27. 
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SCAQMD’s mitigation measures for off-road engines can be used to 
identify an equipment fleet that achieves this reduction (SCAQMD 2007b). 

 The project applicant shall submit to the City a comprehensive inventory 
of all off-road construction equipment, equal to or greater than 50 hp, 
that would be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion 
of the construction project. The inventory shall include the hp rating, 
engine production year, and projected hours of use for each piece of 
equipment. The inventory shall be updated and submitted monthly 
throughout the duration of the project, except that an inventory shall not 
be required for any 30-day period in which no construction activity occurs. 
At least 48 hours prior to the use of heavy-duty off-road equipment, the 
project representative shall provide the City with the anticipated 
construction timeline including start date and name and phone number of 
the project manager and onsite foreman. A visual survey of all in-
operation equipment shall be made at least weekly, and a monthly 
summary of the visual survey results shall be submitted throughout the 
duration of the project, except that the monthly summary shall not be 
required for any 30-day period in which no construction activity occurs. 
The monthly summary shall include the quantity and type of vehicles 
surveyed and the dates of each survey. SCAQMD staff and/or other 
officials may conduct periodic site inspections to determine compliance. 

 If, at the time of construction, SCAQMD, CARB, or the EPA has adopted a 
regulation or new guidance applicable to construction emissions, 
compliance with the regulation or new guidance may completely or 
partially replace this mitigation if it is equal to or more effective than the 
mitigation contained herein, and if the City so permits. Such a 
determination must be supported by a project-level analysis and be 
approved by the City.  

Construction and 
operational activities 
would generate air 
pollutant emissions of 
VOCs, NOX, PM10, and 
PM2.5. 

AQ-2 Mitigation to reduce mobile source emissions due to implementation of the 
Plan addresses reducing the number of motor vehicle trips and reducing the 
emissions of individual vehicles under the control of the project applicant(s). The 
following measures shall be implemented by project applicant(s) unless it can be 
demonstrated to the City that the measures would not be feasible. 

 The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall require the commercial 
development operator(s) to operate, maintain, and promote a ride-share 
program for employees of the various businesses. 

 The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall include one or more 
secure bicycle parking areas within the property and encourage bicycle 
riding for both employees and customers. 

 The proposed structures shall be designed to meet current Title 24 + 20 
percent energy efficiency standards and shall include photovoltaic cells on 
the rooftops to achieve an additional 25 percent reduction in electricity 
use on an average sunny day. 

 The City shall ensure that all new commercial developments include or 
have access to convenient shower and locker facilities for employees to 
encourage bicycle, walking, and jogging as options for commuting. 

 The project applicant(s) for all project phases shall require that all 
equipment operated by the businesses within the facility be electric or use 
non-diesel engines. 
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 All truck loading and unloading docks shall be equipped with one 110/208-
volt power outlet for every two-dock door. Diesel trucks shall be 
prohibited from idling more than 5 minutes and must be required to 
connect to the 110/208-volt power to run any 

 auxiliary equipment. Signs outlining the idling restrictions shall be 
provided. 

 If, at the time of construction, SCAQMD, CARB, or EPA has adopted a 
regulation or new guidance applicable to mobile and area-source 
emissions, compliance with the regulation or new guidance may 
completely or partially replace this mitigation if it is equal to or more 
effective than the mitigation contained herein, and if the City so permits. 
Such a determination shall be supported by a project-level analysis that is 
approved by the City. 

Toxic air contaminants 
from Port of Long Beach, 
offsite stationary sources, 
and onsite mobile 
sources would exceed Air 
Resources Board 
standards for health risk. 

AQ-4(a) The following measures shall be implemented to reduce exposure of 
sensitive receptors to operational emissions of TACs: 

 Proposed commercial land uses that have the potential to emit TACs or 
host TAC-generating activity (e.g., loading docks) shall be located away 
from existing and proposed onsite sensitive receptors such that they do 
not expose sensitive receptors to TAC emissions that exceed an 
incremental increase of 10 in 1 million for the cancer risk and/or a 
noncarcinogenic Hazard Index of 1.0. 

 Where necessary to reduce exposure of sensitive receptors to an 
incremental increase of 10 in 1 million for the cancer risk and/or a 
noncarcinogenic Hazard Index of 1.0, proposed commercial and industrial 
land uses that would host diesel trucks shall incorporate idle-reduction 
strategies that reduce the main propulsion engine idling time through 
alternative technologies such as IdleAire, electrification of truck parking, 
and alternative energy sources for TRUs to allow diesel engines to be 
completely turned off. 

 Signs shall be posted in at all loading docks and truck loading areas to 
indicate that diesel-powered delivery trucks must be shut off when not in 
use for longer than 5 minutes on the premises. This measure is consistent 
with the ATCM to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling, 
which was approved by the California Office of Administrative Law in 
January 2005. 

 Proposed facilities that would require the long-term use of diesel 
equipment and heavy-duty trucks shall develop a plan to reduce 
emissions, which may include 

 such measures as scheduling activities when the residential uses are the 
least occupied, requiring equipment to be shut off when not in use, and 
prohibiting heavy trucks from idling. 

 When determining the exact type of facility that would occupy the 
proposed commercial space, the City shall take into consideration its toxic-
producing potential. 

 Commercial land uses that accommodate more than 100 trucks per day, or 
40 trucks equipped with TRUs, within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors 
(e.g., residences or schools) shall perform a site-specific project-level HRA 
in accordance with SCAQMD guidance for projects generating or attracting 
vehicular trips, especially heavy-duty diesel fueled vehicles (SCAQMD 
2003b). If the incremental increase in cancer risk determined by the HRA 
exceeds the threshold of significance recommended by SCAQMD or ARB at 
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the time (if any), then all feasible mitigation measures shall be employed 
to minimize the impact. 

Toxic air contaminants 
from Port of Long Beach, 
offsite stationary sources, 
and onsite mobile 
sources would exceed Air 
Resources Board 
standards for health risk. 

AQ-4(b) The City shall verify that the following measures are implemented by new 
developments to reduce exposure of sensitive receptors to emissions of TACs from 
POLB and stationary sources in the vicinity of the Downtown Plan Project area: 

 All proposed residences in the Downtown Plan Project area shall be 
equipped with filter systems with high Minimum Efficiency Reporting 
Value (MERV) for removal of small particles (such as 0.3 micron) at all air 
intake points to the home. All proposed residences shall be constructed 
with mechanical ventilation systems that would allow occupants to keep 
windows and doors closed and allow for the introduction of fresh outside 
air without the requirement of open windows. 

 The heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems shall be used 
to maintain all residential units under positive pressure at all times. 

 An ongoing education and maintenance plan about the filtration systems 
associated with HVAC shall be developed and implemented for residences. 

 To the extent feasible, sensitive receptors shall be located as far away 
from the POLB as possible. 

Toxic air contaminants 
from Port of Long Beach, 
offsite stationary sources, 
and onsite mobile 
sources would exceed Air 
Resources Board 
standards for health risk. 

AQ-5 The following additional guidelines, which are recommended in ARB’s Land 
Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (ARB 2005) shall be implemented. 
The 
guidelines are considered to be advisory and not regulatory: 

 Sensitive receptors, such as residential units and daycare centers, shall not 
be located in the same building as dry-cleaning operations that use 
perchloroethylene. Dry-cleaning operations that use perchloroethylene 
shall not be located within 300 feet of any sensitive receptor. A setback of 
500 feet shall be provided for operations with two or more machines. 

Greenhouse Gas Program Level Mitigation Measures 
Impact/Potential Impact Mitigation Measure 
Emissions of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) and other 
greenhouse gases may 
result from construction 
of individual 
developments allowed by 
the proposed Project. 

GHG-1(a) Implement Mitigation Measure AQ-1. Implementation of the mitigation 
measures described in Section 4.2, Air Quality, of this PEIR, which would reduce 
construction emissions of criteria air pollutants and precursors, would also act to 
reduce GHG emissions associated with implementation of the Project. The 
construction mitigation measures for exhaust emissions are relevant to the global 
climate change impact because both criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions are 
frequently associated with combustion byproducts.  

Emissions of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) and other 
greenhouse gases may 
result from construction 
of individual 
developments allowed by 
the proposed Project. 

GHG-1(b) Implement Additional Measures to Control Construction-Generated GHG 
Emissions. To further reduce construction generated GHG emissions, the project 
applicant(s) of all public and private developments shall implement all feasible 
measures for reducing GHG emissions associated with construction that are 
recommended by the City and/or SCAQMD at the time individual portions of the 
site undergo construction. Such measures may reduce GHG exhaust emissions from 
the use of onsite equipment, worker commute trips, and truck trips carrying 
materials and equipment to and from the project site, as well as GHG emissions 
embodied in the materials selected for construction (e.g., concrete). Other 
measures may pertain to the materials used in construction. Prior to the 
construction of each development phase, the project applicant(s) shall obtain the 
most current list of GHG-reduction measures that are recommended by the City 
and/or SCAQMD and stipulate that these measures be implemented during the 
appropriate construction phase. The project applicant(s) for any particular 
development phase may submit to the City a report that substantiates why specific 
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measures are considered infeasible for construction of that particular development 
phase and/or at that point in time. The report, including the substantiation for not 
implementing particular GHG reduction measures, shall be approved by the City. 

The City’s recommended measures for reducing construction-related GHG 
emissions at the time of writing this PEIR are listed below and the project 
applicant(s) shall, at a minimum, be required to implement the following: 

 Improve fuel efficiency from construction equipment: 
o reduce unnecessary idling (modify work practices, install auxiliary 

power for driver comfort), 
o perform equipment maintenance (inspections, detect failures 

early, corrections), 
o train equipment operators in proper use of equipment, 
o use the proper size of equipment for the job, and 
o use equipment with new technologies (repowered engines, 

electric drive trains). 
 Use alternative fuels for electricity generators and welders at construction 

sites such as propane or solar, or use electrical power. 
 Use an ARB-approved low-carbon fuel, such as biodiesel or renewable 

diesel for construction equipment (emissions of NOX from the use of low 
carbon fuel must be reviewed and increases mitigated). Additional 
information about low-carbon fuels is available from ARB’s Low Carbon 
Fuel Standard Program (ARB 2010a). 

 Encourage and provide carpools, shuttle vans, transit passes and/or secure 
bicycle parking for construction worker commutes. 

 Reduce electricity use in the construction office by using compact 
fluorescent bulbs, powering off computers every day, and replacing 
heating and cooling units with more efficient ones. 

 Recycle or salvage non-hazardous construction and demolition debris 
(goal of at least 75 percent by weight). 

 Use locally sourced or recycled materials for construction materials (goal 
of at least 20 percent based on costs for building materials, and based on 
volume for roadway, parking lot, sidewalk, and curb materials). 

 Minimize the amount of concrete used for paved surfaces or use a low 
carbon concrete option. 

 Produce concrete onsite if determined to be less emissive than 
transporting ready mix. 

 Use EPA-certified SmartWay trucks for deliveries and equipment 
transport. Additional information about the SmartWay Transport 
Partnership Program is available from ARB’s Heavy-Duty Vehicle GHG 
Measure (ARB 2010b) and EPA (EPA 2010). 

 Develop a plan to efficiently use water for adequate dust control. This may 
consist of the use of non-potable water from a local source. 

Emissions of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) and other 
greenhouse gases may 
result from construction 
of individual 
developments allowed by 
the proposed Project. 

GHG-2(a) Implement Mitigation Measure AQ-3. Implementation of the mitigation 
measures described in Section 4.2, which would reduce operational emissions of 
criteria air pollutants and precursors, would also act to reduce GHG emissions 
associated with implementation of the Project. The operational mitigation 
measures for exhaust emissions are relevant to the global climate change impact 
because both criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions are frequently associated 
with combustion byproducts. 

 GHG-2(b) Implement Additional Measures to Reduce Operational GHG Emissions. 
For each increment of new development within the Project area requiring a 
discretionary approval (e.g., tentative subdivision map, conditional use permit, 
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improvement plan), measures that reduce GHG emissions to the extent feasible 
and to the extent appropriate with respect to the state’s progress at the time 
toward meeting GHG emissions reductions required by the California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) shall be imposed, as follows: 

 The project applicant shall incorporate feasible GHG reduction measures 
that, in combination with existing and future regulatory measures 
developed under AB 32, will reduce GHG emissions associated with the 
operation of future project development phases and supporting roadway 
and infrastructure improvements by an amount sufficient to achieve the 
goal of 6.6 CO2e/SP/year, if it is feasible to do so. The feasibility of 
potential GHG reduction measures shall be evaluated by the City at the 
time each phase of development is proposed to allow for ongoing 
innovations in GHG reduction technologies and incentives created in the 
regulatory environment. 

 For each increment of new development, the project applicant shall obtain 
a list of potentially feasible GHG reduction measures to be considered in 
the development design from the City. The City’s list of potentially feasible 
GHG reduction measures shall reflect the current state of the regulatory 
environment, which will continuously evolve under the mandate of AB 32. 
The project applicant(s) shall then submit to the City a mitigation report 
that contains an analysis demonstrating which GHG reduction measures 
are feasible for the associated reduction in GHG emissions, and the 
resulting CO2e/SP/year metric. The report shall also demonstrate why 
measures not selected are considered infeasible. The mitigation report 
must be reviewed and approved by the City for the project applicant(s) to 
receive the City’s discretionary approval for the applicable increment of 
development. In determining what measures should appropriately be 
imposed by a local government under the circumstances, the following 
factors shall be considered: 

o The extent to which rates of GHG emissions generated by motor 
vehicles traveling to, from, and within the Project site are 
projected to decrease over time as a result of regulations, 
policies, and/or plans that have already been adopted or may be 
adopted in the future by ARB or other public agency pursuant to 
AB 32, or by EPA; 

o The extent to which mobile-source GHG emissions, which at the 
time of writing this PEIR comprise a substantial portion of the 
state’s GHG inventory, can also be reduced through design 
measures that result in trip reductions and reductions in trip 
length; 

o The extent to which GHG emissions emitted by the mix of power 
generation operated by SCE, the electrical utility that will serve 
the Project site, are projected to decrease pursuant to the 
Renewables Portfolio Standard required by SB 1078 and SB 107, 
as well as any future regulations, policies, and/or plans adopted 
by the federal and state governments that reduce GHG emissions 
from power generation; 

o The extent to which replacement of CCR Title 24 with the 
California Green Building Standards Code or other similar 
requirements will result in new buildings being more energy 
efficient and consequently more GHG efficient; 
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o The extent to which any stationary sources of GHG emissions that 
would be operated on a proposed land use (e.g., industrial) are 
already subject to regulations, policies, and/or plans that reduce 
GHG emissions, particularly any future regulations that will be 
developed as part of ARB’s implementation of AB 32, or other 
pertinent regulations on stationary sources that have the indirect 
effect of reducing GHG emissions; 

o The extent to which the feasibility of existing GHG reduction 
technologies may change in the future, and to which innovation 
in GHG reduction technologies will continue, effecting cost-
benefit analyses that determine economic feasibility; and 

o Whether the total costs of proposed mitigation for GHG 
emissions, together with other mitigation measures required for 
the proposed development, are so great that a reasonably 
prudent property owner would not proceed with the project in 
the face of such costs. 

 In considering how much, and what kind of, mitigation is necessary in light 
of these factors, the following list of options shall be considered, though 
the list is not intended to be exhaustive, as GHG-emission reduction 
strategies and their respective feasibility are likely to evolve over time. 
These measures are derived from multiple sources including the 
Mitigation Measure Summary in Appendix B of the California Air Pollution 
Control Officer’s Association (CAPCOA) white paper, CEQA & Climate 
Change (CAPCOA 2008); CAPCOA’s Model Policies for Greenhouse Gases in 
General Plans (CAPCOA 2009); and the California Attorney General’s Office 
publication, The California Environmental Quality Act: Addressing Global 
Warming Impacts at the Local Agency Level (California Attorney General’s 
Office 2010). 

Energy Efficiency 

o Include clean alternative energy features to promote energy self-
sufficiency (e.g., photovoltaic cells, solar thermal electricity 
systems, small wind turbines). 

o Design buildings to meet CEC Tier II requirements (e.g., exceeding 
the requirements of Title 24 [as of 2007] by 20 percent). 

o Site buildings to take advantage of shade and prevailing winds 
and design landscaping and sun screens to reduce energy use. 

o Install efficient lighting in all buildings (including residential). Also 
install lighting control systems, where practical. Use daylight as 
an integral part of lighting systems in all buildings. 

o Install light-colored “cool” pavements, and strategically located 
shade trees along all bicycle and pedestrian routes. 

Water Conservation and Efficiency 

o With the exception of ornamental shade trees, use water-
efficient landscapes with native, drought-resistant species in all 
public area and commercial landscaping. Use water-efficient turf 
in parks and other turf-dependent spaces. 

o Install the infrastructure to use reclaimed water for landscape 
irrigation and/or washing cars. 

o Install water-efficient irrigation systems and devices, such as soil 
moisture-based irrigation controls. 
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o Design buildings and lots to be water efficient. Only install water-
efficient fixtures and appliances. 

o Restrict watering methods (e.g., prohibit systems that apply 
water to non-vegetated surfaces) and control runoff. Prohibit 
businesses from using pressure washers for cleaning driveways, 
parking lots, sidewalks, and street surfaces. These restrictions 
should be included in the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions 
of the community. 

o Provide education about water conservation and available 
programs and incentives. 

o To reduce storm water runoff, which typically bogs down 
wastewater treatment systems and increases their energy 
consumption, construct driveways to single-family detached 
residences and parking lots and driveways of multi-family 
residential uses, with pervious surfaces. Possible designs include 
Hollywood drives (two concrete strips with vegetation or 
aggregate in between) and/or the use of porous concrete, porous 
asphalt, turf blocks, or pervious pavers. 

Solid Waste Measures 

o Reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste (including, 
but not limited to, soil, vegetation, concrete, lumber, metal, and 
cardboard). 

o Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and 
green waste at all buildings. 

o Provide adequate recycling containers in public areas, including 
parks, school grounds, golf courses, and pedestrian zones in areas 
of mixed-use development. 

o Provide education and publicity about reducing waste and 
available recycling services. 

Transportation and Motor Vehicles 

o Promote ride-sharing programs and employment centers (e.g., by 
designating a certain percentage of parking spaces for ride-
sharing vehicles, designating adequate passenger loading zones 
and waiting areas for ride-share vehicles, and providing a website 
or message board for coordinating ride-sharing). 

o Provide the necessary facilities and infrastructure in all land use 
types to encourage the use of low- or zero-emission vehicles (e.g., 
electric vehicle charging facilities and conveniently located 
alternative fueling stations). 

o At industrial and commercial land uses, all forklifts, “yard trucks,” 
or vehicles that are predominately used onsite at non-residential 
land uses shall be electric-powered or powered by biofuels (such 
as biodiesel [B100]) that are produced from waste products, or 
shall use other technologies that do not rely on direct fossil fuel 
consumption. 

Furthermore, we identified several mitigation measures from the June 2022 Public Review Draft 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the City of Huntington Beach 2021-2029 Housing Element 
Update Implementation Program (SCH No. 2021080104) and the August 2017 Final Program 
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Environmental Impact Report for the City of Huntington Beach General Plan Update (SCH No. 
2015101032).45 

City of Huntington Beach 

Air Quality Mitigation Measures 

Impact/Potential Impact Mitigation Measure 
Impact AQ-2 
Would the project result in a 
cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant 
for which the project region is in 
nonattainment under an 
applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions 
which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

GPU PEIR MM 4.2-1  
Project applicants shall require by contract specifications that all diesel-
powered equipment used will be retrofitted with after-treatment products 
(e.g., engine catalysts). Contract specifications shall be included in project 
construction documents, which shall be reviewed by the City of 
Huntington Beach prior to issuance of a grading permit. 
GPU PEIR MM 4.2-2  
Project applicants shall require by contract specifications that all heavy-
duty diesel-powered equipment operating and refueling at the project site 
use low nitrogen oxides diesel fuel to the extent that it is readily available 
and cost effective in the Basin (this does not apply to diesel-powered 
trucks traveling to and from the project site). Contract specifications shall 
be included in project construction documents, which shall be reviewed by 
the City of Huntington Beach prior to issuance of a grading permit.  
GPU PEIR MM 4.2-3  
Project applicants shall require by contract specifications that construction 
equipment engines be maintained in good condition and in proper tune 
per manufacturer’s specification for the duration of construction. Contract 
specifications shall be included in project construction documents, which 
shall be reviewed by the City of Huntington Beach prior to issuance of a 
grading permit.  
GPU PEIR MM 4.2-4  
Project applicants shall require by contract specifications that construction 
operations rely on the electricity infrastructure surrounding the 
construction site rather than electrical generators powered by internal 
combustion engines. Contract specifications shall be included in project 
construction documents, which shall be reviewed by the City of 
Huntington Beach prior to issuance of a grading permit. 
GPU PEIR MM 4.2-5  
As required by South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403—
Fugitive Dust, all construction activities that are capable of generating 
fugitive dust are required to implement dust control measures during each 
phase of project development to reduce the amount of particulate matter 
entrained in the ambient air. These measures include the following:  
(1) Application of soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas  
(2) Quick replacement of ground cover in disturbed areas  
(3) Watering of exposed surfaces three times daily  

 
45 https://www.huntingtonbeachca.gov/government/departments/planning/environmental-reports/files/2021-
2029-Housing-Element-Update-Subsequent-Environmental-Impact-Report-(1-of-3).pdf. 
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(4) Watering of all unpaved haul roads three times daily  
(5) Covering all stock piles with tarp  
(6) Reduction of vehicle speed on unpaved roads  
(7) Post signs on-site limiting traffic to 15 miles per hour or less  
(8) Sweep streets adjacent to the project site at the end of the day if 
visible soil material is carried over to adjacent roads  
(9) Cover or have water applied to the exposed surface of all trucks 
hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials prior to leaving the site to 
prevent dust from impacting the surrounding areas  
(10) Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads 
onto paved roads to wash off trucks and any equipment leaving the site 
each trip 
GPU PEIR MM 4.2-6 
Project applicants shall require by contract specifications that 
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. Diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles with 
gross vehicular weight ratings of greater than 10,000 pounds shall be 
turned off when not in use for more than 5 minutes. Contract 
specifications shall be included in future project construction documents, 
which shall be approved by the City of Huntington Beach.  
GPU PEIR MM 4.2-7 
Project applicants shall require by contract specifications that construction 
parking be configured to minimize traffic interference during the 
construction period and, therefore, reduce idling of traffic. Contract 
specifications shall be included in future project construction documents, 
which shall be approved by the City of Huntington Beach. 
GPU PEIR MM 4.2-8  
Project applicants shall require by contract specifications that temporary 
traffic controls are provided, such as a flag person, during all phases of 
construction to facilitate smooth traffic flow. Contract specifications shall 
be included in future project construction documents, which shall be 
approved by the City of Huntington Beach. 
GPU PEIR MM 4.2-9  
Project applicants shall require by contract specifications that construction 
activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial system be scheduled to off-
peak hours (10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.). Contract specifications shall be 
included in future project construction documents, which shall be 
approved by the City of Huntington Beach.  
GPU PEIR MM 4.2-10  
Project applicants shall require by contract specifications that dedicated 
on-site and off-site left-turn lanes on truck hauling routes be utilized for 
movement of construction trucks and equipment on-site and off-site to 
the extent feasible during construction activities. Contract specifications 
shall be included in future project construction documents, which shall be 
approved by the City of Huntington Beach. 
GPU PEIR MM 4.2-11 
Upon issuance of building or grading permits, whichever is issued earlier, 
notification shall be mailed to owners and occupants of all developed land 
uses within 300 feet of a project site providing a schedule for major 
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construction activities that will occur through the duration of the 
construction period. In addition, the notification will include the 
identification and contact number for a community liaison and designated 
construction manager that would be available on-site to monitor 
construction activities. The construction manager shall be responsible for 
complying with all project requirements related to PM10 generation. The 
construction manager will be located at the on-site construction office 
during construction hours for the duration of all construction activities. 
Contract information for the community liaison and construction manager 
will be located at the construction office, City Hall, the police department, 
and a sign on site. 
GPU PEIR MM 4.2-12 
Project applicants shall require by contract specifications that the 
architectural coating (paint and primer) products used would have a 
volatile organic compound rating of 50 grams per liter or less. Contract 
specifications shall be included in future project construction documents, 
which shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Huntington Beach. 
GPU PEIR MM 4.2-13 
Project applicants shall require by contract specifications that materials 
that do not require painting be used during construction to the extent 
feasible. Contract specifications shall be included in future project 
construction documents, which shall be reviewed and approved by the 
City of Huntington Beach. 
GPU PEIR MM 4.2-14 
Project applicants shall require by contract specifications that pre-painted 
construction materials be used to the extent feasible. Contract 
specifications shall be included in future project construction documents, 
which shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Huntington Beach.  

Impact AQ-3 
Would the project expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

MM AQ-1  
During the site-specific entitlement and/or the design review process, the 
City of Huntington Beach Community Development Department shall that 
a project-specific Health Risk Assessment shall be conducted for future 
residential development proposed within 500 feet of the I-405 freeway 
right of-way, pursuant to the recommendations set forth in the CARB Air 
Quality and Land Use Handbook. The Health Risk Assessment shall 
evaluate a project per the following SCAQMD thresholds: 

 Cancer Risk: Emit carcinogenic or toxic contaminants that exceed 
the maximum individual cancer risk of 10 in one million. 

 Non-Cancer Risk: Emit toxic contaminants that exceed the 
maximum hazard quotient of one in one million.  

The SCAQMD has also established non-carcinogenic risk parameters for 
use in HRAs. Noncarcinogenic risks are quantified by calculating a “hazard 
index,” expressed as the ratio between the ambient pollutant 
concentration and its toxicity or Reference Exposure Level (REL). An REL is 
a concentration at or below which health effects are not likely to occur. A 
hazard index less of than one (1.0) means that adverse health effects are 
not expected. If projects are found to exceed the SCAQMD’s Health Risk 
Assessment thresholds, mitigation measures, such as requiring MERV 13 
air filters in all dwelling units, shall be incorporated to reduce impacts to 
below SCAQMD thresholds.  
MM AQ-2 
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During the site-specific entitlement and/or the design review process, the 
City of Huntington Beach Community Development Department shall 
ensure that residential development shall not be located closer than 1,000 
feet from any existing or proposed distribution center/warehouse facility 
which generates a minimum of 100 heavy truck trips per day, or 40 truck 
trips with transport refrigeration units (TRUs) per day, or TRU operations 
exceeding 300 hours per week, pursuant to the recommendations set 
forth in the CARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook. If future residential 
development cannot meet this setback, a project-specific Health Risk 
Assessment shall be prepared to evaluate a project for the SCAQMD 
thresholds (i.e., carcinogenic risk equals or exceeds 10 in one million; 
acute non-carcinogenic hazard index equals or exceeds one; and/or if 
chronic non-carcinogenic hazard index equals or exceeds one, as outlined 
above). If projects are found to exceed the SCAQMD’s Health Risk 
Assessment thresholds, mitigation measures, such as requiring MERV 13 
air filters in all dwelling units, shall be incorporated to reduce impacts to 
below SCAQMD thresholds.  

As demonstrated above, while the San Pedro Community Plan incorporates some of the same mitigation 
measures as the City of Huntington Beach General Plan Update, the Housing Plan Element incorporates 
MM AQ-1 and MM AQ-2, which pertain to future health risks. As previously discussed, the proposed 
Project results in a potentially significant health risk impacts. The Program EIR should have accounted 
for the health risk to future and existing sensitive receptors but failed to do so. 

Furthermore, as demonstrated above, the City of Long Beach and Huntington both offer examples of 
plans and projects that incorporate mitigation measures that the Program EIR failed to consider. These 
measures offer a cost-effective, feasible way to incorporate lower-emitting design features into the 
proposed Project, which subsequently, reduce emissions released during Project construction and 
operation.  The Program EIR’s MMP lack of substantial measures to reduce the Project’s impact on the 
environment is clearly negligent. As such, a full CEQA analysis must be prepared in a subsequent EIR to 
include all feasible mitigation measures, as well as include updated air quality, health risk, and GHG 
analyses to ensure that the necessary mitigation measures are implemented to reduce emissions to 
below thresholds. The subsequent EIR should also demonstrate a commitment to the implementation of 
these measures prior to Project approval, to ensure that the Project’s significant emissions are reduced 
to the maximum extent possible. 

Disclaimer 
SWAPE has received limited discovery regarding this project. Additional information may become 
available in the future; thus, we retain the right to revise or amend this report when additional 
information becomes available. Our professional services have been performed using that degree of 
care and skill ordinarily exercised, under similar circumstances, by reputable environmental consultants 
practicing in this or similar localities at the time of service. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is 
made as to the scope of work, work methodologies and protocols, site conditions, analytical testing 
results, and findings presented. This report reflects efforts which were limited to information that was 
reasonably accessible at the time of the work, and may contain informational gaps, inconsistencies, or 
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otherwise be incomplete due to the unavailability or uncertainty of information obtained or provided by 
third parties.  

 

Sincerely,  

 
Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 
 

 
Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D. 
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