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California Environmental Quality Act — Notice of

Preparation
Date: December 18, 2013
To: Responsible Agencies and Interested Parties
Subject: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report

and Public Scoping Meeting for the City of Los Alamitos
General Plan Update

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City of Los Alamitos has prepared
an Initial Study for the City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update and has
determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is necessary.
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21165 and the California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines) Section 15050,
the City of Los Alamitos is the Lead Agency for the project. The purpose of
this notice is (1) to serve as a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR
pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, (2) to advise and solicit
comments and suggestions regarding the scope and content of the EIR to be
prepared for the proposed project, and (3) to notice the public scoping
meeting. Copies of the Initial Study are available for review at the following
locations:

Los Alamitos/Rossmoor Library
12700 Montecito
Seal Beach, CA 90740

City of Los Alamitos
3191 Katella Avenue
Los Alamitos, CA 90720

The document can also be accessed online at:
http://losalgeneralplan.org/documents

Notice of Availability: Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.4
and CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, the Initial Study will be available for
a 30-day public review from Wednesday December 18, 2013, through
Friday, January 17, 2014. The City, as Lead Agency, requests that
responsible and trustee agencies respond in a manner consistent with
Section 15082(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. All comments and responses to
this Notice of Preparation should be submitted in writing to Steven
Mendoza at the City address above by Friday, January 17, 2014,

Scoping Meeting: The City will conduct a public scoping meeting in
conjunction with this NOP in order to present the project and the EIR
process and to receive public comments and suggestions regarding the
scope and content of the EIR. The meeting will be held:

Monday, January 6, 2014, at 5:00 p.m.
City of Los Alamitos
3191 Katella Avenue
Los Alamitos, CA 90720



POSTED

ORANGE

DEC 18 2013
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Project Title: City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update

Project Location: The City of Los Alamitos is on the northwestern
boundary of Orange County and approximately 23 miles (driving distance)
south of downtown Los Angeles. The City is surrounded by highly
urbanized areas of Orange County and is near the cities of Long Beach, Seal
Beach, Hawaiian Gardens, Cypress, and Garden Grove. Interstate 605 (I-
605) runs north-south along the City’s western boundary. No other
interstate or state route crosses the City. However, I-405 travels northwest
to southeast around the City’s southern boundary, and State Route 22 (SR-
22) travels east to west approximately 0.4 miles south of the City, providing
regional access to Los Alamitos. The City’s sphere of influence (SOI)
encompasses the unincorporated community of Rossmoor on the southwest
side of the City.

Project Description: The proposed project is an update to the City of Los
Alamitos General Plan. The Los Alamitos General Plan Update is intended
to shape development in the City and the unincorporated community of
Rossmoor over the next 20-plus years. The Los Alamitos General Plan
Update involves reorganization of the current General Plan into the
following six required and two optional elements: land use element,
circulation and transportation element, open space and recreation element,
conservation element, safety element, noise element, economic
development element, and growth management element. The Los Alamitos
Joint Forces Training Base (JETB) is within the City of Los Alamitos. The
proposed Los Alamitos General Plan Update identifies the JFTB as
Community & Institutional/JFTB. However, the City of Los Alamitos has
no jurisdiction or land use authority over this U.S. military installation. The
General Plan Update would result in a total of 8,735 residential units, a
population of 23,003 people, 8,881,442 square feet of nonresidential
development, and 18,430 jobs in the City and unincorporated community of
Rossmoor.

Environmental Issues: Based on the Initial Study prepared for the
proposed project, the City anticipates several potential impacts that will
need to be addressed in the EIR:

Noise

Population & Housing
Public Services

Recreation

Transportation & Traffic
Utilities & Service Systems

Aesthetics

Air Quality

Cultural Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards & Hazardous Materiak
Land Use & Planning

The Draft EIR will address the short- and long-term effects of the General
Plan Update on the environment. Mitigation measures will be proposed for
impacts that are determined to be significant.

Project Sponsor: City of Los Alamitos
Consulting Firm: The Planning Center|[DC&E

Date: December 18, 2013

Signature:
Steven Mendoza
Community Development Director
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1. Introduction

The City of Los Alamitos is circulating for public review and comment this Notice of Preparation (NOP) and
Initial Study (IS) for the City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update (proposed project). This Initial Study has
been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as amended, to determine
if approval of the discretionary actions requested and subsequent development would have a significant impact
on the environment.

As defined by Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines, an initial study is prepared primarily to provide the lead
agency with information to use as the basis for determining whether a negative declaration, mitigated negative
declaration, or environmental impact report (EIR) would be appropriate for providing the necessary
environmental documentation and clearance for the proposed project.

1.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The City of Los Alamitos is located along the northwestern boundary of Orange County and approximately 23
miles (driving distance) south of downtown Los Angeles. As shown in Figure 1, Regional Location, the City is
surrounded by highly urbanized areas of Orange and Los Angeles County and is near the cities of Long Beach,
Seal Beach, Hawaiian Gardens, Cypress, and Garden Grove. Interstate 605 (I-605) runs north—south along the
City’s western boundary. No other interstate or state route crosses the City’s boundaries. However, Interstate 405
(I-405) travels northwest to southeast around the City’s southern boundary, and State Route 22 (SR-22) travels
east to west approximately 0.4 miles south of the City, providing regional access to Los Alamitos. The City’s
sphere of influence (SOI) encompasses the unincorporated community of Rossmoor on the southwest side of
the City (see Figure 2, Citywide Aerial).

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
1.2.1 Existing Land Use

The City of Los Alamitos encompasses 2,619 acres and its SOI extends to the 982-acre unincorporated
community of Rossmoor. Approximately 50 percent of the City’s total land area is occupied by the Los Alamitos
Joint Forces Training Base (JI'TB), and the remaining area is developed for urban uses. As shown in Figure 3,
Existing Land Use, these urban uses throughout the City include Single Family Residential, Multi-Family
Residential, Mobile Home Residential, General Office, Business Park, Medical Office, Commercial, Industrial,
Public/Quasi Public Facility, Parks, Watet, as well as rights-of-way and easements. Part of the Coyote Creck and
Carbon Creek channels, approximately 45 actes, flow through the City and into the San Gabriel River farther
south along the City’s western boundary. The City has only three acres of vacant land.

December 2013 Page 1
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1. Introduction

Generally, Los Alamitos is considered nearly built out and urbanized aside from the Los Alamitos JFTB. The
JFTB is designated Public/Quasi-Public Facility. The JFTB includes a 200-foot and a 150-foot private runways
oriented northeast—southwest and associated taxiways, ramp space, and hangars that are part of the Los Alamitos
Army Airfield (AAF). North of the two runways is the Operations and Administration for the JEFTB, which
includes: the California Army National Guard and the U.S. Army Reserve headquarters buildings; operational and
training facilities; general administration and installation support; and common-use classrooms, assembly areas,

and dining facilities.

Table 1 shows various statistics for the existing land uses in Los Alamitos and Rossmoor.

Page 2 The Planning Center| DC&E
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Table 1 Existing Land Use Summary

1. Introduction

Category Acres Residential Units Population Nonresidential Square Feet Employment
Los Alamitos 2,619 4,421 11,374 7,569,720 14,265
Business Park 96 1,631,766 3,264
Commercial 67 1,013,431 2,896
General Office 19 447,115 1,788
Industrial 95 1,505,204 2,150
Medical Office 31 749,440 3,065
Multi-Family Residential 122 2,629 6,764 -
Other Residential 12 112 288 -
Parks 17 -
Community & Institutional 172 951,862 680
Single Family Residential 275 1,680 4,322 -
Vacant 3 -
Water 45 -
ROW 305 -
Easement 44 -
Community & Institutional — JFTB 1,283 1,174,400 323
Parks — JFTB 22 8,972
General Office - JFTB 12 87,530 100
Rossmoor 982 3,779 10,234 408,257 395
Commercial 6 87,129 249
Medical Office 1 -
Multi-Family Residential 18 334 905
Parks 19 20,882
Public / Quasi-Public Facility 45 300,246 146
Single Family Residential 642 3,445 9,330

December 2013
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1. Introduction

Table 1 Existing Land Use Summary

Category Acres Residential Units Population Nonresidential Square Feet Employment
Water 17 - - -
ROW 233
Grand Total 3,601 8,200 21,608 7,977,977 14,660

Sources and assumptions:
Units: Los Alamitos General Plan Update.

Population: U.S. Census, American Community Survey 2007-2011. 2.66 persons per household in the City of Los Alamitos (a); 2.75 persons per household in Rossmoor (b).
Nonresidential Square Footage: Field survey and GIS analysis by The Planning Center|DC&E, 2011-12.
Employment: U.S. Census, OnTheMap Application, Longitudinal-Employer Household Dynamics Program, 2012. Employment figures sorted to match existing land use categories by The Planning Center|[DC&E.

Page 4
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Figure 3
Existing Land Use
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LOS ALAMITOS GENERAL PLAN UPDATE INITIAL STUDY
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1. Introduction

1.2.2  Surrounding Land Use

The City of Los Alamitos is largely surrounded by developed and urbanized communities of Orange and Los
Angeles County. As shown in Figure 2, Citywide Aerial, the City is bordered by Old Ranch Country Club and Golf
Course directly south of the Los Alamitos JFTB; a mixture of developed residential areas to the south and
southeast in Garden Grove; business park and residential uses to the north and northeast in Cypress and
Hawaiian Gardens; El Dorado Regional Park and Golf Course to the northwest in Long Beach; and California
State University, Long Beach, to the west. South of the unincorporated area of Rossmoor is the retirement
community of Leisure World Seal Beach.

Neighboring freeways include I-605 to the west that runs north—south through Los Angeles and Orange counties;
1-405 to the south that runs northwest—southeast through the two counties; and SR-22 to the south, also known
as the Garden Grove Freeway, that runs east—west, mainly through Orange County.

1.2.3 Current General Plan

The current Los Alamitos 2010 General Plan was adopted in May 1990, with multiple amendments since then,
including a major amendment in 2000. The current general plan has nine elements:

m  Land Use

m  Conservation

= Safety

m  Open Space and Recreation

m  Circulation and Transportation
= Noise

m  Economic Development

m  Housing

Growth Management

Table 2 outlines the current land use designations in the Los Alamitos 2010 General Plan. As shown in the table
and in Figure 4, Current General Plan Iand Use, 15 land use designations currently regulate development in the City
and its SOI. The largest land area is designated for the JFTB, and the next largest in the City are designated for
residential (single- and multifamily) and planned industrial uses. A smaller percentage of the City’s land area is
designated for office and retail business uses.

Decenmber 2013 Page 11
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LOS ALAMITOS GENERAL PLAN UPDATE INITIAL STUDY
CITY OF LOS ALAMITOS

Table 2 Current General Plan Land Use

1. Introduction

Category Acres Residential Units Population Nonresidential Square Feet Employment
Los Alamitos 2,619 5,439 14,204 8,562,942 16,235
Community & Institutional 150 - - 976,513 658
Community & Institutional/JFTB 1,279 - - 1,394,985 675

Easement 4
Limited Multi-Family Residential 18 189 494
Multi-Family Residential 174 3,689 9,633
Open Area 82
Planned Industrial 206 - - 3,632,341 6,317
Professional Office 40 12 31 978,913 3,916
Retail Business 55 - - 997,367 3,325
Single Family Residential 258 1,549 4,046
Specific Plan 17 582,824 1,345
Suburban Residential 0
ROW 336
Rossmoor 982 3,963 10,540 426,112 408
Suburban Residential 749 3,963 10,540 426,112 408
ROW 233
Grand Total 3,601 9,402 24,744 8,989,054 16,643
Sources and assumptions:
Units: The Planning Center|DC&E, 2012. The following density assumptions were used unless adjusted by a specific project or to reflect the current buildout of an existing neighborhood.
Single Family Residential: 6 units per acre
Limited Multi-Family Residential: 12 units per acre
Multi-Family Residential: 22 units per acre
Suburban Residential: 5.65 units per acre Population: The Planning Center|DC&E, 2012. 2.70 persons per household in the City of Los Alamitos; 2.75 persons per household in Rossmoor.
Nonresidential Square Footage: The Planning Center|DC&E, 2011-12. Projections assumed an increase of approximately 10 percent above existing building square footage.
Employment: The Planning Center|DC&E, 2012. The following employment generation factors were used.
Retail Business: 300 square feet per employee Community & Institutional/JFTB: 1,000 square feet per employee
Professional Office: 250 square feet per employee Community & Institutional: 1,000 square feet per employee
Planned Industrial: 575 square feet per employee Specific Plan: per assumptions in Los Alamitos Medical Center Specific Plan EIR
Limited Industrial: 575 square feet per employee
Mixed Use: 275 square feet per employee
December 2013 Page 13
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Figure 4
Current General Plan Land Use
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LOS ALAMITOS GENERAL PLAN UPDATE INITIAL STUDY
CITY OF LOS ALAMITOS

1. Introduction

1.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is an update to the City of Los Alamitos General Plan. The Los Alamitos General Plan
Update is intended to shape development in the City and the unincorporated community of Rossmoor (sphere of
influence) over the next 20-plus years.

1.3.1 General Plan Community Values

The General Plan Update is guided by a set of community values and priorities developed by the Los Alamitos
City Council and Commissions with input from the community in Los Alamitos and Rossmoor. The following

values are integrated into the General Plan Update’s policies and goals:

®m  Maintain high levels of safety and service

m  Create an attractive and pedestrian-friendly downtown
m  Introduce pedestrian bridges

®  Maximize retail opportunities along Katella Ave

m  Relocate City Hall

m  Offer incentives to preserve and attract business

m  Improve the look and identity of the City

®  Provide consistent and effective code enforcement

m  Maintain a good relationship with the school district

m  Create more open space, patk, trail, community garden, and recreation areas
m  Evaluate annexation carefully

m  Hstablish centralized parking options

®  Enhance cultural uses and historical preservation

1.3.2 Proposed General Plan Elements

The Los Alamitos General Plan Update involves reorganization of the current General Plan into the following six
required and two optional elements:

Required General Plan Elements

®  The Land Use Element guides the distribution, location, and extent of land uses for housing, business,
industry, institutions, open space, and recreation in the City and its sphere of influence. The element includes
goals, policies, and implementation direction and establishes development criteria and standards, including
building intensity and residential density.

®  The Circulation and Transportation Element addresses the identification, location, and extent of existing
and proposed major thoroughfares, transportation routes, multimodal transportation options, and local public

utilities and facilities. It serves as an infrastructure plan and is correlated with the land use element.
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The Open Space and Recreation Element focuses on natural and built recreational resources. It focuses
on the preservation of existing open spaces and recreational facilities and the development of new resources.

The Conservation Element emphasizes the conservation of natural, cultural, and historic resoutces within
the community to maximize their value and prevent their wasteful exploitation and destruction.

The Safety Element identifies natural and man-made hazards and establishes policies to protect the people
and property within community.

The Noise Element provides guidance related to noise conditions and identifies goals and policies aimed at

mitigating and adapting to nuisance noise.

Optional General Plan Elements

The Economic Development Element includes long-term goals for the community and policies to guide
decision making relative to economic issues.

The Growth Management Element is required for Orange County jurisdictions (Measure M) and ensures
that growth and development is commensurate with the City’s ability to provide an adequate circulation
system.

1.3.3 Proposed Land Use Designations

Table 3 outlines the proposed land use designations and details the projected population, employment, dwelling

units, and nonresidential square footage of development planned for under the General Plan Update. The

proposed land use designations are also shown on Figure 5, Proposed General Plan Land Use.
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1. Introduction

Category Acres Residential Units Population Nonresidential Square Feet Employment
Los Alamitos 2,619 4,772 12,463 8,455,330 18,022
Community & Institutional 152 928,409 645
Community & Institutional/JFTB 1,318 1,397,993 675
Easement 4 -
Limited Industrial 8 106,286 185
Limited Multi-Family Residential 18 189 494 -
Medical Overlay 13 357,255 1,429
Mixed Use 19 14 35 626,644 2,279
Multi-Family Residential 145 3,017 7,880 -
Open Area 82 -
Planned Industrial 141 2,794,587 4,860
Professional Office 22 3 8 543,573 2,174
Retail Business 86 1,117,758 4,431
Single Family Residential 258 1,549 4,046 -
Specific Plan 17 582,824 1,345
Suburban Residential 0 -
ROW 336 -
Rossmoor 982 3,963 10,540 426,112 408
Suburban Residential 749 3,963 10,540 426,112 408
ROW 233
Grand Total 3,601 8,735 23,003 8,881,442 18,430
Increase from Existing Conditions 0 535 1,395 903,465 3,722
Change Compared to the Current General Plan 0 -667 -1,741 -104,612 1,787
Decentber 2013 Page 19
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Table 3 Proposed General Plan Land Use

Category Acres Residential Units Population Nonresidential Square Feet Employment
Sources and assumptions:
Units: The Planning Center|DC&E, 2012. The following density assumptions were used unless adjusted by a specific project or to reflect the current buildout of an existing neighborhood.
Single Family Residential: 6 units per acre  Limited Multi Family Residential: 12 units per acre  Multi Family Residential: 22 units per acre  Suburban Residential: 5.65 units per acre
Mixed Use: applied on a parcel-by-parcel basis; when residential assumed, the residential density was projected at 22 units per acre
Population: The Planning Center|DC&E, 2012. 2.70 persons per household in the City of Los Alamitos; 2.75 persons per household in Rossmoor.
Nonresidential Square Footage: The Planning Center|DC&E, 2011-12. Projections assumed an increase of approximately 10 percent above existing building square footage.
Employment: The Planning Center|DC&E, 2012. The following employment generation factors were used.
Retail Business: 300 square feet per employee Planned Industrial: 575 square feet per employee ~ Community & Institutional/JFTB: 1,000 square feet per employee Mixed Use: 275 square feet per employee
Professional Office: 250 square feet per employee Limited Industrial: 575 square feet per employee  Community & Institutional: 1,000 square feet per employee
Medical Overlay: 250 square feet per employee Specific Plan: per assumptions in Los Alamitos Medical Center Specific Plan EIR

Page 20 The Planning Center
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Figure 5
Proposed General Plan Land Use
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Los Alamitos Joint Forces Training Base

No changes are proposed to the land use designations of the Los Alamitos JFTB. The proposed Los Alamitos
General Plan Update identifies the JFTB as Community & Institutional/JFTB. The City of Los Alamitos has no
jurisdiction or land use authority on this US. military installation. Consequently, no changes from existing
conditions are assumed within the Los Alamitos JF'TB as part of the City’s General Plan Update.

1.4 EXISTING ZONING AND GENERAL PLAN

The current general plan, Los Alamitos 2010 General Plan, was adopted in May 1990—2010 was the planning
horizon when the plan was approved in 1990 and substantially amended in 2000.

The City’s zoning map identifies where various uses are allowed throughout the City—residential, community
facilities, commercial, office, industrial, and open space.

1.5 CITY ACTION REQUESTED

The Los Alamitos City Council is the City’s legislative body and the approving authority for the City of Los
Alamitos General Plan. In order to implement the General Plan, the City Council must take the following actions:

m  Certify the City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update EIR

m  Adopt Findings of Fact (and Statement of Overriding Considerations, if required)
m  Adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

" Adopt the City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update

1.6 RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES

A public agency other than the lead agency that has discretionary approval power over a project is a responsible
agency, as defined by CEQA Guidelines. Adoption of the City of Los Alamitos General Plan does not require
permits or approvals from any other agency.

1.7 REVIEWING AGENCIES

Reviewing agencies do not have discretionary powers to approve or deny the proposed project or actions needed
to implement it, but may review the environmental document for adequacy and accuracy. Potential reviewing
agencies include:

Federal

m  US Army Corps of Engineers
m  US Fish and Wildlife Service
m  US Environmental Protection Agency

®  (California National Guard (Los Alamitos JFTB)
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State

m  California Highway Patrol
m  California Department of Transportation, District 12
m  California Department of Fish and Wildlife

" Native American Heritage Commission

Regional/Local

m  South Coast Air Quality Management District

m  Orange County Transportation Authority

m  County of Orange Community Development Department
m County of Los Angeles Regional Planning

m  Orange County Fire Authority

m  Orange County Flood Control District

m  Orange County Sheriff’s Department

m  Southern California Association of Governments
m  City of Long Beach

m  City of Seal Beach

m  City of Cerritos

m  City of Cypress

m  City of Westminster

m  Los Alamitos Unified School District

m  Los Alamitos Medical Center

" Municipal Water District of Orange County

Page 24
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2. Environmental Checklist

2.1

BACKGROUND

1. Project Title: City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:
City of Los Alamitos
3191 Katella Avenue
Los Alamitos, CA 90720

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:
Steven Mendoza, Community Development Director
(562) 431-3538

4. Project Location:
The City of Los Alamitos is in the northwestern corner of Orange County, bordering the Orange-Los
Angeles county line. The City borders the Los Angeles County cities of Hawaiian Gardens and Long Beach
to the north and west, respectively; and the Orange County cities of Cypress to the east and Garden Grove
and Seal Beach to the south. The City’s sphere of influence includes the unincorporated community of
Rossmoor, adjacent to the City’s southwestern boundary.

5. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:
City of Los Alamitos
2191 Katella Avenue
Los Alamitos, CA 90702

6. General Plan Designation:
Various General Plan designations throughout the City. See Section 1.2.3.

7. Zoning: Various zoning designations throughout the City.

8. Description of Project:
The proposed project is an update to the City of Los Alamitos General Plan. The Los Alamitos General Plan
Update is intended to shape development in the City and the unincorporated community of Rossmoor
(sphere of influence) over the next 20-plus years. The Los Alamitos General Plan Update will reorganize the
current General Plan into the following six required and two optional elements: land use element, circulation
and transportation element, open space and recreation element, conservation element, safety element, noise
element, economic development element, and growth management element. The Los Alamitos Joint Forces
Training Base is within the City of Los Alamitos. The proposed Los Alamitos General Plan Update identifies
the JFTB as Community & Institutional/JFTB. However, the City of Los Alamitos has no jutisdiction or land
use authority on this U.S. military installation. The General Plan Update would result in a total of 8,735
residential units, a population of 23,003 people, 8,881,442 square feet of nonresidential development, and
18,430 jobs in the City and unincorporated community of Rossmoor.
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9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
The City of Los Alamitos is largely surrounded by developed and urbanized communities of Orange and Los
Angeles County. Los Alamitos is bordered by Old Ranch Country Club and Golf Course directly south of
the Los Alamitos JFTB; a mixture of developed residential areas to the south and southeast in Garden
Grove; business park and residential uses to the north and northeast in Cypress; El Dorado Regional Park
and Golf Course to the northwest in Long Beach; and California State University, Long Beach, to the east.
South of the unincorporated area of Rossmoor is the retirement community of Leisure World Seal Beach.

10. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval Is Required: None

Page 26 The Planning Center| DC&E
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2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact,” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

X Aesthetics [0 Agricultural and Forest Resources Xl Air Quality

[ Biological Resources DX Cultural Resources [0 Geology / Soils

I Greenhouse Gas Emissions X1 Hazards & Hazardous Materials [ Hydrology / Water Quality

Land Use / Planning [0 Mineral Resources X Noise

X Population / Housing X  Public Services X Recreation

X Transportation / Traffic X Utilities / Service Systems XI Mandatory Findings of Significance

2.3 DETERMINATION (TO BE COMPLETED BY THE LEAD AGENCY)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will

not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the
project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant

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

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

Stgnature Date
Nodsn N Mendwza Citt A s Alawiios
Printed Nanse
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2.4 EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1)

2

3)

4)

5

)

7)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by
the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact”
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not
apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact”
answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors, as well as general standards (e.g., the
project would not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative
as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers
must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than
significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be
significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made,
an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation
of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than
Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they
reduce the effect to a less than significant level.

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect
has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a
brief discussion should identify the following:

a) [Earlier Analyses Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope
of and adequately analyzed in an eatlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state
whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier
document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information soutces for potential
impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document
should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. A
source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be cited in the
discussion.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.
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8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies

should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental
effects in whatever format is selected.

9) The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Issues Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
|. AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? X

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings X
within a state scenic highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
the site and its surroundings?

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

[I. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are

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

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

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

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

d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to

X

non-forest use? X
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of X

Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

[1l. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

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

b)  Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing or projected air quality violation?

c) Resultina cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality X
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

X

X
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

d)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

X

e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people?

X

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. would the project:

a)

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

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

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

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

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

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

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource as defined in § 15064.5?

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5?

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

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside
of formal cemeteries?

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. would the project:

a)

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map, issued by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

December 2013
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

X

iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

X
X
X

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

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

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

. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. Would the project:

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

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

X

VIIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. would the project:

a)

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

X

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

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

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

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

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working
in the project area?
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

X

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. would the project:

a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?

b)

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would
be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-
existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river, in a manner which would result in a substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site?

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems
or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped
on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate
Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood flows?

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam?

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

><:/'

. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:

£

Physically divide an established community?

(=]
-~

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but
not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than

Significant No
Impact Impact

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or
natural community conservation plan?

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES. would the project:

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be a value to the region and the residents of the
state?

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

XIl. NOISE. would the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess
of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

b)  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c) Asubstantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

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

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

Xlll. POPULATION AND HOUSING. would the project:

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

b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

X

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

X

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other

performance objectives for any of the public services:

a) Fire protection? X
b)  Police protection? X
c) Schools? X
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Parks?

X

Other public facilities?

X

. RECREATION.

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

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

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. would the project:

a)

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of
the circulation system, taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel
and relevant components of the circulation system, including
but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

Conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and
travel demand measures, or other standards established by
the county congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

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

Result in inadequate emergency access?

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

X

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. would th

e project:

a)

Exceed waste water treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b)

Require or result in the construction of new water or waste
water treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?

Require or result in the construction of new storm water
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
effects?
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than

Significant No

Impact

Impact

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
from existing entitlements and resources or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

X

Result in a determination by the waste water treatment
provider, which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider's existing commitments?

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

9)

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations
related to solid waste?

XVIIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

a)

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

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

Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?
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3. Environmental Analysis

Section 2.3 provided a checklist of environmental impacts. This section provides an evaluation of the impact
categories and questions contained in the checklist and identifies mitigation measures, if applicable.

3.1 AESTHETICS

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less Than Significant Impact. The City is in a highly urbanized area of Orange County and generally
surrounded by other built-out cities, including Long Beach, Seal Beach, Cypress, Hawaiian Gardens, and Garden
Grove. The City’s physical setting in the Santa Ana River Basin region and relatively flat topography affords scenic
views of the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains. All of these vistas contribute to the unique
character of Los Alamitos. Locally, a significant amount of the City’s native grassland and chapatral vegetation
was removed and replaced with ornamental planting as development occurred (Los Alamitos 2000).

Los Alamitos and its SOI are primarily built out and do not contain substantial undeveloped areas. Proposed land
use changes are limited to urbanized areas of the City, and therefore infill and redevelopment would not impact

any major scenic vistas in the region. Impacts would be less than significant and this topic will not be evaluated in
the EIR.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

No Impact. The California State Scenic Roadways Program, established in 1963 by the state legislature, identifies
key roadways in California that contribute to the state’s scenic resources by providing viewsheds with aesthetic
value. The program establishes the state’s responsibility for the protection and enhancement of California’s
natural scenic beauty through regulations pertaining to scenic roadways and their function. Los Alamitos does not
contain an Officially Designated State Scenic Highway, Officially Designated County Scenic Highway, or Eligible
State Scenic Highway (DOT 2012). Therefore, no impacts relating to scenic highways would occur upon
implementation of the General Plan Update. This topic will not be evaluated in the EIR.

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?

Potentially Significant Impact. Although the majority of the city is built out and developed with a number of
buildings, structures, and hardscape improvements, future development in accordance with the General Plan
Update has the potential to impact the overall visual character of Los Alamitos and its surroundings through infill
and redevelopment of underutilized parcels. Thus, impacts to the existing visual character are potentially

significant, and additional analysis will be provided in the EIR.
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d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?

Less Than Significant Impact. Future development in accordance with the General Plan Update would allow
for development of currently undeveloped parcels and alteration, intensification, and redistribution of existing
land uses. Future development has the potential to introduce new sources of light and glare that could adversely
affect day or nighttime views in Los Alamitos. However, the City is nearly built out, and a significant amount of
ambient light already exists from surrounding cities and its own urban areas. Areas proposed for land use
intensification are within existing, developed areas of the City and are not adjacent to open space or natural areas.
Existing regulatory requirements per the City’s Municipal Code, Section 8.48.010 (Outdoor Lighting Performance
Standards)—including general outdoor lighting standards, parking lot lighting standards, and outdoor lighting
(spotlighting and floodlighting)—would assure that lighting impacts associated with the proposed project would
be less than significant. No further analysis is required in the EIR.

3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

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

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

Less Than Significant Impact. There are approximately 190 acres in the City and SOI that are identified as
Prime Farmland on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Department of Conservation (DLRP 2011). These prime farmlands are on the southern and northeastern
corners of the Los Alamitos JFTB property and are currently being cultivated for strawberry production through
an out-lease with a commercial farming operation (JFTB 2010). However, the City of Los Alamitos has no land
use authority on the Los Alamitos JI'TB, and the General Plan Update would not affect any land uses in the JF'TB
boundary. Therefore, the General Plan Update would result in a less than significant impact to farmland. No
additional discussion of this issue in the EIR is required.

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

No Impact. Williamson Act contracts restrict the use of privately owned land to agriculture and compatible
opens space uses under contract with local governments. In exchange, the land is taxed based on actual use rather
than potential market value. The City of Los Alamitos does not designate any land within the City for agricultural
uses. Additionally, no areas in the City are under Williamson Act contracts (DLRP 2007). Therefore, future
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development in accordance with the General Plan Update would not result in the conversion of areas zoned for

agriculture uses to nonagricultural use, and further analysis is not required. This topic will not be evaluated in the
EIR.

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

No Impact. Implementation of the General Plan Update would not rezone or conflict with the existing zoning
of forest land or timberland as defined by Public Resources Code sections 12220(g) or 51104(g). Los Alamitos
does not have any areas designated forest land or timberland for production or resource management. Therefore,
the proposed General Plan would not cause impacts to forest land or timberland. This topic will not be evaluated
in the EIR.

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

No Impact. See response to 3.2(c), above. There are no forest lands in Los Alamitos. Implementation of the
proposed General Plan would not convert forest land to nonforest use, and no impacts related to the loss of
forest land would occur. This topic will not be evaluated in the EIR.

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

?

use:

No Impact. As discussed above, the City and the SOI does not have agricultural or significant forest resources.
No impacts would occur, and this issue will not be addressed in the EIR.

3.3 AIRQUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The City of Los Alamitos is in the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB) and is
subject to the air quality management plan (AQMP) prepared by the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD). SCAMQD’s 2012 AQMP is based on regional growth forecasts for the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) region. Buildout of the General Plan Update would involve changes in land
use intensity and additional traffic volumes throughout the City and SO, resulting in an increase of air pollutant
emissions. Therefore, the General Plan Update could result in potentially significant impacts to air quality. The
EIR will assess the proposed project’s consistency with the AQMP and identify mitigation measures as necessary.

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?
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Potentially Significant Impact. The City of Los Alamitos is in the SOCAB, which is designated nonattainment
for ozone (O3), fine inhalable particulate matter (PMa ), coarse inhalable particulate matter (PMo), and lead (Los
Angeles County only) under the California and National ambient air quality standards (AAQS) and nonattainment
for nitrogen (NO>) under the California AAQS. Development pursuant to the General Plan Update may impact
air quality during construction and operation of planned uses and would generate an increase in vehicle trips. Air
pollutant emissions associated with the increase in stationary and mobile sources of air pollution within the City
and the SOI may exceed the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds and contribute to the current
nonattainment status of the SOCAB. The EIR will evaluate the potential for buildout of the General Plan Update
to generate significant air quality impacts.

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

Potentially Significant Impact. The SoCAB is designated nonattainment for O3, PMzs, PMio, lead (Los Angeles
County only), and NO; (state only). Buildout of the proposed General Plan would increase existing levels of
criteria air pollutants generated by land uses in the City and the SOI and would contribute to the nonattainment
status of the SOCAB. The EIR will evaluate air quality impacts of the proposed project. The EIR will identify the
policies of the proposed General Plan that are intended to reduce air quality impacts.

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Potentially Significant Impact. Development in accordance with the Los Alamitos General Plan Update may
expose sensitive receptors—that is, children, the elderly, or persons with respiratory-related health conditions—to
substantial pollutant concentrations. The EIR will evaluate the proposed land use changes and the potential air
quality impacts of these uses on sensitive receptors.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

Potentially Significant Impact. Residential development and commercial uses do not typically generate
objectionable odors that affect a substantial number of people. However, some industrial uses have the potential
to generate objectionable odors. The EIR will evaluate potential sources of odor generated by future development
accommodated by the General Plan Update and their potential to affect a substantial number of people.

3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Sensitive biological resoutces are habitats or species that have been recognized
by federal, state, and/or local agencies as being endangered, threatened, rare, or in decline throughout all or part
of their historical distribution. The California Natural Diversity Database (CDFW 2013) identifies a number of
sensitive plant and animal species at sites around Los Alamitos, but most of these are associated with aquatic and
wetland habitats at the mouth of the San Gabriel River and the open grassland habitats in the Los Alamitos JETB.
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The San Gabriel River flows to the west and outside of the City of Los Alamitos. Approximately half of the
City’s land area is occupied by the Los Alamitos JFTB, which has potential habitat for a number of sensitive
species such as the burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia). The City of Los Alamitos has no jurisdiction or land use
authority on this military base. The City’s General Plan Update does not propose any changes within the base and
would have no impact on species that occur there.

The City of Los Alamitos is urbanized (excluding the Los Alamitos JFTB); the existing vegetation is largely
ornamental; and the plants and animals found there are typical of urbanized areas of the region. Two streams
tlow through the City: Coyote Creek flows toward the San Gabriel River inside and adjoining the northwestern
part of the City, and a small section of Carbon Creek flows through the northern tip of the City. These streams
flow in concrete channels and provide limited habitat for species, and the General Plan Update maintains their
land use designations as Open Space. Coyote Creek and Carbon Creek would not be altered, and land uses
adjacent to the water sources would remain substantially the same as designated in the existing general plan.

There are several small patches of disturbed vegetation that occur along the Coyote Creek and Carbon Creek
channels, along the Southern California Edison and Southern Pacific Railroad easement areas, and on the
northern part of the parcels occupied by the Arrowhead Products facility on Lexington Drive. There is low
potential for rare plant species to occur in these areas. If these areas are proposed for development in the future,
biological assessments should be carried out to determine whether any sensitive species occur there. Compliance
with existing regulations regarding protection of sensitive species and their habitat would ensure no significant
impacts would occur. Therefore, impacts to the habitat of candidate, sensitive, or special status species within the
City or SOI would be less than significant upon implementation of the General Plan Update. This topic will not
be further evaluated in the EIR.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The City and SOI do not contain any riparian or other sensitive natural
communities. Coyote Creek and Carbon Creek provide seasonal water flows, but lack riparian habitat and would
not be altered under the General Plan Update. This topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

Less Than Significant Impact. Wetlands are lands where saturation with water is the dominant factor
determining the nature of soil development and the types of plant and wildlife communities living in the soil and
on its surface. The sections of Coyote Creek and Carbon Creek that pass through the City would be considered
jurisdictional waters, but not wetlands. These stream courses are concrete channels with biking and walking trails
along the tops. The Open Space designation for these channels and adjoining lands are not changed under the
General Plan Update, and they would not be impacted by its implementation. Wetlands may occur in the Los
Alamitos JFTB. The City has no jurisdiction or land use authority on this military base. The City’s General Plan
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Update does not propose any changes within the base, and would have no impact on wetlands that could occur
there. This topic will not be further analyzed in the EIR.

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

No Impact. The City is urbanized and surrounded by urbanized cities. Coyote Creek and Carbon Creek provide
aquatic connectivity upstream and downstream of the City, but these concrete channels provide limited wildlife
habitat. The San Gabriel River lies outside of City boundaries. The proposed update maintains these areas in
Open Space and would not impact wildlife movement or native wildlife nurseries. This topic will not be further
evaluated in the EIR.

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

No Impact. The City is urbanized and lacks natural habitats. The municipal code has a number of measutes to
protect trees on public lands and right of ways, to contribute to the City’s property values, aesthetics, and natural
resources. The proposed update does not conflict with any of these tree protection measures. This topic will not
be further evaluated in the EIR.

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

No Impact. The California Coastal Conservancy (CCC) is a state agency established to ensure the protection and
restoration of coastal resources by partnering with local governments, public agencies, and nonprofit
organizations (CCC 2010). The Rivers and Mountains Conservancy (RMC) is a regional conservancy agency that
works with the CCC to preserve and protect open space and habitat in eastern Los Angeles County and western
Orange County (RMC 2011). The RMC develops parkway and open space plans to provide best practices and
programs for low-impact recreation and educational uses, wildlife habitat restoration and protection, and
watershed improvements within the region. The Los Cerritos Wetlands at the mouth of the San Gabriel River in
the nearby cities of Seal Beach and Long Beach has been identified by the RMC and CCC as sensitive habitats in
need of protection. However, because the wetlands are not within the City of Los Alamitos, implementation of
the General Plan Update would not conflict with provisions of any Los Cerritos Wetlands conservation plans.
There are no other Habitat Conservation Plans (HCP) or Natural Community Conservation Plans (NCCP) in the
City. Implementation of the General Plan Update would not conflict with provisions of any HCP or NCCP. This
topic will not be further evaluated in the EIR.

3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in
§ 15064.5?
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Potentially Significant Impact. Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines defines historic resources as
resources listed or determined to be eligible for listing by the State Historical Resources Commission, a local
register of historical resources, or the lead agency. Generally a resource is considered to be “historically
significant” if it meets one of the following criteria:

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

ii) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

iii) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, petiod, region or method of construction, ot

represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or
iv) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

Although there are no sites in Los Alamitos listed on the state or federal registers of historic places, the City has a
number of structures that are of local significance. Furthermore, Rancho Los Alamitos and Rancho Los Cerritos
are in the neighboring city of Long Beach and listed on the National Register of Historic Places. Other historic
resources could also exist within the City or SOI. Changes to policies and land use designations in the General
Plan Update may impact these and other historical resources. A historical records search will be conducted, and
analysis of potential impacts to historic resources will be included in the EIR.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to

§ 15064.5?

Potentially Significant Impact. Los Alamitos was first inhabited by the Tongva peoples, also known as the
Gabrielino. Traditional Gabrielino territory included most of the San Fernando Valley, Los Angeles Basin, and
southern Channel Islands. Development in accordance with the proposed General Plan Update may cause the
disturbance of archaeological resources. Building construction in undeveloped areas or redevelopment that
requires excavation to depths greater than current foundations would potentially cause the destruction of
unknown archaeological resources. The EIR will evaluate potential impacts of the General Plan Update on
sensitive archeological resources. As a part of the EIR, a records search of archeological resources will be
conducted.

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Unique paleontological resources may be present in Los Alamitos, especially in
areas of undetermined significance where sedimentary formations are exposed. The EIR will evaluate potential
impacts of the General Plan Update on unique paleontological resources and geologic features. As patt of the
EIR, a record search for paleontological resources will be conducted.

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Less Than Significant Impact. California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, CEQA Section 15064.5, and
Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 mandate the process to be followed in the event of an accidental
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discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery. Specifically, California Health and
Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that in the event that human remains are discovered within the project site,
disturbance of the site shall remain halted until the coroner has conducted an investigation into the
circumstances, manner and cause of any death, and the recommendations concerning the treatment and
disposition of the human remains have been made to the person responsible for the excavation, or to his or her
authorized representative, in the manner provided in Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code. If the
coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his or her authority and if the coroner recognizes or has
reason to believe the human remains to be those of a Native American, he or she shall contact, by telephone
within 24 hours, the Native American Heritage Commission. Although soil-disturbing activities associated with
development in accordance with the General Plan Update could result in the discovery of human remains,
compliance with existing law would ensure that significant impacts to human remains would not occur. This topic
will not be evaluated in the EIR.

3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury,
or death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning map, issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42.

No Impact. The entire southern California region is considered seismically active. Los Alamitos is in a high
seismic risk zone subject to seismic activity from various faults, including the Los Alamitos Fault—the closest
fault, which also passes through the communities of Lakewood and Bellflower (CGS 2010). Other nearby
faults include the Norwalk, Newport-Inglewood-Rose Canyon, El Modena, Elysian Park, and Whittier-
Elsinore faults. However, none of these faults are zoned under the guidelines of the Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (DOC 1986). Thus, there are no Alquist-Priolo fault zones within the vicinity
of the City and no impact would occur. This will not be further analyzed in the EIR.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the General Plan Update would involve the alteration,
intensification, and redistribution of land uses in Los Alamitos. The fault zones listed above could cause
seismic ground shaking in Los Alamitos regardless of whether new development is built in the City and its
SOI under the proposed project. Furthermore, much of the southern California region is susceptible to
seismic ground shaking, and Los Alamitos is not any more susceptible than neighboring cities. New
development would have to adhere to applicable California Building Code (CBC) regulations to minimize
ground shaking impacts. The City has also adopted CBC Part 2 standards in the City’s Municipal Code,
Section 15.04.010 (Construction Codes Adopted), which includes building design standards for the
construction of new buildings and/or structures and specific seismic engineering design and construction
measures to avoid the potential for adverse ground shaking impacts. Thus, seismic ground shaking impacts
would be less than significant after compliance with applicable state and local regulations and policies and will
not be further analyzed in the EIR.
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iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction affects uniformly sized, loosely deposited, saturated, granular
soils with low clay content. Soils with these properties that undergo sufficient duration and intensity of
groundshaking may behave as a fluid for a short period of time. According to the Department of
Conservation Seismic Hazard Zones Map for the Los Alamitos Quadrangle, the City is zoned as an area of
historical liquefaction or where local geological, geotechnical, and groundwater conditions indicate a potential
for permanent ground displacements (DOC 1999). Though implementation of the General Plan Update
would allow for new buildings and structures to be constructed in liquefaction zones, all new development
would be required to conduct site-specific geotechnical studies and hazards assessments on a project-by-
project basis to determine site-specific soil properties and potential for ground failure. Furthermore,
compliance with standards in the CBC requires implementation of design features to mitigate any potential
ground failure hazards. Thus, impacts related to liquefaction would be less than significant and will not be
further discussed in the EIR.

iv) Landslides?

Less Than Significant Impact. Although implementation of the General Plan Update would involve the
alteration, intensification, and redistribution of land uses in Los Alamitos, the City and its SOI have low
vulnerability for landslide, mudslide, or rock-fall events induced by seismic activity or excessive rainfall
because Los Alamitos is primarily on flat land and has less than a 2 percent slope. With such flat and uniform
topography, the City and its SOI has very low potential for landslides. Therefore, implementation of the
General Plan Update would not result in significant impacts relating to landslides. This topic will not be
further evaluated in the EIR.

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

Less Than Significant. As described above, Los Alamitos is primarily on flat land. The City and its SOI are also
largely built out and do not feature substantial undeveloped areas where new development would disturb topsoil.
Due to the flat topography, soil erosion would not be an issue. New developments on sites larger than an acre are
also required to comply with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program’ General
Construction Permit (GCP) requirements, which include development and implementation of a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Furthermore, prior to construction and grading permit issuance, the City’s
Municipal Code, Section 8.44.060 (BMPS — Monitoring — Inspections), requires developers to implement best
management practices (BMPs) to ensure that discharge of pollutants from project sites is reduced so that it would
not cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality standards. This includes emphasizing erosion
prevention through sediment control, stabilizing slopes, and minimizing soil disturbance. By adhering to the
federal and local regulations, development in accordance to the General Plan Update would not result in
significant impacts relating to soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. Further evaluation of this topic in the EIR is not
required.

c) Belocated on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?
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Less Than Significant Impact. See response to Section 3.6(a), above. Although the City is near the Los
Alamitos Fault and within a zone of liquefaction potential, all new development is required to comply with CBC
standards for construction design and earthwork and foundation preparations to ensure soil and site stability.
Therefore, adherence to CBC standards on a project-by-project basis would ensure maximum protection against
unstable soils and geologic units. Thus, development due to the proposed project would be less than significant.
This impact will not be further analyzed.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Expansive soils are prone to change in volume because of the presence or
absence of moisture. Expansive soils decrease in volume when dry and increase when wet (shrink-swell). They
have high percentages of certain kinds of clay particles, which can expanding 10 percent or more as the clay
becomes wet. Soils composed predominantly of sand and gravel do not absorb much water. Expansive soils can
cause structural damage, cracked driveways and sidewalks, heaving of roads and highway structures, and
disruption of pipelines and other utilities. Expansive soils are most likely to occur in basins and on basin rims.

The soils in the City and SOl include clays, silts, and sand, most likely from alluvial and floodplain deposits from
the San Gabriel River. More specifically, the soils include Drained Bolsa Silt/Silty Loam, Drained Hueneme Fine
Sandy Loam, Metz Loamy Sand, and San Emigdio Fine Sandy/Moderately Sandy Loam. These soil types ate
considered suitable for urban development and have low shrink-swell potential and limited susceptibility to
expansion (RBF 2011). Furthermore, the City requires tentative maps for all new developments to include a
preliminary soils report based upon adequate test borings, pursuant to Municipal Code Section 16.08.070 (Soils
Report). If expansive soils are found, soils investigations of each potentially affected parcel may be required.
Additionally, CBC Section 1802.2.2 (Expansive Soils) also requites soils testing to identify expansive characteristics
and appropriate remediation measures. Specific treatments to eliminate expansion of soils include, but are not
limited to, grouting (cementing the soil particles together), recompaction (watering and compressing the soils),
and replacement with a nonexpansive material (excavation of unsuitable soil and filling with suitable material).
Therefore, building can occur successfully on potentially expansive soils with proper site- and project-specific
mitigation to offset the vertical and horizontal forces of the soil type. After complying with CBC and City
requirements, impacts relating to expansive soils would be less than significant. This topic will not be further
evaluated in the EIR.

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

No Impact. Wastewater services are provided by the Rossmoor/Los Alamitos Sewer District and the Orange
County Sanitation District. The City and the SOI does not use any septic tanks. Thus, the proposed project would

have no impact on septic tank or alternative wastewater disposal systems in Los Alamitos.
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3.7  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Implementation of future development projects pursuant to the General Plan
Update would increase land use intensities, generating additional traffic volumes and new direct and indirect
sources of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions throughout Los Alamitos. An analysis will be prepared as part of
the EIR to determine the General Plan Update’s potential GHG impacts.

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), requires
the state to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) adopted
the Scoping Plan to identify state regulations and programs that would be adopted by state agencies to achieve the
1990 target of AB 32. In addition, Senate Bill 375, the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of
2008 (SB 375), was adopted by the legislature to reduce per capita vehicle miles traveled and associated GHG
emissions from passenger vehicles. The Southern California Association of Government’s 2012 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy identifies the per capita GHG reduction goals for the
SCAG region. The EIR will evaluate consistency of the General Plan Update with the overall GHG reduction
goals of AB 32 and SB 375.

3.8 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Implementation of the General Plan Update would accommodate the
development of commercial (designated Retail Business and Professional Office in Table 3) and Limited
Industrial uses, which may manufacture, transport, store, use, and dispose of hazardous materials and waste. The
transport of hazardous materials along the highways and local roads creates potential risks for spills or leaks from
nonstationary sources. The alteration, intensification, and redistribution of land uses may also contribute to public
exposure and environmental hazards during transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. The EIR will
evaluate impacts of the General Plan Update relative to hazardous materials.

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The General Plan Update would accommodate the development of commercial
(designated as Retail Business and Professional Office in Table 3) and Limited Industrial uses. These land uses
have the potential to manufacture, use, store, and/or transport hazardous matetials; therefore, such new land uses
in Los Alamitos could create some risk of accidental release of hazardous materials. This topic will be addressed
in the EIR.
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c¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, ot waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Potentially Significant Impact. There are 10 public schools, an adult school, and numerous private schools in
Los Alamitos. Future development in accordance with the General Plan Update may involve development of land
uses that involve the use of hazardous materials or generate hazardous emissions within one-quarter mile of a
school. This impact is potentially significant and will be addressed in the EIR.

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Implementation of the General Plan Update would involve the alteration,
intensification, and redistribution of land uses in Los Alamitos. Development could occur on hazardous materials
sites. Sites that are identified as being contaminated by hazardous substances or containing underground storage
tanks and/or generators of hazardous waste are required to undergo remediation and cleanup putsuant to
regulations under the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and the Santa Ana Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) before construction activities can begin. Furthermore, if any future
specific project were to exceed regulatory action contamination levels, the developer would be required to
undertake remediation procedures under the supervision of the County Environmental Health Division, County
Department of Toxic Substances Control, or RWQCB, depending on the nature of the identified contaminants.

Future development in accordance with the General Plan Update could lead to a significant hazard to the public
or environment. Thus, the EIR will further discuss this impact and also include database searches for listings of
hazardous materials within Los Alamitos using the EnviroStor database maintained by the DTSC and the
GeoTracker database maintained by the State Water Resources Control Board. This impact will be addressed in
the EIR.

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

No Impact. The closest public airports to Los Alamitos ate the Long Beach Airport, approximately 3 miles west
of the City, and the Fullerton Municipal Airport, approximately 6 miles northeast of the City. However, the
Airport Land Use Plans for these airports do not extend into the City or its SOI. Therefore, no impact would
occur from these facilities. There are also no public or public use airports in Los Alamitos. Thus, this impact will
not be discussed further in the EIR.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Los Alamitos JFTB is in the City and has an airport for military
operations—the Los Alamitos Army Airfield (AAF). The City of Los Alamitos is within the Airport Environs
Land Use Plan (AELUP) for the JFTB. Future developments in the City and the SOI in accordance with the
General Plan Update could be affected by JFTB’s airport operations (OCALUC 2005). Future development in
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accordance to the General Plan Update could result in potentially significant impacts to residents and workers in
the City and the SOI related to safety hazards generated by the Los Alamitos AAF; therefore, airport hazards will
be further evaluated in the EIR.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Buildout of the General Plan Update would involve the alteration,
intensification, and redistribution of land uses in Los Alamitos. However, the City and its SOI is generally built
out, and the proposed land use changes would not result in substantial changes to the circulation patterns or
emergency access routes. Therefore, impacts to emergency response plans would be less than significant. This
topic will not be evaluated in the EIR.

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires,
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

No Impact. The City is not proximate to wildland areas and is not classified in the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection’s (CAL FIRE) “Communities at Risk” list (CAL FIRE 2012). CAL FIRE maps show
a “moderate” fire threat in the City of Los Alamitos and its SOI. Furthermore, land use changes proposed by the
General Plan Update are generally limited to infill development and would not expose people or structures to
heightened risks related to wildfires. Thus, no impacts would result from the proposed project, and no further
discussion will be required in the EIR.

3.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less Than Significant Impact. The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) establishes national water
quality standards. Pursuant to Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, the EPA has also established regulations under
the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program to control direct stormwater discharges.
In Los Alamitos, the Santa Ana RWQCB administers NPDES permitting programs and is responsible for
developing wastewater discharge requirements. Construction and operation of planned development per the
General Plan Update has the potential to discharge sediment and pollutants to storm drains and receiving waters.

As stated in the response to section 3.6(b), all new developments over an acre in size are required to obtain a
Construction General Permit (NPDES No. CAS000002) through the Santa Ana RWQCB NPDES program. The
permit requires the development and implementation of a SWPPP, which would identify point and non-point
sources of pollutant discharge that could adversely affect water quality in the City and its SOI. The SWPPP also
designates project-specific BMPs that would be appropriate for achieving minimal pollutant discharge during
construction and operations. Each applicant under the GCP must ensure that a SWPPP is prepared prior to
grading and is implemented during construction. The SWPPP must list BMPs implemented on the construction
site to reduce stormwater runoff and must contain a visual monitoring program; a chemical monitoring program
for "non-visible" pollutants to be implemented if there is a failure of BMPs; and a monitoring plan if the site
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discharges directly to a water body listed on the state’s 303(d) list of impaired waters. By implementing the BMPs,
projects would be able to minimize construction impacts on City water quality.

In May 2009, the Santa Ana RWQCB reissued the North Orange County Municipal Separate Stormwater (MS4)
Storm Water Permit as WDR Order R8-2009-0030 (NPDES Permit No. CAS618030) to the County of Orange,
the incorporated cities of Orange County, and the Orange County Flood Control District (OCFCD) within the
Santa Ana Region. Pursuant to this “Fourth-Term” MS4 Permit, the co-permittees were required to develop and
implement drainage area management plans (DAMP) for their jurisdictions, as well as local implementation plans
(LIPs), which describe the co-permittees’ urban runoff management programs for their local jurisdictions, such as
the City of Los Alamitos.

Under the City’s LIP, land development policies pertaining to hydromodification and low impact development
(LID) are regulated for new developments and significant redevelopment projects. The term “hydromodification”
refers to the changes in runoff characteristics from a watershed caused by changes in land use condition. More
specifically, hydromodification refers to “the change in the natural watershed hydrologic processes and runoff
characteristics (i.e., interception, infiltration, overland flow, interflow and groundwater flow) caused by
urbanization or other land use changes that result in increased stream flows and sediment transport.” LID BMPs
are used in project planning and design to preserve a site’s predevelopment hydrology by minimizing the loss of
natural hydrologic processes such as infiltration, evapotranspiration, and runoff detention. LID BMPs try to
offset these losses by introducing into the project’s land plan structural and nonstructural design components that
restore these water quality functions. These land development requirements are detailed in the countywide Model
Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) and Technical Guidance Document, approved in May 2011, which
cities have incorporated into their discretionary approval processes for new development and redevelopment
projects.

One component of the New Development/Significant Redevelopment Section of the City’s LIP is the provision
to prepare a project-specific WQMP for specified categories of development, aimed at reducing pollutants in
postdevelopment runoff. Specifically, a project-specific WQMP includes Santa Ana RWQCB-approved BMPs,
where applicable, that address postconstruction management of stormwater runoff water quality. This includes
operation and maintenance requirements for all structural or treatment control BMPs required for specific
categories of developments (termed “priority development projects”) to reduce pollutants in postdevelopment
runoff to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). The categories of development that require preparation of a
project-specific Priority Project WQMP include:

" All significant redevelopment projects, where significant redevelopment is defined as the addition or

replacement of 5,000 or more square feet of impervious surface on an already developed site;
" New development projects that create 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surface (collectively over the
entire project site), including commercial, industrial, residential housing subdivisions, mixed-use, and public

projects;

" Automotive repair shops;
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B Restaurants where the land area of development is 5,000 square feet or more including parking area;

" All hillside developments on 5,000 square feet or more that are on areas with known erosive soil conditions
or where natural slope is 25 percent or more;

" Developments of 2,500 square feet or more of impervious surface adjacent to (within 200 feet) or
discharging directly into environmentally sensitive areas, such as areas designated in the Ocean Plan as Areas
of Special Biological Significance or water bodies listed on the CWA Section 303(d) list of impaired waters;

B Parking lots with 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surface exposed to stormwater runoff;

B Streets, roads, highways, and freeways of 5,000 square feet or more of paved surface shall incorporate US
EPA guidance, “Managing Wet Weather with Green Infrastructure: Green Streets” in a manner consistent
with the MEP standard;

B Retail gasoline outlets of 5,000 or more square feet with a projected average daily traffic of 100 or more
vehicles per day.

As required by the City of Los Alamitos LIP and municipal ordinances on stormwater quality management (e.g:,
the City’s Municipal Code Chapter 8.44, Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Controls) and the Orange
County DAMP, projects that result in 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surfaces must submit a priority
project-specific WQMP to the City for approval prior to the City issuing any building or grading permits; the
project-specific WQMP is required to include appropriate BMPs. Sites are required to implement the minimum
BMPs designated by the City and are subject to inspections.

By complying with these federal and local regulations, development in accordance to the General Plan Update
would result in a less than significant impact on the City’s water quality standards and waste discharge
requirements. This impact will not be further analyzed in the EIR.

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or intetfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

Less Than Significant Impact. Groundwater for the City of Los Alamitos is provided by Golden State Water
Company (GSWC), which owns and operates the water lines serving the majority of the City. Additionally, a
portion of the City and the community of Rossmoor are within the jurisdiction of the City of Seal Beach water
utility.

GSWC’s water supply comes from the Orange County Groundwater Basin and imported water from the
Municipal Water District of Orange County MWDOC). Groundwater is pumped from several wells in the
Orange County Groundwater Basin. According to the 2010 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) — West
Orange County, prepared by GSWC, water supply for Los Alamitos is considered 100 percent reliable and stable
through 2035 for normal water years, single-dry years, and multiple-dry years provided that water supply from the

Decenmber 2013 Page 51
A-61



LOS ALAMITOS GENERAL PLAN UPDATE INITIAL STUDY
CITY OF LOS ALAMITOS

3. Environmental Analysis

MWDOC and BMPs of water extraction from the Orange County Groundwater Basin remain reliable and stable
(GSWC 2011).

Development in accordance to the General Plan Update would increase demand for water. However, the Orange
County Water District (OCWD) annually evaluates hydrologic conditions of the Orange County Groundwater
Basin and sets the yearly basin production percentage (BPP) based on the groundwater levels in storage. The BPP
places a maximum limit on how much groundwater is extracted from the basin every year (GSWC 2011).
Therefore, demands from new developments in Los Alamitos would be reflected in the yearly basin evaluation
and BPP. Furthermore, GSWC has a contingency plan in its 2010 UWMP that outlines response actions to
mitigate potential impacts of water shortage in the county, including action stages; estimate of minimum supply
available; actions to be implemented during a catastrophic interruption of water supplies; prohibitions, penalties,
and consumption reduction methods; revenue impacts of reduced sales; and water use monitoring procedures.

As stated above, the City of Seal Beach also provides water supply to portions of Los Alamitos and the
Rossmoor community. Seal Beach’s main sources of water supply are groundwater from the Orange County
Groundwater Basin and imported water from MWDOC. According to Seal Beach’s UWMP and MWDOC’s 2010
Regional UWMP, imported waters from MWDOC would be 100 percent reliable and stable through 2035 for
normal water years, single-dry years, and multiple-dry years. MWDOC’s Integrated Water Resources Plan (IRP)
update also outlines core water resource strategies that ensure MWDOC would meet full-service demands under
all foreseeable hydrologic conditions from 2015 through 2035 (Seal Beach 2011).

Development in accordance with the General Plan Update in areas served by Seal Beach would also increase
demand for water supply. Given that both Seal Beach and Los Alamitos receive their groundwater from the same
basin, the same basin evaluation, BPP, and contingency plans apply to Seal Beach (Seal Beach 2011). Therefore,
the increased water demand would be reflected in MWDOC’s yearly basin evaluations and would not lead to an
exceedance in groundwater pumping,

In addition, pursuant to Section 16.08.060 of the City’s Municipal Code, new developments under the General
Plan Update are required to submit project details and appropriate environmental documents in accordance with
CEQA guidelines to ensure adequate water supply and infrastructure. Thus, impacts to groundwater supply and
recharge would be adequately addressed by the above regulations and guidelines and remain less than significant.
The EIR will not further analyze this impact.

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in a substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site.

Less Than Significant Impact. Stormwater drainage around the City and its SOI could change due to site-
specific grading and construction of impervious surfaces, that is, structures and other hardscape improvements.
Increasing impervious surfaces would increase stormwater runoff into the City’s drainage system, local streams,
and regional rivers, primarily Coyote Creek, Carbon Creek, and the San Gabriel River. As stated in section 3.6(b),
the City is almost completely flat, with only a 2 percent slope in some areas of the City. Therefore, soil erosion or
siltation is not an issue. Nevertheless, all new developments under the General Plan Update, if on sites larger than
an acre, are required to comply with NPDES program and its GCP requirements, which include development and
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implementation of a SWPPP. The SWPPP would include measures to minimize pollutant discharge from project
sites through BMPs that emphasize erosion prevention through sediment control, stabilizing slopes, and
minimizing soil disturbance during both construction and operation phases. Given the fact that soil erosion is not
an issue based on the City’s topography and also the NPDES requirements for construction permitting and
operation, impacts on existing drainage patterns and potential soil erosion would be less than significant. This will
not be further discussed in the EIR.

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoffin a
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

Less Than Significant Impact. See response to section 3.9(c), above. The SWPPP, required under the NPDES
program and GCP requirements, must contain site maps showing the construction site perimeter, existing and
proposed buildings, lots, roadways, stormwater collection and discharge points, general topography (before and
after construction), and drainage patterns across the project. Additionally, the SWPPP must list BMPs to protect
against excessive stormwater runoff. More specifically related to potential flooding on- or offsite, BMPs could
include permeable/petrvious concrete pavement, porous landscaping, bioretention (rain gardens), dry detention
basins, infiltration basins, grassed swales, green roofs, etc. (EPA 2012). These design features would be specific to
each new development in accordance with the General Plan Update. Impacts on existing drainage patterns and
potential flooding would remain less than significant and will not be analyzed in the EIR.

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

Less Than Significant Impact. See responses to section 3.9(a), (c), and (d), above. As required by the City of
Los Alamitos’s LIP and municipal ordinances on stormwater quality management and the DAMP, projects that
result in 5,000 square feet or more of impervious surfaces must submit a priority project—specific WQMP to the
City for approval prior to the City issuing any building or grading permits; the project-specific WQMP is required
to include appropriate BMPs. Sites are required to implement the minimum BMPs designated by the City and are
subject to inspections. Impacts would be less than significant, and this topic will not be analyzed in the EIR.

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Less Than Significant Impact. See response to section 3.9(a), above. As required by the City of Los Alamitos’s
LIP and municipal ordinances on stormwater quality management (e.g, Municipal Code Chapter 8.44,
Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Controls) and the DAMP, projects that result in 5,000 square feet or
more of impervious surfaces must submit a priority project—specific WQMP to the City for approval prior to the
City issuing any building or grading permits; the project-specific WQMP is required to include appropriate BMPs.
Sites ate required to implement the minimum BMPs designated by the City and are subject to inspections.
Impacts would be less than significant, and this topic will not be analyzed in the EIR

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?
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Less Than Significant Impact. Storm drainage and flood control—including the design, construction,
operation, and maintenance of regional flood control facilities in the City and the SOl—are handled by the
OCFCD and the Orange County Environmental Management Agency (EMA). The two most prominent water
bodies in or near Los Alamitos are Coyote Creek, flowing southwest, and the San Gabriel River, flowing south.
Carbon Creek flows west and converges with Coyote Creek. All of these water bodies are concrete lined and drain
surface water from Los Alamitos, Cypress, Stanton, and Garden Grove. OCFCD and the Orange County EMA
maintain the City’s flood control facilities, which are able to accommodate 25-year storms; however, the facilities
cannot accomodate100-year storms (Los Alamitos 2000).

According to the FEMA 100-Year Flood Zone Map for the City of Los Alamitos, the Carbon Creek Channel and
San Gabriel River are within the 100-year flood zone area. However, no residential housing is proposed in these
areas. The land around the Carbon Creek Channel and San Gabriel River are designated open space in the
proposed land use plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area and would result in a less than significant impact. This impact will not be further analyzed in the EIR.

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?

Less Than Significant Impact. See response to section 3.9(g), above. The area around the Carbon Creek
Channel and San Gabriel River are designated for open space and would not place structures within the hazard
area that would impede or redirect flood flows. These hazard areas would remain in existing conditions, and
impacts would be less than significant. The EIR will not discuss this impact further.

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

Less Than Significant Impact. Los Alamitos is within the dam inundation area of the Prado Dam, which is a
flood control and water conservation project constructed and operated by the US. Army Corps of Engineers
(RBF 2011). Prado Dam is 25 miles northeast of Los Alamitos in the City of Corona on the Santa Ana River.
According to the current General Plan, potential damage to the City and the SOI from a failure of the Prado
Dam is not an issue due to recent dam upgrades. If the Prado Dam were to fail, waters would reach the City in
approximately 6.5 hours after dam failure and are anticipated to reach four feet deep throughout the area (RBF
2011). However, as previously stated, dam failure is considered unlikely and impacts would be less than significant
given the time it would take for the flood waters to reach the City. Furthermore, according to the current General
Plan, the City addresses flood risks in the Los Alamitos Emergency Operations Plan, which would be activated
immediately in a state of emergency from the state, national, or local disaster. Additionally, a California Office of
Emergency Services (Cal OES) office in Los Alamitos provides local level Cal OES information and resources in
all phases of emergency management. Thus, impacts from potential dam failure would be less than significant and
will not be further analyzed in the EIR.

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Less Than Significant Impact. A seiche is a surface wave created when a body of water is shaken, usually by
earthquake activity. Seiches are of concern relative to water storage facilities, because inundation from a seiche can

occur if the wave overflows a containment wall, such as the wall of a reservoir, water storage tank, dam, or other
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artificial body of water. Although there are no large water tanks in the area that could impact the proposed
project site, there are dams in the region that could create flooding impacts. Thirteen dams in the greater Los
Angeles area moved or cracked during the 1994 Northridge earthquake. However, none were severely damaged.
This low damage level was due in part to the retrofitting of dams and reservoirs pursuant to the 1972 State Dam
Safety Act.

See response to section 3.9(1), above. Failure of the Prado Dam is very unlikely. However, if the dam failed, the
City would have more than six hours to evacuate and would activate their emergency operations plan with
assistance from the Cal OES regional office in Los Alamitos. Thus, impacts would be less than significant and will
not be further analyzed in the EIR.

3.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING

a) Physically divide an established community?

No Impact. Implementation of the General Plan Update would involve the alteration, intensification, and
redistribution of land uses in Los Alamitos. However, these changes would be largely limited to infill and
redevelopment of parcels that already feature urban uses. The General Plan Update does not propose major
changes to the City’s circulation network, nor does it represent a dramatic shift in how land uses would be
distributed in the City and SOI. The proposed land use map preserves the character of existing single- and
multifamily residential neighborhoods and does not introduce new facilities or uses that would divide an
established neighborhood or community. Therefore, implementation of the General Plan Update would not result

in impacts relating to division of established communities, and no further evaluation in the EIR is necessary.

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project would replace the current Los Alamitos General Plan and
would modify land use designations in Los Alamitos. The EIR will evaluate the consistency of the General Plan
Update with other land use plans, policies, and/or regulations governing Los Alamitos.

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan?

No Impact. The Central and Coastal Orange County NCCP/HCP includes 13 cities in the county. However, Los
Alamitos is not a participant. Furthermore, the closest portion of the plan area—near Newport Beach—is
approximately 13 miles from the southeast corner of Los Alamitos. Therefore, the proposed General Plan Update
would have no impact on conservation plans, and this impact will not be evaluated in the EIR.

3.11 MINERAL RESOURCES

a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be a value to the region and
the residents of the state?
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No Impact. Los Alamitos does not contain any nonfuel mineral resources of statewide or regional importance.
The California Geological Survey (CGS) classifies the regional significance of mineral resources in accordance
with the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) of 1975. The State Geologist is responsible
for classifying areas within California that are subject to urban expansion or other irreversible land uses.
Furthermore, the State Geologist is also responsible for classifying Mineral Resource Zones (MRZ) to record the
presence or absence of significant mineral resources in the state based on CGS data.

Lands designated MRZ-2 are of the greatest importance. Such areas are underlain by demonstrated mineral
resources or are located where geologic data indicate that significant measured or indicated resources are present.
MRZ-2 areas are “regionally significant.” This requires that a lead agency’s land use decisions involving designated
areas be made in accordance with its mineral resource management policies (if any exist) and that it consider the
importance of the mineral resource to the region or the state as a whole, not just to the lead agency’s jurisdiction.
The MRZ-1 zones ate areas where adequate geologic information indicates that no significant mineral deposits
are present, or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence. MRZ-3 indicates areas of
undetermined mineral resource significance. MRZ-4 indicates areas where available information is inadequate for
assignment to any other MRZ zone.

The MRZ classification areas in Los Alamitos are shown in the CGS mineral resources map, “Generalized Mineral
Land Classification of Orange County, California: Aggregate Resources Only” (CGS 1994). The City of Los
Alamitos and the SOI fall within the MRZ-1 and MR”Z-4 zones. No areas are designated MRZ-2. Development in
accordance with the proposed General Plan would not impact any areas of a known mineral resources. This topic
will not be evaluated in the EIR.

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

No Impact. See response to Section 3.11(a), above. There are no locally important mineral resource recovery
sites in the City or the SOI. Therefore, future development in accordance with the General Plan Update would
not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource, and impacts relating to mineral

resources recovery sites would be less than significant. No further evaluation in the EIR is necessary.

3.12 NOISE

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Potentially Significant Impact. The General Plan Update would involve the alteration, intensification, and
redistribution of land uses, which may result in temporary, periodic, or permanent increases in ambient noise or in
noise levels in excess of standards established in the City’s General Plan or Municipal Code. The proposed
General Plan includes an update to the noise element. A noise analysis will be conducted, and issues relating to
noise will be further evaluated in the EIR. Emphasis will be placed on the major noise sources in Los Alamitos,
including traffic on major arterial streets (such as Los Alamitos Boulevard and Katella Avenue); military
operations at the JFTB, including the Los Alamitos AAF; the Union Pacific Railroad; and scattered stationary
sources.
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b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

Potentially Significant Impact. The General Plan Update would involve the alteration, intensification, and
redistribution of land uses. Implementation of these land use changes may result in excessive short- and/or long-
term ground-borne vibration or noise. An analysis will be conducted, and issues relating to ground-borne
vibration and ground-borne noise will be evaluated in the EIR. Part of this impact assessment will focus on the
construction phases of new development accommodated under the General Plan Update.

c) Asubstantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

Potentially Significant Impact. Development pursuant to the General Plan Update may result in a permanent
increase in ambient noise from stationary and transportation-related noise sources, particularly in undeveloped
areas. As discussed in response 3.12(a), a noise analysis will be conducted, and the EIR will evaluate the proposed

project’s potential increase in ambient noise levels.

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

Potentially Significant Impact. Development pursuant to the General Plan Update may result in a temporary or
periodic increase in ambient noise above existing levels. A noise analysis will be conducted and the EIR will
evaluate the proposed project’s potential impact on ambient noise levels, including construction impacts of new
development accommodated under the General Plan Update.

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

No Impact. The closest public airports to Los Alamitos are the Long Beach Airport, approximately 3 miles west
of the City, and the Fullerton Municipal Airport, approximately 6 miles northeast of the City. The airport land
use plans for these airports do not extend into the City or the SOI, and therefore no impact would occur from
these facilities. Thus, implementation of the General Plan Update would not result in impacts relating to excessive
noise levels generated from public and/or public use airports. This topic will not be evaluated in the EIR.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Potentially Significant Impact. Los Alamitos JFTB encompasses neatly the entire southern half of the City.
The JFTB owns two private runway airstrips and associated taxiways, hangars, and clear zones (Los Alamitos
AAF). The proposed project would be within JFTB’s AELUP area, and future development in accordance to the
General Plan Update would increase or intensify development near the Los Alamitos AAF. Therefore, buildout of
the proposed project would potentially expose residents or workers in Los Alamitos to excessive noise levels
related to aircraft movement. This potentially significant impact will be further discussed in the EIR.
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3.13 POPULATION AND HOUSING

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The existing population of the City of Los Alamitos and the SOl is estimated
at 21,608 people (see Table 1, Existing Land Use). The proposed General Plan Update would allow the
construction of new housingin a variety of densities and employment-generating businesses throughout the City
and SOI. Buildout of the General Plan Update is estimated to increase population to 23,003 people, an
approximately 6 percent increase from the existing population. General Plan buildout would also increase the
amount of nonresidential land uses in the City and the SOI by 903,465 square feet and approximately 3,722
employees (see Table 3, Proposed General Plan Land Use). Therefore, implementation of the General Plan Update
has the potential to induce population growth both directly and indirectly. The EIR will evaluate population
growth related to development allowed in the proposed General Plan.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Less Than Significant Impact. The City and SOI is estimated to contain approximately 8,200 dwelling units
(see Table 1, Existing Land Use Summary). The proposed General Plan would allow a total of 8,735residential units
at buildout (see Table 3, Proposed General Plan Land Use). Development under the proposed General Plan would
alter existing land use designations and could displace nonconforming housing with new development. However,
implementation of the General Plan Update is not expected to displace a substantial amount of existing housing,
and it would increase the number of dwelling units by allowing higher intensity residential uses and mixed-use
development. As a result, impacts would be less than significant.

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

Less Than Significant Impact. Growth in accordance with the General Plan Update is not expected to displace
substantial numbers of people. Development under the proposed General Plan would alter existing land use
designations that could displace nonconforming housing with new development. However, the General Plan
Update is not expected to displace a substantial amount of people, and it would increase the number of dwelling
units and population by allowing higher intensity residential uses and mixed-use development. As a result, impacts
would be less than significant.

3.14 PUBLIC SERVICES

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Fire protection services are provided in Los Alamitos by the Orange County
Fire Authority (OCFA). Of OCFA’ 62 fire stations in Orange County, Los Alamitos is served by OCFA Fire
Station 2, located at 3642 Green Avenue. Station 17 in the City of Cypress and Station 48 in the City of Seal
Beach are less than two miles from Los Alamitos and would provide additional fire services to the City. The
alteration of land uses and new development under the General Plan Update could potentially increase the
demands on fire department personnel and equipment. Therefore, the EIR will evaluate impacts of the General
Plan Update on the existing fire protection services.

b) Police protection?

Potentially Significant Impact. Police services in Los Alamitos ate provided by the City of Los Alamitos Police
Department. The alteration of land uses and new development under the General Plan Update could potentially
increase the demands on police department personnel and facilities. The EIR will evaluate impacts of the
proposed project on police protection services.

c) Schools?

Potentially Significant Impact. Los Alamitos Unified School District serves the City and SOI’s student
residents. The district oversees six elementary schools, two middle schools, one comprehensive high school, and
one continuation high school. Los Alamitos also has multiple private schools. The additional population projected
for the City under the General Plan Update would likely result in the generation of new students due to the
increase in allowable dwelling units. Therefore, implementation of the General Plan Update would likely increase
the need for school services and facilities. The EIR will evaluate impacts of the General Plan Update on school
services and facilities.

d) Parks?

Potentially Significant Impact. The City currently has 39 acres of parkland, and the General Plan Update
would designate approximately 82 acres of open space. However, population increase associated with the General
Plan Update would also increase overall demand on parks and on recreational services and facilities within Los
Alamitos. Pursuant to the City’s Municipal Code Section 16.17.040 (Amount of Dedicated Parkland to Be
Required), the City’s parkland standard is 2.5 acres per 1,000 residents. The future parkland-to-residents ratio may
not meet this standard, regardless of the increase in planned open space. The EIR will evaluate the provision of
additional park space in Los Alamitos and impacts to parks services and facilities.

e) Other public facilities?

Potentially Significant Impact. Library services in Los Alamitos are provided by the Orange County Public
Library, a network of community libraries that includes the Los Alamitos-Rossmoor Branch in Seal Beach,
directly south of the Rossmoor community. Population increases associated with the General Plan Update would
increase demands on library facilities and services. The EIR will evaluate impacts on library services.
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3.15 RECREATION

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

Potentially Significant Impact. See response to section 3.14(d), above. The General Plan Update would
accommodate the development of new housing at a variety of densities, including mixed-use, multifamily
residential, and single-family residential. The new housing would lead to an increased population in the City and
SOI and could lead to an increase in use of neighborhood and regional parks and recreational facilities. The EIR
will address the potential impacts of the General Plan Update to local parks and recreational facilities.

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The General Plan Update proposes approximately 82 acres of open space.
However, increases in population resulting from future development associated with the General Plan Update
would increase overall demand on parks and recreational services and facilities within Los Alamitos. The EIR will
evaluate the provision of additional park space in Los Alamitos and impacts to parks services and facilities.

3.16 TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the
PP plan, policy g
petformance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including
but not limited to intersections, streets, hichways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and
’ » N1Z y yS; P yclep ’
mass transit?

Potentially Significant Impact. The General Plan Update would allow for development of currently
undeveloped parcels and for alteration, intensification, or redistribution of existing land uses. These changes are
expected to result in an increase and redistribution of vehicle trips, which may conflict with local plans, policies,
or ordinances. A traffic analysis will be conducted to assess the existing conditions and future forecast traffic
conditions at General Plan buildout. This analysis will include a roadway operations (roadway segments) analysis
and a level-of-service analysis for study area intersections. Impacts related to compliance with plans and policies
that establish measures of effective performance of the circulation system would be potentially significant, and
this issue will be discussed in more detail in the EIR.

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level of
service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

Potentially Significant Impact. The Congestion Management Plan (CMP) in effect for Orange County was
prepared by the Orange County Transit Authority (OCTA) and approved in 2011. All freeways and selected
roadways in the county are designated elements of the CMP system of highways and roadways. This system
includes two roadways in Los Alamitos: Katella Avenue (west of Valley View Street) and Interstate 605 (I-605) at
the Katella Avenue exit. The CMP also analyzes the intersections where these roadways meet at the I1-605
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Northbound Ramp/Katella Avenue. Traffic impacts to these roadways and their intersections that would result
from implementation of the General Plan Update will be analyzed in the EIR.

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?

No Impact. As shown in Figure 1, Regional Location, the Los Alamitos JFTB encompasses nearly the entire
southern half of the City. Air space in the region is used for military aviation operations, and the City lies within
JFTB’s AELUP area. In addition, Long Beach Airportis approximately three miles west of the City, and Fullerton
Municipal Airport is approximately six miles northeast of the City. Other general aviation airports within 20 miles
of the City include Compton/Woodley, Torrance, Hawthorne, and El Monte Airports. Two commercial
airports—ILong Beach and John Wayne Airport—operate within 20 miles of the City. Future development in
accordance with the General Plan Update may place additional residential, commercial, and industrial uses near
the Los Alamitos AAF. However, the City and the SOI is largely built out, and those land use changes would not
result in a change in air traffic patterns at JETB. This topic will not be evaluated in the EIR.

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The General Plan Update does not propose substantial changes to the City and
SOI circulation patterns, such as the redesign or closure of streets. The General Plan Update also does not
propose to introduce new incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) into the City’s circulation system. Therefore,
impacts relating to hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses would be less than significant. This topic
will not be further evaluated in the EIR.

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?

Less Than Significant Impact. Buildout of the General Plan Update would involve the alteration,
intensification, and redistribution of land uses in Los Alamitos. However, the City and SOl is generally built out,
and the proposed land use changes would not result in substantial changes to the City and SOI circulation
patterns or emergency access routes. Therefore, impacts to emergency response plans would be less than
significant. This topic will not be evaluated in the EIR.

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

Potentially Significant Impact. Future development in accordance with the General Plan Update would
increase traffic in Los Alamitos. Increased traffic may affect public transit facilities, including bus, pedesttian, and
bicycle facilities, by impairing their safety or by increasing their use. Impacts to policies, plans, or programs for
public transit facilities are potentially significant. General plans of California cities and counties are required under
the Complete Streets Act to include planning for complete streets: that is, streets that meet the needs of all users
of the roadway, including pedestrians, bicyclists, users of public transit, motorists, children, the elderly, and the
disabled. Additionally, SCAG’s RTP/SCS calls for smart growth planning principles, including the creation of

walkable communities and the provision of a variety of transportation choices. The EIR will consider the policies
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and programs of the General Plan Update and evaluate its consistency with adopted alternative transportation
plans and programs.

3.17 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

a) Exceed waste water treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control
Board?

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed General Plan Update would involve the alteration, intensification,
and redistribution of existing land uses. Development under the General Plan Update would primarily be infill
and intensification since the City and the SOI is generally built out already. New development may increase
wastewater treatment requirements and result in significant impacts to the provision of wastewater service.
However, as stated in section 3.6(b), new development on sites over an acre in size are required to obtain a GCP
from the NPDES program, which would require the development and implementation of a SWPPP. The SWPPP
would ensure the new development does not discharge more wastewater pollutants than the standard enforced by
the Santa Ana RWQCB. Thus, impacts to wastewater treatment requirements would be less than significant under
the proposed project and will not be further analyzed in the EIR.

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or waste water treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

Potentially Significant Impact. See response to Section 3.17(a), above. Future growth in accordance with the
General Plan Update may necessitate expanded water and wastewater collection and treatment facilities from the
GSWC and the City of Seal Beach for water and Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD) for wastewater to
serve project population demands. Therefore, the EIR will further discuss the impact of the proposed project on
water and wastewater facilities.

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
) g

Potentially Significant Impact. The majority of the stormwater flow in Los Alamitos is conveyed to storm
drains flowing from north to south in the City’s major streets to the Coyote Creek and Carbon Creek Channels,
which flow into the San Gabriel River. Orange County Public Works (OCPW) is responsible for the design,
construction, operation, and maintenance of regional flood control facilities, including those of Coyote Creek and
the Carbon Creek Channel. Local facilities are maintained by the City of Los Alamitos. Increased developmentin
Los Alamitos under the General Plan Update may create additional impervious surfaces and stormwater runoff,
which could require additional stormwater facilities and expansion of existing facilities. The City’s storm drains in
Katella Avenue are the most affected by new growth in the City. The EIR will evaluate impacts of the General
Plan Update to stormwater drainage facilities.

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

Potentially Significant Impact. Los Alamitos’ water services are provided by GSWC, and the community of
Rossmoor is supplied by the City of Seal Beach. GSWC operates several wells within the Orange County
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Groundwater Basin and imports water from the Municipal Water District of Orange County (GSWC 2011). The
City of Seal Beach also receives groundwater and imported water from the basin and MWDOC, respectively (Seal
Beach 2011). Future development and population growth in accordance with the General Plan Update would
increase water demand in Los Alamitos. Therefore, the EIR will address these potentially significant impacts to
water supplies.

e) Result in a determination by the waste water treatment provider, which serves or may serve the
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

Potentially Significant Impact. See response to Section 3.17(a), above. Buildout of the General Plan Update
may require additional wastewater capacity from the Rossmoor/Los Alamitos Sewer District (local sewer lines)
and OCSD (regional facilities and wastewater treatment) to serve projected population demands. The EIR will
evaluate the General Plan Update’s impacts to wastewater treatment capacity.

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste
disposal needs?

Potentially Significant Impact. The City of Los Alamitos’ contracted waste hauler is Consolidated Disposal
Service, LLC. Solid waste collected in Los Alamitos is received by Azusa Land Reclamation Company Landfill in
Azusa, Chiquita Canyon Sanitary Landfill in Castaic, Commerce Refuse-To-Energy Facility in Commerce, El
Sobrante Landfill in Corona, Frank R. Bowerman Landfill in Irvine, Olinda Alpha Sanitary Landfill near the City
of Brea, Prima Deshecha Sanitary Landfill in San Juan Capistrano, Simi Valley Landfill & Recycling Center in Simi
Valley, and Southeast Resource Recovery Facility in Long Beach (CalRecycle 2013). The majority of the City’s
solid waste is received by the Frank R. Bowerman Landfill and the Olinda Alpha Sanitary Landfill. Frank R.
Bowerman Landfill is scheduled to close in 2053 and Olinda Alpha Landfill is scheduled to close in 2021 (OC
Waste & Recycling 2013).

Implementation of the General Plan Update would involve development of vacant land, intensification of
existing land uses, and the introduction of new land uses on parcels throughout the City and the SOI. These
changes could result in increased solid waste generation, which could impact long-term landfill capacity. The EIR
will evaluate long-term regional landfill capacity.

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Potentially Significant Impact. Future development in accordance with the General Plan Update may increase
the amount of solid waste generated in Los Alamitos and may require expansion of landfills or the adoption of
alternative methods for solid waste disposal. The EIR will evaluate the General Plan Update’s conformance with
federal, state, and local regulations related to solid waste.

3.18 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Future development pursuant to the General Plan Update would involve
alteration, intensification, and redistribution of land uses in Los Alamitos. These changes would not substantially
reduce the habitat of fish or wildlife species, causes a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal. Furthermore, as stated in the response to section 3.5(a), Los Alamitos does not have
any sites listed on the state or federal register of historic places. However, the City may have archaeological or
paleontological resources that have not been discovered. Thus, cultural resource impacts will be further analyzed
in the EIR.

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Implementation of the General Plan Update and its land use changes could
result in cumulative impacts to aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous
materials, land use and planning, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation and

traffic, or utilities and service systems. Cumulative impacts of these resources—or which potentially significant
will be further analyzed in the EIR.

impacts are identified in this Initial Study:

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

Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed in this Initial Study, the General Plan Update and its associated
land use changes could potentially have harmful effects on the environment, which could affect humans either
directly or indirectly. Impacts would be potentially significant, and these issues will be discussed in the EIR.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY.

EDMUND G. BROWN Jr., Govemor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 12

3347 MICHELSON DRIVE, SUITE 100

IRVINE, CA 92612-8894

PHONE (949} 724-2000

FAX (949)724-2019

TEY 711

www.dot.ca.gov

December 20, 2013

Mr. Steven Mendoza

Community Development Director
City of Los Alamitos

3191 Katella Avenue

Los Alamitos, CA. 90720

Dear Mr. Mendoza;

Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

File: IGR/CEQA
SCH#: None
Log #: 3604

SR- I-605

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the [nitial Study of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report. The proposed project is an update to the City of Los Alamitos
General Plan. Update is intended to shape development in the City and the unincorporated
community of Rossmoor (sphere of influence) over the next 20-plus years.

The General Plan Update is guided by a set of community values and priorities developed by the
Los Alamitos City Council and Commissions with input from the community in Los Alamitos
and Rossmoor. The following values are integrated into the General Plan Update’s policies and

goals:

[1 Maximize retail opportunities along Katella Ave

U Relocate City Hall

—

) Improve the look and identity of the City

{1 Offer incentives to preserve and attract business

{2 Provide consistent and effective code enforcement
[J Maintain a good relationship with the school district
[0 Create more open space, park, trail, community garden, and recreation areas

O Evaluate annexation carefully
[J Establish centralized parking options

[1 Enhance cultural uses and historical preservation

The Department of Transportation (Department) is a commenting agency on this
project and has the following comments for your consideration.

1. Caltrans has concerns with plans and projects that may impact traffic
circulation and increase demand on State Transportation Facilitics. For all
new developing areas, major new developments, redevelopment areas that
may require new or improved access, new signals or any improvements to

“Caltrans improves mcbility across California”
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Mr. Steven Mendoza
December 20, 2013
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State Transportation Facilities, particularly State Route (I-603), will require
close coordination with Caltrans.

Any major oversight project work proposed for State facilities, including I-
605 would require coordination with the Department and may require an
encroachment permit. For specific details on the Encroachment Permits
procedure, please refer to the Department’s Encroachment Permits Manual,
Seventh Edition. This Manual is available on the web site:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tratfops/developserv/permits.  If an encroachment
permit is required, all environmental concerns must be adequately addressed.
Please coordinate with the Department to meet requirements for any work
within or near the State Right-of-Way. For projects on our Right-of-Way, the
Department has the authority to maintain or delegate Lead Agency status for
CEQA.

The Department supports General Plans that foster a more efficient land use
pattern that (a) supports improved mobility and reduced dependency on
single-occupant vehicle trips, (b) accommodates an adequate supply of
housing for all incomes, (c¢) reduces impacts on valuable habitat, productive
farmland, and air quality, (d) increases resource use efficiency, and (¢) results
in safe and vibrant neighborhoods. The Department recognizes that non-
motorized travel is a vital element of the transportation system and therefore,
encourages communities make pedestrian and bicycle activity possible, thus
expanding transportation options, and creating a streetscape that better serves
arange of users — pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, and automobiles.

The Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) method should be used when
analyzing traffic impacts on State Transportation Facilities. The use of HCM
is preferred by the Department because it is an operational analysis as opposed
to the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method, which is a planning
analysis. In the case of projects that have direct impacts on the state’s
facilities, the Department recommends that the traffic impact analysis be
based on HCM method. Should the project require an encroachment permit,
traffic operations may find the TIS based on ICU methodology inadequate,
resulting in possible delay or denial of a permit by the Department. All input
sheets, assumptions, and volumes on State Facilities including ramps and
intersection analysis should be submitted to the Department for review and
approval. The EIR should include appropriate mitigation measures to offset
any potential impacts.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Please continue to keep us informed of this project and any future developments that
could potentially impact State transportation facilities. If you have any questions or need
to contact us, please do not hesitate to call Aileen Kennedy at (949) 724-2239,

Sincerely, M

MAUREEN EL. HARAKE
Branch Chief, Regional-Community-Transit Planning
District 12

¢: Scott Morgan, Office of Planning and Rescarch

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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1919 S. State College Blvd.
Anaheim, CA 92806-6114

December 23, 2013

City of Los Alamitos
3191 Katella Ave
Los Alamitos, CA 90720

Attn: Steven Mendoza

Subject: Environmental Impact Report for the City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update

Thank you for providing the opportunity to respond to this E.ILR. Document. We are pleased to inform you that
Southern California Gas Company has facilities in the area where the aforementioned project is proposed. Gas service
to the project can be provided from an existing gas main located in various locations. The service will be in
accordance with the Company’s policies and extension rules on file with the California Public Utilities Commission
when the contractual arrangements are made.

This letter is not a contractual commitment to serve the proposed project but is only provided as an informational
service. The availability of natural gas service is based upon conditions of gas supply and regulatory agencies. As a
Public Utility, Southern California Gas Company is under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities
Commission. Our ability to serve can also be affected by actions of federal regulatory agencies. Should these agencies
take any action, which affect gas supply or the conditions under which service is available, gas service will be provided
in accordance with the revised conditions.

This letter is also provided without considering any conditions or non-utility laws and regulations (such as
environmental regulations), which could affect construction of a main and/or service line extension (i.e., if hazardous
wastes were encountered in the process of installing the line). The regulations can only be determined around the time
contractual arrangements are made and construction has begun.

Estimates of gas usage for residential and non-residential projects are developed on an individual basis and are
obtained from the Commercial-Industrial/Residential Market Services Staff by calling (800) 427-2000
(Commercial/Industrial Customers) (800) 427-2200 (Residential Customers). We have developed several programs,
which are available upon request to provide assistance in selecting the most energy efficient appliances or systems for a
particular project. If you desire further information on any of our energy conservation programs, please contact this
office for assistance.

Sincerely,

Armando Torrez
Technical Services Supervisor
Orange Coast Region- Anaheim

AT/ps
EIR.doc
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ORANGE COUNTY FIRE AUTHORITY
P.O. Box 57115, Irvine, CA 92619-7115 e 1 Fire Authority Rd,, Irvine, C4 92602

Keith Richter, Fire Chief (714) 573-6000

January 9, 2014

City Of Los Alamitos
Attn: Steven Mendoza
5275 Orange Ave
Cypress, CA 90630

SUBJECT: General Plan Update NOP
Dear Mr. Mendoza:

Thank you for the information provided in the document. Given the nature of the project, the
project may impact the OCFA.

The Orange County Fire Authority (OCFA) provides fire protection and emergency medical
services response to the project area. Services include: structural fire protection, emergency
medical and rescue services, hazardous inspections and response, and public education
activities, OCFA also participates in disaster planning as it relates to emergency operations,
which includes high occupant areas and schools sites and may participate in community
disaster drills planned by others. Resources are deployed based upon a regional service
delivery system, assigning personnel and equipment to emergency incidents without regard to
jurisdictional boundaries. The equipment used by the department has the versatility to respond
to both urban and wildland emergency conditions.

In review of the NOP, page 59 states OCFA has 62 stations. OCFA now also serves the city of
Santa Ana and now has 71 fire stations.

Thank you for providing us with this information. Please contact me at 714-573-6199 if you
have any questions.

Sincerely;

M\g E&J]/f JW‘M//—' -
heie Hernandez T

Management Analyst, Strategic Services

Serving the Cities of: Aliso Vieio » Buena Park  Cypress e Dana Point = Irvine  Laguna Hills ¢ Laguna Niguel = Laguna Woods e Lake Forest « L.a Paima »
Los Alasitos « Mission Viejo » Placentia » Rancho Santa Margarita « San Clemente « San Juan Capistrano s Seal Beach e Stanton = Tustin « Villa Park =
Westminster » Yorba Linda e and Unincorporated Areas of Orange County

RESIDENTIAL SPRINKLERS AND SMOKE DEYECTORS SAVE LIVES
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Orange County Sanitation District
10844 Ellis Avenue, Fountain Valley, CA 92708
(714)962-2411 www.ocsewers.com

January 9, 2014

Steven Mendoza, Community Development Director
City of Los Alamitos

3191 Katella Avenue

Los Alamitos, CA 90720

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update

This letter is in response to the above referenced Notice of Preparation for
the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Los Alamitos (City) General
Plan Update. The City is within the jurisdiction of the Orange County
Sanitation District (OCSD).

OCSD has several regional sewers that serve the City. The Initial Study
indicates that potential significant impacts are possible and likely for
wastewater treatment facilities. As such, OCSD requests that both the City
and regional sewer systems be modeled to understand any potential
impacts to the sewer systems. OCSD also requests that the City review,
update, and provide updated sewer maps to OCSD for our records. Please
‘use the following flow factors, unless the City has more accurate flow
factors, to estimate current and future flows in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report:

® 727 gpd/acre for estate density residential (0-3 d.u. /acre)
s - 1488 gpd/acre for low density residential (4-7d.u. /acre)
e 3451 gpd/acre for medium density residential {8-16 d.u./acre)
e 5474 gpd/acre for medium-high density residential (17-25 d.u./acre)
« 7516 gpd/acre for high density residential (26-35 d.u./acre)

e 2262 gpd/acre for commerciai/office
« 3167 gpd/acre for industrial
e 2715 gpd/acre for institutional
e 5429 gpd/acre for high intensity industrial/commercial
® 150 gpd/room for hotels and motels

We protect public healfth and the environment by providing effective
wast'ew.@_!ﬁ; coltection, treatment, and recyling.



Steven Mendoza
Page 2
January 9, 2014

Also, please note that any construction dewatering within the City (public or
private} that involve discharges to the local or regional sanitary sewer
system must be permitted by OCSD prior to discharges. OCSD staff will
need to review/approve the water quality of any discharges and the
measures necessary to eliminate materials like sands, siits, and other
regulated compounds prior to discharge to the sanitary sewer system.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed General Plan
update. If you have any questions, please contact me at 714-593-7119.

S
iy Nvee 2k I
H/:-j/ d 7 D
Daisy Covarrlbias, MPA
Senior Staff Analyst

DC:sa
ECMS:003982379 /1.8/g



5275 Orange Avenue, Cypress, California 90630
Phone 714-229-6700 WWW.CLCYPYess.ca.us

January 16, 2014

Mr. Steven Mendoza, Director

City of Los Alamitos

Community Development Department
3191 Katella Avenue

Los Alamitos, CA 90720

Subject: Letter Responding to the Notice of Preparation for an Environmental
TImpact Report for the 2013 City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update

Dear Mr. Mendoza:

Attached please find the City’s comment letter regarding the Notice of Preparation of
an Environmental Impact Report for the 2013 City of Los Alamitos General Plan
Update. The attached letter was prepared by the firm of Environmental [mpact
Sciences on behalf of the City of Cypress to evaluate the adequacy of the Initial study
and its potential impact on the City of Cypress.

cc: Douglas Dancs, Director of Public Works/City Engineer and Acting Director of
Community Development
William Wynder, City Attorney
Douglas Hawkins, Planning Manager

Leray Mills, Mayor
Rob Johison, Mayor Pro Tem Doug Bailey, Councll Membey
Prakash Naraly, MLD. Councll Memba.12  Marlelien Vare, Coundl Member



26051 Via Concha
Mission Yigjo, California 82681.5614
949.657195  940.637.3935 Fax

January 15, 2014

Steven Mendoza, Director

City of Los Alamitos

Community Development Department

3191 Katella Avenue

Los Alamitos, CA 90720 VIA HAND DELIVERY

Subject: Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report and Public Scoping
Meeting for the City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update (December 13, 2013)

Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration ~ City of Los Alamitos 2014-
2021 Housing Element {December 13, 2013)

Dear Mr. Mendoza:

Environmental Impact Sciences ("EIS") has been retained by the City of Cypress (“Cypress”)
to review and comment on that certain “Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report and Public Scoping Meeting for the City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update” (City of
Los Alamitos, December 13, 2013) ("NOP”) and that certain “Initial Study for: Los Alamitos
General Plan Updated” (The Planning Center/DC&E, December 2013) (“Initial Study”) issued by
the City of Los Alamitos (“City” or “Lead Agency” or “Los Alamitos™).

As indicated in the “City of Los Alamitos Final Environmental Impact Report for Los Alamitos
General Plan” (Castaneda & Assocciates, October 1989) (*1989 FEIR™), “[tihe CEQA review
process will continue to be the primary means for providing input to assist adjacent
communities” (1989 FEIR, Response to Comments by the City of Cypress). [n recognition of
that declaration, the following comments are submitted on Cypress’ behalf and are intended to
be incorporated into the environmental review record for the proposed “Los Alamitos General
Plan Update” (“General Plan Update” or “GPU"), as described in the Initial Study and NOP.

in addition, these comments are also intended for inclusion into the environmental review record
for the proposed “City of Los Alamitos 2014-2021 Housing Element” (“Housing Element” or
“HEU”) and its accompanying “Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration — City of Los
Alamitos 2014-2021 Housing Element” (City of Los Alamitos, December 13, 2013) (“IS/MND").

As indicated in the NOP, under the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act
(*CEQA™, as codified in 21000 ef seq. of the Public Resources Code, and the Guidelines for the
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (“State CEQA Guidelines™), as
codified in Section 15000 ef seq. in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (“CCR"), the
Lead Agency has commenced preparation of an environmental impact report (“EIR") for the
GPU. In accordance therewith, written comments relating to the GPU and/or EiR shall be
submitted to the Lead Agency not later than January 17, 2014. The comments presented
herein have been provided to the Lead Agency within that time period.



Steven Mendoza, Director

City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update / 2014 2021 Housing Element Update
January 15, 2014

Page 2

As indicated on the Lead Agency's website (http://losalgeneralplan.org/documents/): “In
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act, the City is circulating for public review
and comment a Notice of Preparation and Initial Study for the General Plan Update.” That
declaration constitutes a broad solicitation for “public review and comment” in both the planning
and environmental compliance processes, thus a!!owmg the general public to actively participate
therein.

By way of introduction and to set forth our credentials to provide these comments, EIS is a
planning and environmental consuiting firm with extensive experience in the preparation and
processing of project-level and programmatic CEQA documents for both development and
planning-related activities. That hands-on experience and expertise has provided EIS with a
detailed understanding of the statutory and regulatory requirements established under CEQA
and the State CEQA Guidelines as they may relate to agency-wide planning endeavors such as
that now being undertaken by the Lead Agency. A copy of the curriculum vitae of professional
qualifications of the signatory to this letter is attached for your reference.

As noted, EIS has been retained by Cypress to ensure that its interests, as well as those of its
residents and its business community, are fully considered. by the Lead Agency and are
reflected in the GPU, HEU, and their accompanying CEQA documentation. Albert Einstein
noted:

A human being is part of the whole called by us universe, a part limited in time
and space. We experience ourselves, our thoughts and feelings as something
separate from the rest. A kind of optical delusion of consciousness. This delusion
is a kind of prison for us, restricting us to our personal desires and to affection for
a few persons nearest to us. Our task must be to free ourselves from the prison
by widening our circle of compassicn to embrace all living creatures and the
whole of nature in its beauty. . .We shall require a substantially new manner of
thinking if mankind is to survive.

The Cities of Los Alamitos and Cypress share a common border and, while these cities primarily
focus internally on the interests of their own constituents, they must aiso adopt a broader
regional and subregional perspective with regards to their many shared interests. While local
planning is, at least in part, dictated by statute and regulations, those policies do not dictate
adherence to the myopia often found in some municipality’s general plans.

Absent from the Initial Study and NOP is any indication that the Lead Agency acknowledges, let
alone recognizes, the required duality of its vision, focusing both internally and externally to its
surrounding neighbors. This is particularly telling since on December 5, 2013, Los Alamitos
sent comments to Cypress arguing for just such a wider perspective in its consideration of the
proposed expansion of the Los Alamitos Race Track and the possible development of 33 acres
on the common boarders of these two communities. In light of the Lead Agency’s recent
communications to Cypress, EIS is tempted to observe “what is sauce for the goose is sauce for
the gander.”

The relationship between the Cities of Los Alamitos and Cypress have, in the past, been
characterized by some (principally individuals residing within the Lead Agency’s jurisdiction) as
an “inability or unwillingness to work cooperatively” toward mutually beneficial solutions. The
current planning and environmental review processes presents a unigue opportunity to prove

B-14
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that assertion wrong and to work tocgether and in combination with other local agencies toward
the effectuation of a common vision. Cypress is committed to such an effort. Time will tell if the
Lead Agency is equally committed.

Since a “rising tide lifts all boats,” Cypress’ decision to comment on the Initial Study and NOP is
not intended to constitute an impediment to the current GPU and HEU (Fifth Cycle) but to
ensure that a credible CEQA anaiysis is presented, Los Alamitos not seek to export its fair-
share housing obligations to other communities, sufficient information is presented to allow
Cypress’ stakeholders to participation in the CEQA process, appropriate mitigation measures
are formulated, and extraterritorial impacts are not ignored. Cypress is a willing participant in
any dialogue leading to a more cooperative relationship between cities.

Presently, the Lead Agency does not appear to acknowledge an obligation to study or consider
mitigation measures flowing from the impacts of its actions and activities on adjacent
communities. For example, as proposed, the “mitigation program for project-induced traffic
includes the following policies and implementation programs: (1) "“Maintain a Level of Service
‘D’ or better on all City arterials and at intersections” (IS/MND, Policy 5-1.1, pp. 62 and 63); (2)
‘Take steps whenever feasible so that development proposals in adjacent cities will not diminish
levels of service on arterials or at intersections within the City of Los Alamitos” (IS/MND, Policy
5-1.3, pp. 62 and 863); (3) “Cooperate with neighboring cities, the California Department of
Transportation and the Orange County Transportation Authority in making mutually-beneficial
transportation improvements” (1S/MND, Policy 5-1.4, pp. 62 and 63); and (4) "Require that
projects, contributing one percent or more to the critical movement of an intersection that
currently operates, or is projected to operate below the target Level of Service, be conditioned
to include traffic mitigation measures necessary to maintain a Level of Service D or better on
affected City arterials and intersections” {IS/MND, Implementation Programs 5.1.1.2 and
5.1.1.3, pp. 62 and 63). None of those policies and/or implementation programs indicate any
acknowledgement that the Lead Agency has or accepts a concurrent obligation to mitigate the
extraterritorial impacts of its actions beyond its own corporate boundaries.

Because the Housing Element is a mandatory component of a municipality’s general plan and
because “[tlhe proposed project is an update to the City of Los Alamitos General Plan” {Initial
Study, p. 17). comments on the GPU herein are applicable to both the GPU and HEU and
comments on the HEU herein are applicable to both the HEU and GPU. These comments are
intended for inclusion in both the upcoming EIR and {S/MND and for consideration by the Lead
Agency’s decision-making body as part of that body’s deliberations relating to the GPU, HEU,
EIR, and iS/MND.

The comments presented herein are intended to be illustrative rather than comprehensive. As
such, given the project’s current administrative record, Cypress has not sought to identify all
documents or sections thereof where the individual issues raised herein may be located.
Although not expressly cited, the issues which are raised should be construed as having
potential application and relevancy in other documentation prepared by or for the Lead Agency
relating to the GPU, HEU, and to their accompanying and respective CEQA documents.

Statutory Authority to Comment

Referencing Section 65351 of the California Government Code (*GCC"): “During the preparation
or amendment of the general plan, the planning agency shall provide opportunities for the
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involvement of citizens, public agencies, public utility companies, and civic, education, and other
community groups, through public hearings and any other means the city or county deems
appropriate.” EIS is commenting herein as a member of the affected public and as a consultant
to and on behalf of an affected public agency.

As further stipulated under Section 65352(a) of the CGC: “Prior to action by a legisiative body to
adopt or substantially amend a general plan, the planning agency shall refer the proposed
action to all of the following entities: (1) Any city or county, within or abutting the area covered
by the proposed action, as determined by the planning agency. . .(4) Any areawide planning
agency whose operations may be significantly affected by the proposed action, as determined
by the ptanning agency.” Cypress is both an abutting jurisdiction and a planning agency which
may be significantly affected (both in the positive and negative) by the proposed action.

As required under Secfion 15206(b)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed GPU
constitutes a “project of Statewide, regional, or areawide significance.” The Lead Agency is
required under Section 21083.9(a} of CEQA to hold at least one scoping meeting for any project
so designated. As further required under Section 21083.9(b){1) therein, the Lead Agency shall
provide notice of that scoping meeting to “[a] county or city that borders on a county or city
within which the project is located, unless otherwise designated annually by agreement between
the lead agency and the county or city.”

Cypress’ receipt of the NOP and notice of scoping meeting provides an opportunity to submit
comment to the Lead Agency in response to that notice. Additionally, pursuant to Section
21092.4 of CEQA and Section 15072(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “[flor a project of
Statewide, regional, or areawide significance, the lead agency shall consult with transportation
planning agencies and public agencies that have transportation facilities within their jurisdictions
that could be affected by the project. Cypress is a local planning agency with transportation
facilities within its jurisdiction that could be affected by the proposed project.

As indicated in Section 15201 of the State CEQA Guidelines: “Public participation is an
essential part of the CEQA process. Each public agency should include provisions in its CEQA
procedures for wide public involvement, formal and informal, consistent with its existing
activities and procedures, in order to receive and evaluate public reaction to environmental
issues related to the agency’s activities.”

As a professional courtesy, document citations and other references have been included herein.
Any unintended errors with regards to those citations and references should not constitute a
supportable rationale for the Lead Agency's failure to consider the underlying issue(s) being
raised. All the comments presented herein are intended to be illustrative rather than
comprehensive. In raising a question or offering a comment with regards to a particular
document or section therein, to the extent that same gquestion or comment has potential
relevancy elsewhere, the item(s} raised should be assumed to apply universally independent of
whether such other documents or such other sections are explicitly referenced.

Previous CEQA Documentation
Pursuant to Section 21166 of CEQA: "When an environmental impact report has been prepared

for a project pursuant to this division, no subsequent or supplemental environmental impact
report shalt be required by the lead agency or by any responsible agency, unless one or more of
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the following events occur: (a) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which wiil
require major revisions of the environmental impact report. (b) Substantial changes occur with
respect to the circumstances under which the project is being undertaken which will require
major revisions in the environmental impact report. (¢) New information, which was not known
and could not have been known at the time the environmental impact report was certified as
complete, becomes available.”

As indicated in the Initial Study, “[tlhe current Los Alamitos 2010 General Plan was adopted in
May 1990° (Initial Study, p. 11). However, the IS/IMND identifies the “City of Los Alamitos 2010
General Plan, August 1999 (IS/MND, p. 2). Apparently, in one CEQA document the relevant
“City of Los Alamitos General Plan” ("General Plan™} is dated “May 1990" but in the other CEQA
document the relevant General Plan is dated “August 1999.” In addition, the Lead Agency's
website presents a third variation, referencing a document entitled the “Los Alamitos 2010
General Plan (2001)" (http:/losalgeneralplan.orgidocuments/). This apparent inconsistency
relative to the date assigned to the General Plan cannot be reconcited based on the information
presented therein, such that it is not possible to know what document is being referenced.

In addition, absent from both the Initial Study and IS/MND is any reference to the 1989 FEIR.
The 1989 FEIR is posted on the Lead Agency's website (http://losalgeneralplan.org/documents/)
and is represented therein as the *Los Alamitos 2010 General Plan EIR (1989).”

The 1S/MND identify a document entitled the “City of Los Alamitos 2010 General Plan Initial
Study/Negative Declaration (2010 General Plan IS/ND), August 1999" (IS/MND, p. 2). The
Lead Agency states that “ftthe [2010] General Plan IS/ND is intended to provide decision-
makers and the public with information concerning the environmental effects of implementation
of the General Plan Update. The {2010 General Plan] IS/ND evaluates the potential individual
and cumulative environmental effects associated with implementation of the policies and
programs of the General Plan. The [2010 General Plan} 1IS/ND concluded that the 2010 General
Plan Update would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts” (IS/MND, p. 2). The
1989 FEIR, however, admits, as it must, that “traffic generated by cumulative projects will result
in significant adverse impacts that are beyond the jurisdiction of the City of Los Alamitos”
{emphasis added) (1988 FEIR, p. 52).

The 2010 General Plan IS/ND is not referenced in the initial Study and was not made available
for review on the Lead Agency’s website (htip://losalgeneraiplan.org/documents/). No
explanation is provided in either the Initial Study or IS/MND concerning: (1) the nature of the
“‘substantial” amendments to the Generai Plan addressed in the 2010 General Plan IS/ND (e.g.,
“substantially amended in 2000,” Initial Study, p. 23); (2) how that document relates to the 1989
FEIR (if at all); and (3) what mitigation measures (if any) were adopted by the Lead Agency at
that time. It can, however, be concluded that, in order to qualify for a “negative declaration”
{"NDC7), absent any mitigation, the Lead Agency then (seemingly in August 1999} found that the
amendment and implementation of the General Plan would not result in any significant
environmental effects.

Conversely, with the release of the Initial Study and NOP, the Lead Agency has concluded that
the GPU has the potential to produce significant envircnmental effects. Based on those
different conclusions, the Lead Agency appears to be stating that the GPU is substantively
different from the 2010 General Plan and that those differences are substantial enough to
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prevent the Lead Agency from reaching a similar conclusion and preventing the Lead Agency
from centinued reliance upon the 1989 FEIR and 20110 General Plan {S/ND.

The Initial Study notes that “[tlhe current general plan, Los Alamitos 2010 General Plan, was
adopted in May 1990 - 2010 was the planning horizon when the plan was approved in 1990 and
substantially amended in 2000” {Initial Study, p. 23). Although one was likely prepared for its
initial adoption and the other for the later amendment, the relationship between the 1989 FEIR
and 2010 General Plan IS/ND is never explained, the findings of those separate CEQA
documents never summarized, and none of the mitigation measures concurrently adopted by
the Lead Agency have been identified and made a part of the proposed project. Additionally, it
is unclear whether the 1989 FEIR, the 2010 General Plan IS/ND, or both constitute the CEQA-
compliance documentation for the 2010 General Plan. Suggesting that no relaticnship exists,
while the 2010 General Plan IS/ND is incorporated into the Initial Study by reference (Initial
Study, p. 2), no reference to the 1989 FEIR is presented therein.

It appears evident that an earlier EIR was prepared by the Lead Agency for the General Pian.
Under Section 21166 of CEQA, unless one or more of the stated conditions now exist, no
additional EIR would be required and, if required, the document would be either a subsequent or
supplemental EIR; however, the upcoming EIR is not represented as either. The Lead Agency
should, therefore, state why it believes that Section 21166 of CEQA is not applicable and
indicate the precise nature of the *substantiai changes” which are proposed with regards to the
proposed project, the “substantial changes” with regards to the circumstances under which the
project is being undertaken, and/or the “new information” now known to the Lead Agency.

Pursuant to Section 15150(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “[tlhe EIR or negative declaration
shall state where the incorporated documents will be available for inspection. At a minimum,
the incorporated documents shall be made available to the public in an office of the lead agency
in the county where the project would be carried out or in one or more public buildings such as
county offices or public libraries if the lead agency does not have an office in the county.”

The IS/MND states that the 2010 General Plan IS/MND is “incorporated into this document by
reference” and is “available for review at the City of Los Alamitos City Hall located at 3191
Katella Avenue, Los Alamitos” (IS/MND, p. 2). On January 6, 2014, a representative of EIS
attempted to review the 2010 General Plan IS/ND at the stated location. No such document
could, however, be produced for public review, for visual inspection, or for photocopying at that
time.

in order to obtain a copy, EIS' representative was given a “Request for Public Records” which
states: “Upon receipt of a request for City Records, the City shall determine within ten days if
the records are public and available with the City’s records system and will notify the citizen of
such determination.” It is unreasonable for the Lead Agency to deny the public access to the
documents which purport to serve as the foundation for the Lead Agency’s CEQA findings and
to require that the public complete a Public Records Act request merely to view those
documents

Documents which are not readily available to the public cannot be deemed to be “incorporated
by reference” (14 CCR 15150) and cannot be used to satisfy the “substantial evidence”
requirements of CEQA,
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Proposed General Plan Update

No draft General Pian document has been disseminated by the Lead Agency. The single basis
upon which the Initial Study appears to be based is a map (Initial Study, Figure 5 [Proposed
General Plan Land Use), p. 21} and table {Initial Study, Table 3 [Proposed General Plan Land
Use], pp. 19-20) depicting and purportedly describing the “proposed General Pian land use.”

A general plan is, however, much more than a single map and a table. A general plan is a
comprehensive, long-term plan for the development of a municipality, including lands located
outside its corporate boundaries that the agency believes to be related to its planning (Section
65300, CGC). A general plan consists of a statement of development policies and includes a
diagram or diagrams and text setting forth objectives, principals, standards, and plan proposals
{Section 65302, CGC). The Initial Study includes a general reference to the existence of the
“General Plan Update’s policies and goals” (Initial Study, p. 17) but no policies or goals are
actually presented therein.

The general plan must contain seven mandated elements (i.e., land use, circulation, housing,
conservation, open space, noise, and safety) and may contain such additional elements as the
municipality may choose to adopt {Sections 65302, and 65303, CGC). The general plan serves
as the constitution and blueprint for development. Accordingly, alf zoning and land-use
decisions must conform to the general pilan (i.e., vertical consistency) (see Lesher
Communications inc. v. City of Walnut Creek [1990]. Also, the terms of each element must be
internally consistent (i.e., horizontal consistency) (Section 65300.5, CGC) (see Sierra Club v.
Board of Supervisors [1981]).

The municipality’'s zoning ordinance must be consistent with the general plan and is invalid if
inconsistent (Section 65860, CGC) (see Building Industry Association of San Diego v. City of
Oceanside [1994]}). Municipalities may only approve a subdivision map if it is consistent with the
general plan and any applicable specific plan and must deny a map if it makes certain specified
findings (Section 66474, CGC). Additional conditions of approval may be imposed to ensure the
subdivision map is consistent with the general plan and its corresponding zoning.

As such, the local general plan is a critical document in that it will influence the physical form of
the agency that adopts it over an extended time period (e.g., untif subseguently amended).
Notwithstanding the importance of the General Plan not just to Los Alamitos but to the region in
which Los Alamitos is located, none of that required information has been included in the Initial
Study and no reference to a “draft” General Plan is included either therein or on any of the Lead
Agency’s websites.

Since not even a skeleton of that document is provided for public review, the affected public is
denied the ability to submit meaningful comments thereupon, to evaluate horizontal and vertical
consistency, to independently assess the potential environmental impacts that may result
therefrom, to suggest mitigation measures, and/or to offer alternative language relating to
individual policies, objectives, principals, standards, and plan proposals.

Policy language presented in a general pian potentially has more significance than a color on a
map. Courts recognize that comprehensive plan maps are usually general in nature and are not
intended as a precise parcel-specific map (see Las Virgenes Homeowners Association v.
County of Los Angefes [1987]). However, in Families Unafraid to Uphold Rural El Dorado
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County v. El Dorado County Board of Supervisors [1998)), in a case involving a challenge to a
county’'s approval of a residential subdivision, while the proposed development was consistent
with the land-use map of the county’s general plan, the appellate court found that the proposed
development was clearly inconsistent with the “fundamental, mandatory, and specific” policies of
the iand-use element of the county’s general plan. From that example, it becomes evident that
when the agency’'s proposed policies, objectives, principals, standards, and plan proposals are
not presented, it is not possible to understand the project which is under consideration.

Among other things, an initial study must contain “[ajn identification of the environmental setting”
(14 CCR 15063[d}2]) and “[a]n examination of whether the project would be consistent with
existing zoning, plans, and other applicable land use controls” (14 CCR 15063[d][5]). Because
the informational requirements of CEQA have not been complied with, the Lead Agency has
failed to proceed in a manner required by law and has thus abused its discretion (Sections
21005[a] and 21168.5, CEQA). A prejudicial abuse of discretion may be found "regardless of
whether a different outcome would have resuited if the public agency had complied with those
provisions" {Section 21005[a}, CEQA).

In Sierra Club v. Stale Board of Forestry (1994), the California Supreme Court concluded that
the agency's faiture to proceed as required by law was prejudicial because the absence of
information "made any meaningful assessment of the potentially significant environmental
impacts” of the proposed action "and the development of site-specific mitigation measures
impossible.”

In recognition of their innate linkages, references to the GPU herein are intended to be inclusive
of the totality of the Lead Agency’s proposed General Plan Update, inclusive of its HEU.

Impermissible Fragmentaticon

"Where an individual project is a necessary precedent for action on a farger project, or commits
the lead agency to a larger project, with significant environmental effect, an EIR must address
itself to the scope of the larger project” (14 CCR 15165). In Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of
Hanford (1990}, the court noted: '

We must interpret the Guidelines to afford the fullest possible protection to the
envircnment ([Citation]). One commentator has addressed the purpose of the
cumulative impacts analysis; “One of the most important environmental tessons
evident from past experience is that environmental damage often occurs
incrementally from a variety of small sources. These sources appear
insignificant, assuming threatening dimensions only when considered in light of
the other sources with which they interact. Perhaps the best example is air
poliution, where thousands of relatively small sources of pollution cause a
serious environmental health problem. CEQA has responded to this problem of
incremental environmental degradation by requiring analysis of cumulative
impacts. Because of the critical nature of this concern, courts have been
receptive to claims that environmental documents paid insufficient attention to
cumulative impacts. For example, in San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth
[Citation], the court stated that absent meaningful cumulative analysis, there
would never be any awareness or control over the speed and manner of
downtown develcpment. Without that control, 'piecemeal development would
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inevitably cause havoc in virtually every aspect of the urban environment.” This
judicial concern often is reinforced by the resuits of cumulative environmental
analysis; the outcome may appear startling once the nature of the cumulative
impact problem has been grasped” ([Citation]).

As acknowledged in the Lead Agency's letter to Cypress, dated December 5, 2013, pursuant to
CEQA, a “project” is defined to mean “the whoie of an action, which has a potential for resuiting
in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect
physical change in the environment”’ (14 CCR 15378fal). “The lead agency must consider the
whole of an action, not simply its constituent parts, when determining whether it will have a
significant environmental effect’ (14 CCR 15003[h}). “The term ‘project’ has been interpreted to
mean far more than the ordinary dictionary definition of the term” (14 CCR 15002[d]). In Section
15003(h) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the courts have stated that “[t]he lead agency must
consider the whole of an action, not simply its constituent parts, when determining whether it will
have a significant environmental effect.” In that context, “fajll phases of project planning,
implementation, and operation must be considered in the initial study of the project” (emphasis
added) (14 CCR 15063[al{1]).

“There exists a real danger in the filing of separate environmental documents for the same
proiect because consideration of the cumulative impact on the environment may never occur
(Citizens Assn. for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. County of Inyo (1985} [Citation])”
(City of Santee v. County of San Diego [1989]). "There is no dispute that CEQA forbids
‘piecemeal’ review of the significant environmental impacts of a project” (Keep Jets Over the
Bay Committee v, Board of Port Commission [2001]). CEQA mandates "that environmental
considerations do not become submerged by chopping a large project into many little ones -
each with a minimal potential impact on the environment - which cumulatively may have
disastrous consequences” {Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Commission [1975]).

Section 65302 of the CGC states that there are “seven mandated elements in a general plan”
{e.g., “The Housing Element is one of the seven required Generai Plan elements, mandated by
State law,” HEU, p. 1-2). As indicated under Agenda Item 8(F) (General Plan 2013 Draft Land
Use Plan), as presented at the City of Los Alamitos City Council (Council) meeting on
September 18, 2013, “[tihe City of Los Alamitos General Plan consists of a collection of nine
topical elements that were adopted in May, 1990 and amended at various points since then,
including a major amendment in 2000.”

In describing the proposed project, the NOP states that “[the proposed project is an update to
the City of Los Alamitos General Plan. The Los Alamites General Plan Update is intended to
shape development in the City and the unincorporated community of Rossmoor over the next
20-plus years. The Los Alamitos General Plan Update involves reorganization of the current
General Plan into the following six required and two optional elements: land use element,
circulation and transportation element, open space and recreation element, conservation
element, safety element, noise element, economic development element, and growth
management element” (NCP, p. 2}.

The initial Study indicates that “[t]he current general plan has nine elements: [1] Land Use, [2]
Conservation, [3] Safety, [4] Open Space and Recreation, [5} Circulation and Transportation, [6]
Noise, [7] Economic Development, [8] Housing, [9] Growth Management” (Initial Study, p. 11).
The Initial Study further states that “{tlhe proposed project would replace the current Los
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Alamitos General Plan and would modify land use designations in Los Alamitos. The EIR will
evaluate the consistency of the Generat Plan Update with other land use plans, policies, and/or
regulations governing Los Alamitos” (Initial Study, p. 59).

Because there exists no further reference to the Lead Agency’s “Housing Element” in either the
Initial Study or NOP, including no indication of the Lead Agency’s intended exclusion therefrom,
it is reasonable to conclude that both the GPU and upcoming EIR would logically include that
State-mandated but subsequently “reorganized” element. The cover page and table of contents
from the “Los Alamitos 2010 General Pian” are presented in Exhibit 1 below and clearly indicate
that the Housing Element is an integral part of that document.

Separate and apart from the proposed project, the Lead Agency is separately entitling and
processing another CEQA documentation for the HEU. Referencing the IS/MND, the Lead
Agency states that “[tihe City of Los Alamitos 2014-2021 Housing Element (Project) comprises
one of the seven State of California mandated General Plan Elements” and “[tthe Project
consists of an update to the Housing Element of the City of Los Alamitos General Plan”
(IS/MND, pp. 1 and 19). As noted, both the initial Study and IS/MND are dated *December
2013 It is, therefore, apparent that the Lead Agency is preparing and processing the HEU
independently from the current GPU and conducting a separate CEQA process for that single
General Plan component.

Ex h i bit 1 TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chupier LI

L' LANDUSE ELEMENT

Goads, Issuss, Podicics & wp b -1

1 CONSERYATION ELEMENT

Goals, Issurs, Poledes &

3 SAFETY ELEMENT

Goals, Jssues, Polkcics & Impl ton M 3

4 OPEN SEACE AND RECREATHON BLEMENT

Goaly, lemisew, Policies & 1

5. CIRCULATION AND TRANSPORTATION

Gosls, lisiin, Policles & nep

B WSE FLEMENT

- o, Biswes, Pollcies & T
IJO s Alamlto 5 20 1 0 % ECONOMICDEVELOPMENT ELEMENT
General Plan Gk, Srxnes, Policies & Emp e
5 HOUSING ELEMENT
Guah, fssurs, Policiss & Soph lon M Bowund

npter xeparate coves
9. GROWTH MANAGEMENT FLEMENT

Gionty, [snter, Potlcles & M Round
under BEparaie cover

Pursuant to Section 65300.5 of the CGC, “the Legislature intends that the general plan and
elements and parts thereof comprise an integrated, intemally consistent and compatible
statement of policies for the adopting agency” (e.g., “The Government Code requires internal
consistency among the Elements of a General Plan,” HEU, p. 1-2). Clearly, that does not
appear to be the case here. In what appears to be an internal inconsistency, the IS/MND
states: (1) “The Housing Element anticipates the development of 23 residentiai units” (IS/MND,
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pp. 56 and 64); (2) “The Housing Element anticipates the development of 61 residential units”
(IS/IMND, p. 67); (3) “Specifically, the General Plan would allow for 24 additional dwelling units
within Old Town East, 171 additional dwelling units in Old Town West, and 450 additional
dwelling units in Apartment Row” (IS/MND, p. 55); and {4) “The potential growth associated with
the Housing Element was considered in the General Plan, since additional residential
development was assumed in the Apartment Row and Old Town West residential areas”
(IS/MND, p. 62).

Repeated reference to “23 residential units” appears to be a carry-over from the previous HEU
(Fourth Cycle) and may not be directly refated to the current action {e.g., “The proposed Project
is the Housing Element for the City of Los Alamitos. The Housing Element is a policy document
designed to aid the City in future planning, and provides the policy and regulatory mechanism to
allow the market development of 23 residential units for the planning period 2006 to 2014,
ISIMND, p. 71). Its repeated inclusion throughout the IS/IMND, however, raises concerns as to
the adequacy of that document and the quality of the technical detail presented therein.

The following conflicting information is presented in the IS/MND:

| Apartment Row. “Based on the development trends in this neighborhood, the
remaining single-family residential parcels have a greater likelihood of transitioning to
multifamily residential units. Underutilized parcels (parcels currently developed with
single-family units) with realistic capacity for additional residential units in the Apartment
Row neighborhood are identified in Housing Element Table B-3. These parcels have a
total projected capacity of 113 units with a minimum permitted density of 20 du/ac”
(IS/IMND, p. 7).

. Old Town West. “Based on the development trends in this neighborhood, the remaining
single-family residential parcels are likely to redevelop with multifamily residential units.
Underutilized parcels (parcels currently developed with single-family homes) with
realistic capacity for additional residential units in the Old Town West neighborhood are
identified in Housing Element Table B-4. These parcels have a total projected net
capacity of 123 units with a minimum permitted density of 20 du/ac’ (IS/MND, p. 8).

" Oid Town East. No additional information relating to future housing development in
“Old Town East” is presented in the IS/MND. The 1989 FEIR does, however, note that
“la]s Los Alamitos is largely developed, most of this growth will occur in single family
neighborhoods that are recycling to higher density residential uses. These areas are
known as Old Town West, Old Town East and Apartment Row. An estimated 741 units
could be constructed in these areas” (1989 FEIR, p. 33).

The Initial Study states that “[the General Plan Update would result in a total of 8,735
residential units” (Initial Study, p. 25; NOP, p. 2); however, the “change from existing conditions”
is identified as only 535 units (Initial Study, Table 3, p. 19). Whether it is 23, 61, 236 (113 + 123
= 236), 535, 645 (24 + 171 + 450 = 645), or 8,735 new dwelling units, there exists no clear
description of the likely direct and indirect physical changes which the Lead Agency anticipates
will occur under the GPU and the resuiting “fragmentation” has resulted a GPU that is neither
integrated nor internally consistent.
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At the January 6, 2014 scoping meeting, representatives of the Lead Agency stated that the
General Plan is a “long-term policy document.” in contrast, in the HEU, the Lead Agency
focuses solely on short-term impacts (i.e., 2014-2021) to the neglect and ignorance of both
long-term housing need and the potential impacts relating to the fulfiliment of that housing need.

Under CEQA, “effects” and “impacts” include both the “[d]irect or primary effects which are
caused by the project and occur at the same time and place” and “{ijndirect or secondary effects
which are caused by the project and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still
reasonably foreseeable” (13 CCR 15358). To the extent that the environmental analysis
presented in the IS/MND is based on only a fraction of the Lead Agency’s projected increase in
its housing inventory (e.g., “it is not anticipated that an additional 23 housing units, as identified
by the Housing Element, would result in significant impacts,” [S/MND, p. 56), the preliminary
conclusions presented therein constitute further “fragmentation” of the proposed project and,
therefore, both underestimate and misrepresent the potential impacts resulting therefrom.

By inferring that the GPU is inclusive of the totality of the General Plan and by separately
processing the HEU and IS/MND without any acknowledgement or declaration of the
independence of those two actions, the Initial Study and NOP materially misrepresent the
proposed project and, in so doing, adversely affect the ability of the affected public to submit
meaningful comments thereupon.

Pending the certification of the EIR and the adoption of the GPU, the existing General Plan
serves as the primary planning document for Los Alamitos and the basis upon which all growth
and development projections must be derived. It is, therefore, unclear whether the HEU and the
housing projections presented therein are based on the plans and policies presented in the
2010 General Plan or the proposed GPU. For example, the IS/MND discusses “future
development in accordance with the General Plan Update” (IS/MND, p. 15) but also states that
“Itlhe [2010] General Plan was utilized throughout this Initial Study as a fundamental planning
document governing the proposed Project” (IS/MND, p. 2).

With inconsistent statements (e.g., reference to separate General Plan documents), there exists
no meaningful information in the IS/MND which serves to resolve questions relating to which
General Plan document was utilized in the assessment of the HEU, how that assessment may
be altered under the GPU, and the likely materialization of internal and substantive
inconsistencies between General Plan elements based on the utilization of separate land-use
plans, policies, and environmental documents.

If reference to the “General Plan Update” in the IS/MND relates to the HEU and not the GPU,
then the Lead Agency must expressly acknowiedge that it is now concurrently processing
separate “General Plan Updates” for what it intended to be an “integrated, internally consistent
and compatible statement of policies” built on an internally inconsistent sets of assumptions
{(e.g., “Implementation of the General Plan Update would involve the alteration, intensification,
and redistribution of {and uses in Los Alamitos,” Initial Study, p. 55},

It is the Lead Agency’s adopted policy to "apply appropriate and consistent standards in land
use and site plan approvals to achieve continuity and cohesion in the physical development of
the City" (2020 General Plan, Land Use Policy 11-3). That policy statement, however, does not
appear to be applied to the Lead Agency’s processing of the GPU and HEU. As noted in the
IS/IMND: (1) “The Housing Element articulates the City's General Plan relative to the
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maintenance and development of housing to meet the needs of existing and future residents”
(IS/IMND, p. 1); and (2) “Residential uses account for approximately 68 percent of the City”
(ISIMND, p. 3). If the GPU warrants preparation of an EIR based on project-related and/or
cumulative environmental effects, then it is inconsistent with CEQA’s requirements not to isolate
a substantive component thereof as if no linkage between General Plan elements exists and to
concurrently process an IS/MND for a single component part and an EIR for the remainder.

The 1S/MND contains language acknowledging the linkages between General Plan elements.
For example, in addressing the Attorney General's recommended measures to address
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissians, the Lead Agency addresses the HEU in the context of the
“General Plan Conservation and Circulation Elements” (IS/MND, pp. 21-22). In addition,
although the HEU includes no discussion of non-residential development, the following
mitigation measure is presented in response to identified project-related impacts: “[NJew or
major renovations of commercial or industrial development (that exceeds a certain square foot
minimum) shalt incorporate renewable energy generation to provide the maximum feasible
amount of the project’'s energy needs” (IS/IMND, Mitigation Measure AQ-3, p. 24). Since
“commercial and industrial development” is addressed elsewhere in the GPU, reference thereto
in the HEU demonstrates the Lead Agency’s acknowledgement that the HEU does not exist in
isolation of the GPU.

CEQA mandates that “[wlhile foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use
its best efforts to find out and disclose all it reasonably can” (14 CCR 15144). Mistakenly
believing that an IS/MND and EIR are equivalent documents, as its rationale for not conducting
certain analyses (e.g., “details of these future construction activities are unknown at this time,
and therefore, cannot be quantified,” IS/IMND, p. 20), the Lead Agency erronecusly cites CEQA
provisions relating to EIR preparation. For example, the Lead Agency notes that “[pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15146{(b): ‘An EIR on a project such as the adoption or amendment
of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local general plan should focus on the secondary
effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be
as detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow™ (1S/MND, p. 20).
Because the above excerpt does not apply to the use of a “mitigated negative declaration’
{(*“MND"), the Lead Agency cannot rely upon a mischaracterization of CEQA authorization as an
excuse for its failure to conduct a reasonable analysis of the impacts of its proposed actions.

As yet another example of the many internal inconsistencies between the Initial Study and
IS/IMND, the Lead Agency states that “details of these future construction activities are unknown
at this time, and therefore, cannot be quantified” (IS/MND, p. 20). Conversely, the initial Study
states that “[plart of this impact assessment will focus on the caonstruction phases of new
development accommodated under the General Plan Update” (Initial Study, p. 57). To the
extent that the Lead Agency seeks to utilize conflicting methodologies in assessing the potential
environmental impacts associated with the adoption and implementation of the GPU and HEU,
a factual basis for the use of multiple analytical approaches needs to be presented. No such
explanation is, however, provided therein.

With regards to construction emissions, impacts can be readily quantified in accordance with the
methodologies provided by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (*SCAQMD”), as
included in the SCAQMD’s “CEQA Air Quality Handbook” {*"Handbook”) and updates included
on the SCAQMD website. The SCAQMD's “California Emissions Estimator Model”
(“CalEEMod") emissions model {Version 2011.1.1), in combination with guidance included in the
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SCAQMD's “Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology,” is widely used and accepted
in CEQA documentation for determining daily and vyearly construction and operational
emissions. :

Uncertain Baseline

From the information presented, it is not possible to determine the nature of the potential
“physical change” resulting from the adoption and implementation of the GPU. As indicated in
Exhibit 2 below, as outlined in Table 3 (Proposed General Plan Land Use) in the Initial Study, in
addition to the “grand total,” the Lead Agency identifies both the ‘increase from existing
conditions” and the “change compared to the current general plan” but does not state which of
these three tabulations will serve as the basis for the impact assessment in the upcoming EIR.

Exhibit 2
Change Acres Reﬂiﬁigﬁal ‘P(%pet;lgizg;n N%T;Eaizlclj:eergtlal Emglcx)agf;?ent
{unit) (square feet)
Grand Total 3,60% 8,735 23,003 B.881,442 18,430
increase from Existing Cenditions b 535 1,395 903,465 3,722
Change Compared to the Current General Plan o] -BB7 -1,741 -104,612 1,787

Without commenting on the accuracy or supportability of the numbers presented, it is readily
apparent that the determination of whether the EIR will examine the “grand total® or the
“increase from existing conditions” or the “change compared to the current general plan” will
substantively influence the form and substance of the Lead Agency’s CEQA documentation, the
preliminary findings presented in the Initial Study, the environmental analysis which is to be
presented in the EIR, the nature of the mitigation measures that may be formulated by the Lead
Agency, and the determination concerning whether project-related and/or cumulative impacts
can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

From the information presented in the Initial Study (e.g., “The General Pfan Update would result
in a total of 8,735 residential units, a population of 23,003 people, 8,881,442 square feet of
nonresidential development, and 18,430 jobs in the City and unincorporated community of
Rossmoor,” Initial Study, p. 25; “The EIR will evaluate the potential for buildout of the General
Plan Update,” Initial Study, pp. 39-40; “Buildout of the General Plan Update is estimated to
increase population to 23,003 people,” Initial Study, p. 58) and NOP (e.g., “The General Pian
Update would result in a total of 8,735 residential units, a population of 23,003 people,
8,881,442 square feet of non-residential development, and 18,430 jobs in the City and
unincorporated community of Rossmoor,” NOP, p. 2}, it would appear (but cannct be reasonably
ascertained) that the “project” which is to be examined in the EIR wiil be based on the “grand
total” of all development that may occur under the GPU.

With regards to the Lead Agency’s declaration of the “project description,” both the Initial Study
and NOP cite the figures presented under “grand total” in Table 3 (Proposed General Plan Land
Use) in the Initial Study. Since the Initial Study remains vague, as a matter of law, as to the
nature of the project to be examined (e.g., an increase of 535 or a decrease of 667 “residential
units”), it is not possible to know the likely “physical changes” that may result therefrom. As a
result, it is neither possible to independently assess the adequacy and appropriateness of the
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topic-specific conclusions which have been presented nor to submit meaningful comments
thereupon. If the EIR is, however, to be based on either the “increase from existing conditions”
or the “change compared to the current general plan,” new notice is required because there
exists no indication in the NOP that the environmental analysis to be presented in the EIR will
be based on those figures.

The purpose in including the “change compared to the current general plan” in the Initial Study
is unclear but suggests that the upcoming EIR may be based on the hypothetical “paper”
change from one plan to another rather than the difference (delta) between the actual conditions
now evident in Los Alamitos and its sphere of influence (*SOI”) and the maximum allowable
development that could occur under the land-use policies and regulations established under the
GPU. In Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Association v. City of Sunnyvale (2010), the appellate
court noted:

Case law makes clear that "[a]jn EIR must focus on impacts to the existing
environment, not hypothetical situations. (See City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v.
Board of Supervisors (1986) [Citation]" (County of Amador v. El Dorado County
Water Agency [Citation]. "It is only against this baseline that any significant
environmental effects can be determined [Citation]” [Citation].

Recently, in Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality
Management Dist. (2010) [Citation] ("Communities For A Better Environment™),
the Supreme Court concluded that the South Coast Air Quality Management
District abused its discretion in evaluating a petroleum refinery project proposed
by ConocoPhillips Company by using a "baseling" of the maximum operating
capacity of the equipment under existing permits [Citation]. The district had
"treated any additional NOx emissions stemming from increased plant operations
within previously permitted levels as part of the baseline measurement for
environmental review" [Citation]. The court held that the district had "erred in
using the boilers' maximum permitted operational levels as a baseline" because
"operation of the boilers simultaneously at their collective maximum was not the
norm™ {Citation].

The Supreme Court stated: "By comparing the proposed project to what could
happen, rather than to what was actually happening, the District set the baseline
not according to ‘established levels of a particular use,’ but by ‘merely
hypothetical conditions allowable' under the permits (San Joaguin Raptor Rescue
Center v. County of Merced [Citation]). Like an EIR, an initial study or negative
declaration 'must focus on impacts to the existing environment, not hypothetical
situations.” (County of Amador v. Ef Dorado County Water Agency [Citation]"
[Citation]. It concluded that "the District's use of the maximum capacity levels set
in prior boiler permits, rather than the actually existing levels of emissions from
the boilers, as a baseline to analyze NOx emissions from the Diesel Project was
inconsistent with CEQA and the [State] CEQA Guidelines" [Citation].

The Supreme Court explained: "An approach using hypothetical allowable
conditions as the baseline resuits in ‘iliusory’ comparisons that can only mistead
the public as to the reality of the impacts and subvert full consideration of the
actual environmental impacts,’ a result at direct odds with CEQA's intent
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(Environmental Planning Information Council v. County of El Dorado [Citation])"
[Citation]. The court stated: "A long line of Court of Appeal decisions haolds, in
similar terms, that the impacts of a proposed project are ordinarily to be
compared to the actual environmental conditions existing at the time of CEQA
analysis, rather than to allowable conditions defined by a plan or regulatory
framework. This line of authority includes cases where a plan or regulation
allowed for greater development or more intense activity than had so far actually
occurred, as well as cases where actual development or activity had, by the time
CEQA analysis was begun, aiready exceeded that allowed under the existing
reguiations. In each of these decisions, the appellate court concluded the
baseline for CEQA analysis must be the 'existing physical conditions in the
affected area' (Environmental Planning Information Council v. County of El
Dorado [Citation]), that is, the ‘real conditions on the ground’ (Save Our
Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors [Citation], rather
than the level of development or activity that could or should have been present
according to a plan or regulation” [Citation].

The Lead Agency's representation of the “increase from existing conditions” is, therefore, of
critical importance. Since the methodology through which it was derived is not presented and
the data not made available for independent confirmation, the Lead Agency’s estimates relating
to changes in the number of residential units, population, non-residential square footage, and
employment, as presented in Table 3 (Proposed General Plan Land Use) in the Initial Study,
cannot be independently validated and, therefore, may misrepresent the actual changes to the
existing environmental baseline attributable to the GPU adoption and implementation.

For example, as indicated in the Initial Study, the “change from existing conditions” is identified
as 535 units, 903,465 square feet of non-residential development, 3,722 new jobs, and 1,395
additional residents (Initial Study, Table 3, p. 18). The unit-based “sources and assumptions”
which were used to derive these estimates are also outlined therein; however, the unit-based
assumptions and “change from existing conditions” cannot be reconcited. For example, while
existing conditions assume a per unit population of “2.66 persons per household in the City” and
“2.75 persons per household in Rossmoor” (Initial Study, Table 1 [Existing Land Use Summary],
p. 4). the Lead Agency states that population estimates are based on the assumption of “2.70
persons per household in the City of Los Alamitos” and “2.75 persons per household in
Rossmoor” {Initial Study, Tabie 3, p. 18). Even if it is assumed that all of the 535 new dwelling
units will be constructed “in the City of Los Alamitos,” the lowest estimated popuiation increase
would be 1,446 individuals (535 x 2.70 = 1,444.5) and not the 1,395 additional residents
identified by the Lead Agency. It is likely that the differences between these two figures (1,445
- 1,395 = 50) represents possible displacement of existing residents attributable to the land-use
changes authorized under the GPU. :

Although not clearly indicated by the Lead Agency, the “changes from existing conditions”
should be based, in part, on the actual changes in the General Plan’s land-use designations that
are now being proposed. Excluding reference to “Rossmoor” because it was not included in the
existing General Pian, as indicated in Exhibif 3 below, in terms of acreage, Los Alamitos’
changing land-use pattern can be summarized by comparing Table 2 {Current General Plan
Land Use)} and Table 3 (Proposed General Plan Land Use) in the Initial Study.
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Exhibit 3
Existing General Plan Land-Use Designations New
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It is noted that the number of “+* {increase in acreage) and the number of “-* (decrease in
acreage) do not appear to match, thus suggesting a possible error in tabulation. If the error is
not the fault of the commenter, any errors therein need to be addressed by the Lead Agency.
Assuming that the only SOI area to be identified in the General Plan is Rossmoor, excluding the
“Medicai Overlay,” other than through either annexation or deannexation, the above numbers
should ultimately total zero.

The initial Study states that “[tihe JFTB [Joint Forces Training Base] is designated Public/Quasi-
Public Faciity” (Initiat Study, p. 7); however, as indicated above, the Lead Agency has indicated
that the JFTB is designated “Community & Institutional/lJFTB.” No explanation is presented by
the Lead Agency as to why the Initial Study appears internally inconsistent with regards to that
or any other land-use designation.

Referencing the "Environmental Assessment Stationing a U.S. Reserve Black Hawk Helicopter
Company at Joint Forces Training Base Los Alamitos, California® (Vernadero Group, March
2011) {("EA"), *JFTB Los Alamitos encompasses approximately 1,300 acres in the City of Los
Alamitos, Orange County, California. The Installation accounts for roughly 49 percent of the
2,752 acres that make up the City of Los Alamites” (EA, p. 11) (e.g., “Approximately 50 percent
of the City’s total land area is occupied by the Los Alamitos Joint Forces Training Base,” Initial
Study, p. 1). As further indicated therein:

The 2010 Real Property Development Plan (RPDP) for JFTB was created to
address the facility program, site infrastructure, and capital outlay needs. The
RPDP establishes a 25-year planning framework for the JFTB and includes goals
for construction, aesthetics, infrastructure, land use efficiency, and pedestrian-
friendly campus design. Land use at JFTB Los Alamitos includes airfield, airfield
operations/support, cantonment/administrative, recreational/open space, and
agricultural areas. The airfield occupies approximately 465 acres and includes
two northeast/southwest runways and associated taxiways and parking aprons.
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Airfield operations/support areas encompass approximately 240 acres and
include hangars, fire and rescue infrastructure, and the control tower.
Recreational/open space includes 220 acres of undeveloped open space that is
used for training activities, athletic fields, a golf course, and a dog park.
Approximately 220 acres are designated as cantonment and include
administrative and training facilities, assembly areas, dining facilities, and
inactive military housing. There are approximately 180 acres of land along the
northeastern and southern boundaries of the Installation out-leased for
agricultural purposes.

In its meeting on June 6, 2011, as indicated under Council Agenda Item 9{c) (Approval of
Professional Service Agreement with The Planning Center/DCE for General Plan Update and
Approval of Corresponding Budget Amendments), the Council stated that one of the ten “items”
that it wanted to see from the GPU was “[e]stablishing land use within the Los Alamitos Joint
Forces Training Base.” Notwithstanding that direction, the initial Study notes that “{njo changes
are proposed to the land use designations of the Los Alamitos JFTB. The proposed Los
Alamitos General Plan Update identifies the JFTB as Community & Institutionai/JFTB. The City
of Los Alamitos has no jurisdiction or land use authority on this U.S. military installation.
Consequently, no changes from existing conditions are assumed within the Los Alamitos JFTB
as part of the City's General Plan Update” (Initial Study, pp. 23 and 25). However, as now
proposed, an additional 29 acres within Los Alamitos will be added to the "Community &
Institutional/JFTB” land-use designation.

Additionally, one of the “ten opportunity sites” identified by Los Alamitos (i.e., “Opportunity Site
No. 97} is located within the JFTB and a possible General Plan amendment {"GPA") is now
being proposed thereupon. If the Lead Agency has “no jurisdiction or land use authority” over
the JFTB, it is unclear why a GPA is now being considered thereupon and how the
consideration of ane part of the JFTB is somehow different than the consideration of the totality
of the base. This contemplated change in bath jurisdictional authority and land-use designation
likely also has economic implications (including the economic implications relating to changes to
Los Alamitos’ tax base) which would then also need to be addressed in the upcoming EIR (e.g.,
indirect impacts on the delivery of other services and systems).

The concurrent rationalization for the exclusion of the JFTB from the GPU and processing of a
GPA thereupon suggests inconsistencies in the Lead Agency’s planning and environmental
review processes and only serves to undermine the affected public’s confidence concerning the
Lead Agency's ability to produce a credible GPU and an adequate EIR.

As indicated in Section 65300 of the CGC: “Each planning agency shall prepare and the
legislative body of each county and city shalt adopt a comprehensive, long-range generai plan
for the physical development of the county or city, and of any /land outside its boundaries which
n the planning agency’s judgment bears relation to its planning” (emphasis added).

Independent of whether the Lead Agency has “jurisdiction or land use authority” over the JFTB,
the Lead Agency can neither ignore the existence of “49 percent” of Los Alamitos’ corporate
boundaries nor the current and likely future impacts of that facility’s operation upon the Lead
Agency and adjoining communities. As a result, the Lead Agency cannot seek to hide behind
that disclaimer as a basis for not including the JFTB and its current and projected future
operational impacts in the upcoming EIR (e.g., “There are approximately 190 acres in the City
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and SOOI that are identified as Prime Farmland on maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Department of Conservation. These prime
farmiands are on the southern and northeastern corners of the Los Alamitos JFTB property and
are currently being cultivated for strawberry production through an out-lease with a commercial
farming operation,” [nitial Study, p. 38).

Other military facilities in California, including at least two in Orange County {i.e., Tustin Marine
Corps Air Station and Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro) have recently closed and been
realigned (converted to private use). Responsible planning would suggest that some level of
advanced planning be initiated for the JETB concurrently with the GPU in preparation for that
possibility “over the next 20-plus years” (NOP, p. 2).

In what appears to be an inconsistent approach to the manner in which the Lead Agency
conducts its CEQA analysis, the “Final Program Environmental Impact Report ~ Los Alamitos
Medical Center Specific Plan, SCH No. 20100041095%" (City of Los Alamitos, February 7, 2011)
{"Medical Center FPEIR") included, as a related project producing cumulative impacts, a
469,822 square foot “new headquarters facilities at JFTB” (Medical Center FPEIR, Tahle 4-1, p.
4-3). The inclusion of that “cumulative project” therein would appear to contradict the Lead
Agency's current position that physical changes within that facility can be ignored as part of an
environment review for an area that actually encompasses that facility. Simiarly, when Table 2
{Current Generai Plan Land Use} and Table 3 {Proposed General Plan Land Use) in the Initial
Study are compared, the Lead Agency seeks to now assert that only 3,008 square feet
(1,397,993 ~ 1,394,985 = 3,008) of new non-residential development within the JFTB will be
examined in the upcoming EIR and not the 469,822 square feet of non-residential use examined
in the recent Medical Center FPEIR.

Clearly, the Lead Agency was aware of the proposed “new headquarters facilities at JFTB”
since the [nitial Study expressly references the “Environmental Assessment for Proposed
California Army National Guard & U.S. Army Reserve Construction of New Headquarters
Facilities at JFTB Los Alamitos, California” (Initial Study, p. 66). Despite that reference, based
on the Lead Agency’s own deciaration, it appears that the JFTB will be treated as if it does not
exist.

The Lead Agency represents that “easements” account for only four acres within Los Alamitos;
however, as indicated in the “Katella + Los Alamitos Commercial Corridor Plan” (City of Los
Alamitos, June 30, 2010) {"Corridor Plan™}, the Lead Agency states that *]a] large portion of land
within any city is dedicated for circulation and utility easements. Public streets and easements
represent 23 percent of the non-JFTB land area in Los Alamitos” {Corridor Plan, p. 27). From
Table 3 (Current General Plan Land Use) in the Initial Study, assuming a total of 1,340 acres
(2,619 ~ 1,279 = 1,340) of non-JFTB land, circulation and utility easements would then account
for about 308 acres of land and not the 336 acres now represented. Since development
projections need to be based on an accurate representation of each land-use designation, the
28-acre difference should be clarified and assigned acreages adjusted accordingly.

Although Exhibit 3 reflects the owverall changes in land-use designations now proposed
throughout Los Alamitos and SOI, in order to understanding the nature and severity of the likely
impacts both with regards to individual properties and Citywide, a much more detailed depiction
of the parceis subject to those changes must be presented by the Lead Agency. While adaptive
reuse of existing structures is possible, the more likely scenario when General Plan land-use
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and zoning designations change is the demolition of existing structures and their subsequent
reptacement by new construction activities which have been designed to best accommodate the
new land use. On those parceis where changes are proposed, assumptions need to be
provided relfating to demolition or reuse of existing improvements and the likely extent of new
construction.

As indicated above, it appears that the Lead Agency seeks to create four (4) new General Plan
land-use designations, including “Suburban Residential,” “Limited Industrial,” “Medical Overlay,”
and “Mixed Use.” These land-use designations do not now exist within the City and, therefore,
constitute new and distinct districts, each with their own unique set of development standards.
Absent from the Initial Study and NOP, however, is any indication that new General Plan land-
use designations will be established and that both Title 17 (Zoning) in the “City of Los Alamitos
Municipal Code” (*Zoning Code”) and the “Zoning Map of the City of Los Alamitos, California”
(*Zoning Map”) will also need to be amended to include a depiction of their locations, a
description of eligible and conditicnal eligible land uses therein, and a general overview of the
corresponding design and development standards within those newly created zoning districts.
No information concerning those locations, eligible and conditionally eligible uses, and/or
development standards is, however, presented in the Initial Study and no evidence concerning
those items can be found elsewhere in the administrative record.

While, by its inclusion therein, Table 2 (Current General Plan Land Use) in the Initial Study
would have you believe so, the geographic area comprising Rossmoor is not included in the
existing General Plan (see 2010 General Pian, Land Use Pian, p. 1-2). Similarly, no “Suburban
Residential” tand-use category is included in the 2010 General Plan (see 2010 General Plan,
Background Technical Report, p. 1-4). Referencing the existing General Plan: “The three
General Plan categories for residential land use are described below: [1] Single-Family
Residential (1-6 du/ac)} — detached single-family homes on individual lots and planned-unit
developments. [2} Limited Multiple-Family Residential (6-20 du/ac) — single-family residences,
duplexes and triplexes. [3] Multiple-Family Residential (20-36 dufac) — all types of development
permitted in less intensive residential categories and multiple dwelling buildings of 4 or more.
Other uses such as convalescent hospitals, churches, and mobile home parks are permitted in
the Multiple-Family Residential category subject to specific procedures” (2010 General Plan,
Background Technical Report, p. 1-4),

In comparison, the following five (5) residential land-use designations are now proposed:
“Single Family Residential,” “Limited Multi-Family Residential,” “Multi-Family Residentiai,”
“Suburban Residential,” and “Mixed Use” (Initial Study, Table 3 [Proposed General Plan Land
Use], p. 19). There exists no reference to the allowable range of authorized development
densities for any of these five residential categories.

At the January 8, 2014 scoping meeting, because the Rossmoor area is located in the Lead
Agency’'s SOI and not presently within its corporate boundaries, representatives of the Lead
Agency stated that the “Suburban Residential” district constitutes a County land-use designation
and that the Lead Agency proposes to adopt the County standards with regards to those lands
so designated (i.e., Rossmoor). No such information is presented in the Initial Study. In
addition, there is no indication whether the County’'s standards, if so adopted, will be codified
with only minimal variation (e.g., sections renumbered to allow for direct inclusion into the
Zoning Code) or undergo wholesale modification.
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In Table 3 {(Proposed General Plan Land Use) in the Initial Study, the Lead Agency purports to
present the assumptions used to derive the estimated number of “residential units,” population,
non-residential square footage, and employment projections which are presented therein. With
regards to housing, those assumptions included, but were not limited to: (1) Mixed Use - 22
units/acre; (2) Muiti-Family Residential — 22 units/facre; (3) Limited Multi-Family Residential — 12
units/acre; (4) Single-Family Residential — 6 units/acre; and (5) Suburban Residential — 5.65
units/acre {Initial Study, Table 3, p. 20). Those assumptions may not actually reflect future
developmenti and were not universally applied by the Lead Agency in iis derivation of iis
development assumptions associated with the GPU.

With regards to the “Multi-Family Residential” district, the Lead Agency states that the 145 acres
so designated will yield a total of 3,017 “residential units” (initial Study, Table 3 {Proposed
General Plan Land Use}, p. 19), or 20.8 dwelling units per acre. The 2010 General Plan,
however, authorizes between 20 and 38 dwelling units per acre within the “Multiple-Family
Residential” district. If the high-end {36 units/acre) of that authorized density were applied
rather than a figure approximating the low end (20 units/acre), a total of 5,220 multiple-family
units could be built in Los Alamitos and not the 3,017 units represented in the Initial Study or
2,203 (5,220 — 3,017 = 2,203) more units than now assumed in this cne residential land-use
category alone.

The same problem surfaces under the “Limited Multi-Family Residential” designation where the
Lead Agency assumes that the 18 acres so designated will generate only 189 “residential units”
{Initial Study, Table 3, p. 19) or 10.5 units per acre. [f the maximum allowable density were
applied (20 units/acre), a total of 380 limited multi-family units could be built and not the 189
units now being assumed by the Lead Agency. I[n what appears to be an inconsistent
application of methodology, under the “Single-Family Residential” designation, through the
application of the maximum allowable density authorized under the 2010 General Plan (6
unitsfacre), the Initial Study states that the 258 acres of residential use will generate 1,549 units
(258 x 6 = 1,548). If the Lead Agency were to apply a consistent methodology, using the lower
density authorization {1 unit/acre), only 258 singile- famlly units would be generated and not the
1,549 now being assumed.

As outlined in Exhibit 4 below, excluding both the "Suburban Residential” and “Mixed Use”
designations where no current density standards exist in the General Plan and none are
specified in the Initial Study, the potential underestimation in Los Alamitos’ housing inventory
totals 2,373 units or 27.2 percent (2,373 + 8,735 = 0.272) more new residential development
than now being assumed by the Lead Agency. Failure to consider these additional units will
likely result in a deficient environmental assessment (e.q., if each unit is assumed to generate
10 daily vehicle trips, a total of 23,730 additional vehicle trips will not be included in the EIR’s
traffic analysis, assigned to the regional roadway network, and the resulting congestion will
remain unmitigated).

Presently, there exists no "Mixed Use” district in Los Alamitos; however, the Lead Agency
asserts that “[c]onsistent with the General Plan, the Housing Element anticipates infill residential
and mixed-use development” (IS/MND, p. 23). All that is now known about the “Mixed Use’
district {("Opportunity Site No. 8) is that it will comprise 19 acres (827,640 square feet} and will
allow the development of 14 “residential units” and 626,644 square feet of new non-residential
development (Initial Study, Tabie 3 [Proposed General Plan Land Use], p. 19), representing a
residential density of 0.7 units/facre and a FAR of 0.76:1. At the January 6, 2014 scoping
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meeting, representatives of the Lead Agency also stated that there would be a "slight increase
in density” over that authorized under the existing land-use designation; however, because the
GPU does not specify allowable density, it is not possible to determine how densities might
actually change.

Exhibit 4
Proposed Residential Land-Use Designations
Single-Family Mulﬂirji"taegily Multi-Family | Suburban | Mixed Use
Maximum Allowable Density (units/acre) 6 20 36 NAZ NA
Tota! Acres Designated {acres) 258 18 145 749 19
Maximum Allowabie Development (uniis} 1,548 380 5220 NA NA
Initial Study Assumptions (units} 1,549 189 3,017 3,963 14
Possible Over or Underestimation {units) +1 «171 -2,203 NA NA
Total Underestimation (units) 2,373 NA
Notes:
1. From Exhibit 3 herein.
2. NA — Not available {neither supplied by the Lead Agency nor derivable from other socurces)

Even the “Suburban Residential’ and “Single Family Residential” district appear to allow for 5.65
and 6.0 unitsfacre, respectively (Initial Study, Table 3 {Proposed General Plan Land Use], p.
19). Absent information concerning the Lead Agency’'s intent with regard to the district’s
proposed development standards, it is not possible to know how the 14 units and 626,644
square foot assumption was derived.

Based on those assumptions and absence parcel-specific information concerning the proposed
change in acreages for individual land use, the corresponding increase or decrease in the
number of new dwelling units associated with each of the changes in land-use designation can
be independently estimated. As indicated in Exhibit 5, based on the changes in land-use
designation and development assumptions identified by the Lead Agency, a decrease of 220
units (418 — 638 = 220) would be projected. In contrast, the Lead Agency assumes 14 new
“residential units” in the newly established “Mixed-Use” district, an increase of 3,017 “residential
units” in the “Multi-Family Residential” district, and an increase of 1,549 “residential units” in the
“Single Family Residential” district.

The difference between the Lead Agency's projection, as presented in the Initial Study (14 +
3,017 + 1,549 = 4,580) and the independent projection provided herein is 4,800 units {220 +
4,580 = 4,800). With that large of a deviation, it will not be possible for both parties to agree on
the nature and severity of the resulting impacts and the measures needed to reduce those
impacts to a less-than-significant level. So as to allow for independent confirmation, the Lead
Agency needs to provide a reasoned rational to justify the development assumptions which will
be considered in the upcoming EIR.
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Exhibit 5
Existing General Pian Land-Use Designations New
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With regards to non-residential square feet, both Table 2 (Current General Pian Land Use) and
Table 3 (Proposed General Plan Land Use), under the “Specific Plan” heading, identify 582,824
square feet of non-residential use (i.e., “Specific Plan: per assumptions presented in Los
Alamitos Medical Center Specific Plan EIR,” Initial Study, Tabie 3 [Proposed General Plan Land
Use], p. 20). As indicated in the Medical Center FPEIR, build-cut projections for the Los
Alamitos Medical Center ("Medical Center”) are 582,824 square feet, including a *net increase
over existing” of 226,301 square feet (Medical Center FFPEIR, Table 3-4, p. 3-9). Since buiid-out
of the Medical Center has not yet occurred (e.g., “Development within the Los Alamitos Medical
Center Specific Plan area is expected to occur in three general phases over a 25-year period,
Medical Center FPEIR, p. 3-20), it becomes apparent that the Lead Agency’s declaration of
existing non-residential square footage constitutes something other than existing in-ground
conditions {(e.g., misrepresentation of the existing physical setting).

All that can be ascertained about the “Limited Industrial” district is that it comprises 8 acres
(348,480 square feet) and will allow the development of 106,286 square feet of new non-
residential development (initial Study, Table 3 [Proposed General Plan Land Use], p. 19),
representing a floor area ratio (“FAR™ of 0.3:1. Excluding parks, from a General Plan
perspective, no other non-residential land-use district in Los Alamitos appears {o have a FAR of
less than 2:1. As a result, absent information concerning the Lead Agency’s intent with regard
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to the district’'s proposed development standards, it is not possible to know how the 106,286
square foot assumption was derived.

At the public scoping meeting on January 6, 2014, representatives of the Lead Agency
disclosed that the new “Limited Industrial” district ("Opportunity Site No. 2A”) was proposed in
order to allow commercial recreational uses as a permitted use. Since a commercial-
recreational use is more appropriately categorized as a “retail” or “service-orientated” activity
rather than an “industrial” use, there exists nothing in the Initial Study that would inform a reader
of the City’s intent to authorize and/or expand commercial-recreational uses in this district or
which would provide a clue to the potential environmental impacts associated with the
introduction or expansion of that unique land use.

An “overlay” zone typically does not materially alter the underlying land-use designation but
merely establishes a separate set of design and development standards for particutar uses. In
this case, however, the Lead Agency asserts that the “Medical Overlay” district constitutes a
separate land-use designation affecting 13 acres (566,280 square feet) and allowing for the
development of an additional 357,255 square feet of development over and above the
underlying fand use (seemingly “Planned Industrial,” as illustrated in Figure 5 [Proposed
General Plan Land Use] in the Initial Study). To the extent that development densities can be
increased above that otherwise allowable absent that designation, additional traffic and parking-
related issues arise that are not acknowledged in the Initial Study.

All that is disclosed about the “Medical Qverlay” ("Opportunity Site No. 5% is that this
“opportunity site” is a non-residential district that is assumed to create one job for every 250
square feet of floor area (Initial Study, Table 3 [Proposed General Plan Land Use], p. 20). The
Lead Agency's Zoning Code does not link development potential on individual properties to the
number of jobs being created (e.g., the more jobs created the more intense the development
which is then authorized). Absent information concerning the Lead Agency’s intended
development standards applicable to the "Medical Overlay,” it is not possible to ascertain
whether the assigned 357,255 square feet of new non-residential development, equating to a
FAR of 0.63:1 (357,255 + 566,280 = 0.63), is either a reasonable or rational basis for
environmental assessment.

As indicated in the 2010 General Plan, the underlying zening in the “Planned Industrial” district
is “Planned Light Industrial® (*P-M"} (2010 General Plan, Figure 1-3 [Zoning), p. 1-16).
Referencing Table 2-05 (Commercial/industrial Zoning Districts General Development
Standards) in Section 17.10.030 {Property Development Standards) in Title 17 (Zoning) of the
Municipal Code, the allowable FAR in the P-M zone is 0.4:1. An increase from 0.4:1 to 0.63:1
(65 percent) cannot be characterized as a “slight increase” {January 6, 2014 scoping meeting).
In the case of this single 13-acre overlay area, the resulting increase is 130,743 square feet
{[566,280 x 0.63] - [566,280 x 0.4] = 130,743).

With the exception of both the four (4) new General Plan land-use designations now proposed
by the Lead Agency (for which no development standards are identified in the Initial Study)} and
the "Medical Center Specific Plan” (as discussed above), floor area ratios ("FARs™) for non-
residential land uses within Los Alamitos are listed in the 1989 FEIR {1989 FEIR, Table 1 [Land
Use Categories], p. 8) and are assumed to cofrespond to existing public policies. Based on the
application of those FARs and the increase or decrease in the acreages under each of the non-
residential land-use categories, a reduction of 4,108,280 square feet of gross leasable square
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footage can be calculated. In contrast, based solely on the unsubstantiated assumption that
non-residential square footage will increase “approximately 10 percent above existing building
square footage” (Initial Study, pp. 13 and 20}, the Lead Agency assumes an “increase from
existing conditions” of 903,465 square feet (Initial Study, Table 3, p. 19). The "approximately 10
percent increase’ appears to be an arbitrary and unsubstantiated assumption. Rather than
setecting a growth rate arbitrarily, the Lead Agency needs a much more cogent methodology for
assessing growth within Los Alamitos over the next “20-plus years” (NOP, p. 2).

The difference between the Lead Agency’s projection (as presented in the Initial Study) and the
independent projection provided herein is over 5 million square feet (4,108,280 + 903,465 =
5,011,745) of non-residential uses. With that large of a deviation, it will not be possible for both
parties to agree on the nature and severity of the resulting impacts and the measures needed to
reduce those impacts to a less-than-significant level. So as to allow for independent
confirmation, the Lead Agency needs to provide a reasoned rational to justify the development
assumptions which will be considered in the upcoming EIR.

Based on these substantive differences, it is not possible to duplicate even an approximation of
the Lead Agency’s residential and non-residential projections. Substantially more detail (e.q.,
parcel-specific delineation) is, therefore, required in order to substantiate the development
projections and methodology to be used in the upcoming EIR.

The accuracy of all of the Lead Agency’s estimates, as presented in Table 3 (Proposed General
Plan Land Use) must, therefore, be questioned because they do not appear to be supported by
any verifiable information provided by the Lead Agency (i.e., a supportable baseline). By failing
to accurately describe both the existing physical setting and the additional residential and non-
residentiat development allowable under the GPU (and the basis for the impact analysis in the
upcoming EIR), the EIR can only underestimate the likely environmental impacts that are
associated with the proposed action. Since impacts are not likely confined fo the Lead Agency's
corporate boundaries, Cypress and other adjoining communities will likely incur substantial
environmental costs without reaping any of the purported environmental benefits.

inadequate Project Description

The State Legislature has declared that an EIR’s purpose is “[tlo provide more meaningful
public disclosure™ (Section 21002.1[e], CEQA). In addition, “{aln environmental impact report is
an informational document” {Section 21061, CEQA) and “[djocuments prepared pursuant to this
division [shall] be organized and written in a manner that will be meaningful and useful to
decisionmakers and to the public” (Section 21003[b], CEQA).

“CEQA contemplates serious and not superficial or pro forma consideration of the potential
environmental consequences of a project” and emphasizes “the importance of an accurate
project description to fulfiling the goals of CEQA” (Leonoff v. Monterey County Board of
Supervisors [1990]). The court has stated that a “curtailed or distorted project description may
stultify the objectives of the reporting process. Only through an accurate view of the project may
affected outsiders and public decision-makers balance the proposal's benefit against its
environmental cost, consider mitigation measures, assess the advantage of terminating the
proposal and weigh other alternatives in the balance. An accurate, stable and finite project
description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR" (County of Inyo v.
City of Los Angeles [19771).
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The purpose of CEQA ‘is to inform the public and its responsible officials of the environmental
consequences of their decisions before they are made” (Laure! Heights Improvement
Association v. University of California [1983}). In citing CEQA, the court has stated that “[tihe
EIR must contain facts and analysis, not just the bare conclusions of the agency’ [Citation]. ‘An
EIR must include detail sufficient to enable those who did not participate in its preparation to
understand and to consider meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed project’ [Citations].
'‘CEQA requires an EIR to reflect a good faith effort at full disclosure; it does not mandate
perfection, nor does it require an analysis to be exhaustive’ [Citation]” (Bakersfield Citizens for
Local Control v. City of Bakersfield [2004] ["Bakersfield”}). “Failure to comply with the
information disclosure requirements constitutes a prejudicial abuse of discretion when the
omission of relevant information has precluded informed decisionmaking and informed public
participation, regardless whether a different outcome would have resulted if the public agency
had complied with the disclosure requirements [Citations]” {Bakersfield, quoting from Dry Creek
Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare [1999]).

As indicated under Agenda ltem 3(A) {Special Orders of the Day), as presented to the Council
on June 17, 2013, “[tihe Land Use Plan wili create the basis for the General Plan Land Use map
and the proposed project to be analyzed through an Environmental Impact Report under
CEQA.” ©On September 16, 2013, the Lead Agency’s Community Development Department
sought Council authorization to commence the CEQA process for the GPU. As indicated under
Agenda ltem 8(F) (General Plan 2013 Draft Land Use Plan): “The next step in the General Plan
process requires consent of the City Council. Staff is requesting to proceed with an
Environmentai Impact Report for the Plan as required by the California Environmental Quality
Act. During the June study session, an overview of the General Plan progress, and opportunity
sites to be studied in the EIR, was presented. A decision tonight locks in what will be studied in
the General Plan EIR. . While this General Plan Update is not a wholesale analysis of each
parcel within City limits, ten sites did rise to the level of consideration by either staff, the TAC
[Technical Advisory Committee} or the Commissions for changes that will be reflected in the
proposed Draft Land Use Plan. This led to the selection of a preferred Land Use Plan as the
basis for preparing the Land Use Element.”

As further indicated under Agenda Iltem 3(A), “[tlhis next step in the General Plan Update is to
fock in the Draft Land Use Plan including ten opportunity sites that may be subject to a iand use
change.” The “opportunity sites to be studied in the EIR” {http://losalgeneralplan.orgfoutreach/),
are illustrated and described in Exhibit 6 herein. At least one of the these sites (e.g., Arrowhead
Products) directly abuts Cypress and any change in land-use designation or in the development
standards contained in the Zoning Code will result in direct and indirect impacts upon Cypress.

Under Agenda ltem 3(A), the Lead Agency stated that “[a} decision tonight locks in what will be
studied in the General Plan EIR"; however, none of the “ten opportunity sites to be studied in the
EIR” are, in fact, identified in the Initial Study and/or NOP. No reference of any kind is made to
those sites therein. Since neither the Initial Study nor the NOP state what factors have
predicated the Lead Agency to undertake the GPU at this time, it must be assumed that the
Lead Agency’s election to undertake the proposed action is based on: {1) Los Alamitos’ desire
or the desires of individual property owners or members of the development community to
change the tand-use designations for one or more of the above referenced properties; and/or {2)
identified housing need that cannot be met based on existing General Plan land-use
designations. No linkage between the GPU and HEU is, however, referenced. As a result, both
decuments and their accompanying CEQA documentation would appear to be fatally flawed.
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As yet another example of the internal inconsistency between the GPU and the HEU, as
reflected in the "ten opportunity sites,” although a number of “changes” in land-use designation
are proposed under the GPU (comparing Figure 4 {Current General Plan Land Use] and Figure
5 [Proposed General Plan Land Use], Initial Study), “no General Plan amendment involving
existing residential land use designations is proposed by the Housing Element” (IS/MND, p. 17).

Under CEQA: (1) “Project’ means an activity which may cause either a direct physical change
in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment”
(Section 21065, CEQA); (2) “In evaluating the significance of the environmental effect of a
project, the lead agency shall consider direct physical changes in the environment which may
be caused by the project and reasonably foreseeable indirect physical changes in the
environment which may be caused by the project” (14 CCR 15064{d]); and (3) “Effects analyzed
under CEQA must be related to a physical change” (14 CCR 15358[b]). Actions deemed to be
exempt from CEQA include those activities that “will not result in a direct or reasonably
foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment” (14 CCR 15060[c]{2]).

Pursuant to Section 15082(a)(1)(A), the required content of a NOP includes a “description of the
project.” In describing the proposed action, the Lead Agency states: “The proposed project is
an update to the City of Los Alamitos General Plan. The Los Alamitos General Plan Update is
intended to shape development in the City and the unincorporated community of Rossmoor over
the next 20-plus years. The Los Alamitos General Plan Update involves reorganization of the
current General Plan into the following six required and two optional elements; land use
element, circuiation and transportation element, open space and recreation element,
conservation element, safety element, noise element, economic development element, and
growth management element” (NOP, p. 2), By failing to indicate that the proposed action
refates, at least in part, to a GPA on those “ten opportunity sites,” the NOP fails to accurately
and adequately describe the proposed action.

With regards to the GPU, if, as alleged, the proposed action is merely a “reorganization of the
current General Plan,” involving a population reduction of 1,741 residents and 104,612 square
feet of non-residential development (Initial Study, Table 3, p. 19), then it would appear that the
proper form of CEQA documentation would be a “subsequent EIR” (14 CCR 15162) or
“supplemental EIR” (14 CCR 15163} or even a “mitigated negative declaration” (14 CCR 15070)
rather than a new EIR. Since the Lead Agency has deemed none of those forms of CEQA
documentation to be relevant, the Lead Agency's own actions demonstrate the substantive
nature of the proposed action.

By categorizing the project as merely a “reorganization of the current General Plan” (e.g.,
‘reorganization” does not manifest as a “physical change”), the Lead Agency materially
misrepresents the actual nature of the proposed action (e.g., “The proposed project would
replace the current Los Alamitos General Plan and would modify land use designations in Los
Alamitos,” Initial Study, p. 53) and, in so doing, preciudes relevant information from being
presented to public agencies and the general public (Section 21005, CEQA). Absent explicit
reference to the specific content of the “proposed Draft Land Use Plan” and “preferred Land Use
Plan,” the affected public is denied the ability to comment on those components of the upcoming
EIR that have the potentiai to produce a “physical change” to the existing environment.
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The 2010 General Plan states that “ftlhe City of Los Alamitos encompasses 2,752 acres” (2010
General Plan, p. 1-1). No reference fo the community of Rossmoor, which is a California
Special District, or to Los Alamitos’ SOl is contained therein. In describing the “current General
Plan land use” (Initial Study, Table 2, p. 13), the Lead Agency’s inclusion of Rossmoor therein
constitutes a material misrepresentation of the geographic area included in the 2010 General
Plan (see 2010 General Plan, Figure 1-2 [General Plan], Figure 1-3 [Zoning}, and Figure 1.4
[Location of Residential Neighborhoods]).

In contrast, the GPU is based on an area of 3,601 acres {e.g., “The City of Los Alamitos
encompasses 2,619 acres and its SO! extends to the 982-acre unincorporated community of
Rossmoor,” Initial Study, p. 1-1). As such, it is disingenuous to both state that, with regards to
the Rossmoor area, the “change compared to the current General Plan” is zero {(Initial Study,
Table 3, p. 19) and to refer to the GPU as merely a “reorganization” when, in fact, it includes an
additional 849 acres (2,601 — 2,752 = 849) to 982 acres (Initial Study, Table 3, p. 19) of land
within its purview.

The Lead Agency states that the purpose of the NOP is “to advise and solicit comments and
suggestions regarding the scope and content of the EIR to be prepared for the proposed
project” (NOP, p. 1); however, without being informed, at least in general terms, as to the nature
of the “physical changes” to the existing environment that would occur should the project be
implemented as proposed, stakeholders have been denied the ability to submit meaningful
comments on the “scope and content of the EIR.”

The NOP, therefore, does not include the minimum information required to constitute a valid
notice. In order to avoid an inadequate EIR, a new NOP must again be disseminated and the
affected public and those public agencies required to receive notice must again be provided a
new opportunity to submit comments to the Lead Agency relative to both the proposed project
and the potential impacts resulting therefrom.

Zoning Code

As stipulated, in part, under Section 65860 of the CGC, “County or city zoning ordinances shall
be consistent with the general plan of the county or city.” The California Supreme Court heid
that a zoning ordinance that is inconsistent with the comprehensive plan at the time it is enacted
is “invalid when passed.” I[n addition, the court noted that zoning and planning consistency
requires that focal communities amend zoning ordinances to conform to the general plan and
not vice versa (“The tail does not wag the dog”) (Lesher Communications v. City of Walnut
Creek [1990]).

As indicated in Section 17.04.010 (Purpose} in Title 17 (Zoning) of the Municipal Code: “This
chapter establishes the zoning districts applied to property within the city. It aiso determines
how the zoning districts are applied on the zoning map, and provides general permit
requirements for development and new land uses.”

The Lead Agency proposes the creation of four (4) new Generai Plan designations, inciuding
“Suburban Residential,” “Limited Industrial,” “Medical Overlay,” and “Mixed Use.” However,
absent from Title 17 (Zoning) are any comparabie zoning districts matching or closely replicating
those new General Plan designations. As such, should those districts be established, the Lead
Agency would be required to amend its Zoning Code to include carresponding “general permit
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requirements” (e.g., design and development standards), including a listing of permitted and
conditionally permitted land uses. The new listing of eligible iand uses likely differs from those
now authorized under existing zoning.

All non-residential land uses are not alike and do not exhibit identical operational characteristics.
With regards to non-residential uses, to merely state that the proposed project constitutes a
903,465 square foot “increase from existing conditions” or a 8,881,442 square foot “grand total’
(Initial Study, Table 3 [Proposed General Plan Land Use], p. 19) provides no information
concerning whether that increase is retail, office, institutional, light industrial, or heavy industrial.
Based on operational differences, the placement of non-residential uses adjacent to certain
sensitive land uses (e.g., residential, schools, libraries, parks and recreational areas, hospitals
and medical facilities, nursing homes, and churches) could possibly result in undisciosed land-
use compatibility conflicts based on the different operational characteristics of those uses.

Absent from the initial Study and NOP is: (1) any acknowledgement that the proposed project
includes a substantive amendment to the Zoning Code; and (2) any general or detailed
information concerning the nature of that amendment and the standards needed to ensure
consistency with the GPU. Because precise development assumptions have been assigned to
those new districts (see Initial Study, Table 3 [Proposed General Plan Land Use], p. 19) based
on an undisclosed set of standards (e.g., allowable FAR), critical information germane to the
environmental assessment has been withheld and the affected public has been denied the
ability to both independently validate the level of development so assigned and to comment
thereupon {e.g., suggest alternative development standards).

Because the EIR needs to examine the physical changes likely to occur to the existing baseline
setting should the proposed project be implemented in the manner now proposed, an accurate
assessment of the development that will follow becomes a foundational component of the EIR
and one of the most critical variables affected all of the topical issues to be evaluated therein.
Zoning is the key bridge linking the General Plan and the parcel-specific and development-
specific entitlements that will likely follow the adoption of the GPU.

Inconsistent Project Description and General Plan

In court has stated, in pertinent part, that “{tihe general plan has been aptly described as the
"constitution for all future developments”. . .[Tlhe propriety of virtually any local decision
affecting land use and development depends upon consistency with the applicable general plan
and its elements. . .The consistency doctrine has been described as ‘the linchpin of California's
land use and development laws; it is the principle which infuse[s] the concept of planned growth
with the force of law’ [Citation]" (Mapa County for Honest Government v. Board of Supervisors
[2001}).

As required under the CGC: (1) “In constructing the provisions of this article, the Legislature
intends that the general plan and etements and parts thereof comprise an integrated, internally
consistent and compatible statement of polices for the adopting agency” (Section 65300.5,
CGC); and (2) "Any specific plan or other plan of the city or county that is applicable to the same
areas or matters affected by a general plan amendment shall be reviewed and amended as
necessary to make the specific or other plan consistent with the general plan” (Section 65359,
CGCQC).
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The Lead Agency seeks to concurrently process a MND for the HEU and an EIR for what
appears to be the remainder of the GPU. In addition to the issues of *fragmentation” and
‘piecemealing” raised above, this segmentation results in a document which is neither
“integrated” nor “internally consistent.”

For examptle, as indicated in the IS/MND: “The 1999 General Plan identifies three residential
areas within the City with vacant and/or underutilized parcels that would ailow for the
development of additional housing units. These residential areas inciude Oid Town East, Old
Town West, and Apartment Row. According to the General Plan, buildout of these three
residential areas could result in 645 additional dwelling units and a population increase of 1,870
persons. Specifically, the [1999] General Plan would allow for 24 additional dwelling units within
Old Town East, 171 additional dwelling units in Old Town West, and 450 additional dwelling
units in Apartment Row” {IS/MND, pp. 54-55).

In contrast, the Initial Study states that the build-out of the totality of the Lead Agency’s planning
area will result in only 535 new dwelling units and 1,395 new residents (e.qg., at the January 8,
2014 scoping meeting, representatives of the Lead Agency categorized the GPU as “low
growth™. As a result, it is not possible to reconcile the substantive differences between the
assumptions and the growth projections internal to the General Plan and the policy documents
comprising that blueprint (e.g., “the City's General Plan serves as the blueprint for future growth
and development, IS/MND, p. 2).

As indicated in the Initial Study, “[tjhe Los Alamitos General Plan Update is intended to shape
development in the City and the unincorporated community of Rossmoor (sphere of influence)
over the next 20-pius years” (Initial Study, p. 17). In contrast, the HEU states that “[t]he Housing
Element addresses housing opportunities for current and future Los Alamitos residents through
20217 (HEU, p. 1-1}. As a result, the Lead Agency’s individual General Plan elements do not
even examine the same time period. With the possible exception of the GME (which was not
available on the Lead Agency’'s website with the rest of the 2010 General Plan), no other
General Plan element appears to either have such a limited-term perspective or short-term
implementation program.

As mandated under Section 65583 of the CGC: *The housing element shall consist of an
identification and analysis of existing and projected housing needs and a statement of goals,
policies, quantified objectives, financial resources, and scheduled programs for the
preservation, improvement, and development of housing.” In addition, the element shall
contain “[aln assessment of housing needs and an inventory of resources and constraints
relevant to the meeting of these needs.” As a resuit, since the General Plan Update
encompasses a “20-pius yvear” horizon, the HEU is not consist with the remainder of the General
Plan and does not contain a corresponding needs analysis over that same time pericd.

As required under Section 65300 of the CGC: “Each pianning agency shall prepare and the
iegislative body of each county and city shall adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan for
the physical development of the county or city, and of any land outside its boundaries which in
the planning agency’s judgment bears relation to its planning.” The GPU includes both the City
and its SOI {i.e., “The City’s sphere of influence encompasses the unincorporated community of
Rossmoor on the southwest side of the City,” Initial Study, p. 1). In contrast, the HEU excludes
Los Alamitos’ SO, such that the GPU and HEU do not examine the same geographic area.
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The HEU states that, in 2011, there were 4,307 “housing units” in Los Alamitos (HEU, Table 2-
14, p. 2-13). In contrast, the Initial Study states that there are 5,439 “residential units” in Los
Alamitos plus an additional 3,963 units in Rossmoor, for a total of 9,402 units {Initial Study,
Table 2, p. 13). Similarly, the HEU states that Los Alamitos’ 2010 population is 11,449
individuals (HEU, Table 2-2, p. 2-2). The Initial Study declares that the Lead Agency's
population is 14,204 individuals plus an additional 10,540 individuals in Rossmoor, for a total
population of 24,744 persons.

Also, the HEU states that, in 2010, there are 5,530 jobs in Los Alamitos (HEU, Table 2-6, p. 2-
70); however, the Initial Study indicates that there are 16,235 jobs in Los Alamitos plus an
additional 408 jobs in Rossmoor, for a total of 16,643 jobs. Because “the City’'s population has
not increased for over 20 years,” (HEU, p. 2-2), these substantial differences cannot be
explained merely based on minimal year-to-year changes in housing inventory and population
but are reflective of a much more systemic lack of integration throughout the General Plan.

As indicated in the IS/MND, *“{tlhe Housing Element anticipates the development of 861
residential units to meet the regional housing needs” (IS/MND, p. 67) and "[tjhe Housing
Element would promote a range of affordable housing choices” (IS/MND, p. 23). In contrast, the
GPU identifies a 667-unit reduction in the Lead Agency’s housing inventory (Initial Study, Table
3, p. 19). Portions of the General Plan describe the need for an expanded and more diverse
housing inventory while other portions of the General Pian create a substantial reduction in both
that total inventory and, more specifically, in the number of multi-family units in Los Alamitos,

In accordance with the Southern California Association of Governments’ (*SCAG”) final
‘Regional Housing Needs Assessment” ("RHNA”} “5th Cycle Regional Housing Needs
Assessment Final Allocation Plan, 1/1/2014 - 10/1/2021," Los Alamitos’ fair-share housing need
includes 14 “very low income,” 10 “low income,” 11 "moderate income, and 20 “above moderate
income” units  (hitp://'www.scag.ca.gov/Documents/5thCyclePFinalRHNAplan.pdf) (see also
HEU, p. 2-24). The Lead Agency notes that in order “[tjo address the City's needs for very low-
and low-income housing, Los Alamitos must demonstrate that it has an adequate supply of land
for higher density housing. Although zoning [and for higher density development does not
guarantee the construction of housing that is affordable to low and moderate income families,
without such higher density zoning, the opportunity to provide housing for lower income
households is limited” (HEU, p. 6). Under the GPU, lands designated “Multi-Family Residential”
will be reduced from 174 to 145 acres (see Initial Study, Table 2 [Current General Plan Land
Use] and Table 3 [Proposed General Plan Land Use], pp. 13 and 19).

In Neighborhood Action Group v. County of Calaveras (1984), the court held that a finding of
consistency based on an inadequate general plan was a legal impossibility. Notwithstanding
these substantive geographic and demographic differences, the Lead Agency nonetheless
erroneously asserts that the HEU is consistent with the General Plan (e.g., “City staff has
reviewed the other Elements of the General Plan and has determined that this Housing Element
provides consistency with them,” HEU, p. 1-2). in addition, the IS/MND notes: (1)
“Implementation of the Housing Element is consistent with the Land Use Element” (IS/MND, p.
173; (2} “City staff has reviewed the other elements of the General Plan and has determined that
the proposed Housing Element provides this necessary consistency” {(IS/MND, p. 46); and (3)
“Project implementation would be consistent with the analysis presented in the General Plan
and would result in no greater impacts than previously identified” (IS/MND, pp. 62 and 63).
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Other than the bare conclusion, no consistency analysis or evidence of the precise nature and
substance of the “City staff review” is presented therein. Additicnally, it is the City's decision-
making body and not “City staff’ that makes that determination following that body's
deliberations and consideration of the totality of the project’'s administrative record and not prior
to those deliberations.

Housing Element Update

As indicated in SCAG's “A RHNA 101 Primer” (SCAG, January 2011): "When a local
government fails to adopt an updated Housing Element by the deadline, or adopts an element
that does not comply with the law, the city or county is regarded as ncncompliant and is subject
to penalties. If the General Plan or any element is not in compliance with the law, a petitioner -
be it an environmentalist, low income housing advocate or builder - can request a hearing or a
trial. If a court finds that the General Plan or any of its mandatory elements do not substantially
comply with the law then the count in its order of judgment may specify one or more actions
such as the two examples noted below: [1] Suspend authority of the entity to issue building
permits or any other related permits for residential housing; [2] Suspend the authority of the
entity to grant zoning changes, variances, or both.”

Los Alamitos’ HEU was “received” by HCD on November 7, 2013 and the “final due date” is
January 6, 2014 (http:/www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hre/plan/hefreview.pdf).  The Lead Agency's
truancy in updating that document cannot now serve as justification in support of and
authorization for and acceptance of its CEQA defects. The public interest is not advanced by
selective compliance with CEQA.

All elements of a general plan have equal legal status. For example, in Sierra Club v. Board of
Supervisors of Kern County (1981), a California appellate court struck down a provision in the
general plan that stated if there is a conflict between the land-use element and the open space
element, the Iland-use element controls. Recognizing the comprehensive nature of
comprehensive planning, the court found that no element is legally subordinate to another.

To the extent that the Lead Agency elects not to avaii itself of the authority to prepare either an
“EIR as part of a general plan” (14 CCR 15155) or a “program EIR” (14 CCR 15168), hecause
the Lead Agency seeks to only examine a 2014-2021 time period with regards to the HEU and
not the “20-plus years” examined in the GPU, the Lead Agency should define the upcoming EIR
as a “staged EIR.” As indicated in Section 15167(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “[wlhere a
large capital project will reguire a number of discretionary approvals from government agencies
and one of the approvais will occur more than two years before construction will begin, a staged
EIR may be prepared covering the entire project in a general form. The staged EIR shail
evaluate the proposal in light of current and contemplated plans and produce an informed
estimate of the environmental consequences of the entire project. The aspect of the project
before the public agency for approval shall be discussed with a greater degree of specificity.”

In any event, because significance determinations cannot be made absent an understanding of
the “whole of the action” (14 CCR 15378[a]), the Lead Agency needs to project housing need
through 2035 (consistent with the GPU) so that potentially significant environmental impacts are
not compartmentalized in a manner which minimizes environmental disclosure. CEQA does not
allow agencies to consider only “direct or primary effects” (which are caused by the project and
occur at the same time and place) while ignoring “indirect or secondary effects” (which are
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caused by the project and are later in time or farther removed in distance but are still reasonably
foreseeable) (14 CCR 15358).

As indicated in the [S/MND, the “[aldoption of the update to the Housing Element of the City's
General Plan is subject to review and/or approval by the following. . .California Department of
Housing and Community Development” (IS/MND, p. 9). In Nefson v. County of Kern (2010}, the
court noted:

CEQA’s conception of a project is broad (see Friends of the Sierra Railroad v.
Tuolumne Park & Recreation Dist. (2007) [Citation]), and the term is broadly
construed and applied in order to maximize protection of the environment (San
Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) [Citation]).
This big picture approach to the definition of a project (i.e., including “the whole of
an action”y prevents a proponent or a public agency from avoiding CEQA
requirements by dividing a project into smaller components which, when
considered separately, may not have a significant environmental effect ({Citation]
[Citation]). That is, the broad scope of the term “project’ prevents “the fallacy of
division,” which is the “overlooking [of a project’'s] cumulative impact by
separately focusing on isolated parts of the whole” (McQueen v. Board of
Directors {1988) [Citation]). Environmental consideratiocns may not be submerged
by chopping a single CEQA project into smaller parts for piecemeal assessment
{Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975} [Citation]). Rather, “the whoie
of an action” or the entire activity for which the approvals are being sought must
be considered by the agency ([Citation]).

[State] CEQA Guidelines further clarify that the term “project” refers to “the
activity which is being approved and which may be subject fo several
discretionary approvals by governmental agencies. The term ‘project’ does not
mean - each separate governmental approval” ([Citation]). This important
elaboration is meant to "ensure that a project proponent does not file separate
environmental reports for the same project to different agencies thereby
preventing ‘consideration of the cumulative impact on the environment’ [Citation]”
{[Citation]). it also serves as a reminder that there may be more than one agency
issuing approvals for a particular project and clarifies that the project is not to be
confused with each separate governmental approval.

Local and regional housing needs will neither disappear nor dissipate after 2021. If that were
the case, the Lead Agency would not need to formulate General Plan policies allowing
residential development in excess of 61 dwelling units, If the Lead Agency asserts that Los
Alamitos’ total housing need is only 61 units, then further justification is needed to rationalize the
City's promotion of the additional 474 units (5§35 -~ 61 = 474) anticipated under the GPU (see
Table 3 [Proposed General Plan Land Use], p. 19). If the General Plan is intended and
designed to response to identified community’'s needs, then the Lead Agency's declared
housing need {i.e., 61 units) should dictate land-use policy and the number of new dwelling units
that can be constructed in Los Alamitos based on General Plan and Zoning Code authorization.
Because no housing needs beyond the 61 units is identified in the HEU, the additional 474 units
thus become growth inducing.
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Absence SCAG-adopted or other housing need projections formulated by the California
Department of Housing and Community Development (*HCD™) or another public agency beyond
2021, the Lead Agency has the ability to extrapolate between the 23 units identified during the
2006-2014 planning period (i.e., “The Housing Element is a policy document designed to aid the
City in future planning, and provides the policy and regulatory mechanism to aliow the market
development of 23 residential units for the planning period 2006 to 2014," IS/MND, p. 71) and
the 61 units identified during the 2014-2021 planning period as a means of determining housing
needs though 2035,

The Lead Agency does not state whether it achieved, exceeded, or fell short of its 2006-2014
{Fourth Cycle) housing goal and/or whether there exists an unfulfilled need that carries over or
should carry over from that time period to the next (Fifth Cycle). Assuming that housing need is
linear and that 23 units were required between 2006-2014 and that an additional 61 units are
required between 2014-2021, projecting that same growth trend forward, between 2021-2028,
the Lead Agency’s housing need would be an additional 162 units and, between 2028-2035, the
Lead Agency’s housing need would be an additional 429 units. Assuming no carry-over from
the 2006-2014 time period, the resulting 652 units (61 + 162 + 429 = 652) exceeds the 535
“residential units” that Los Alamitos projects under the GPU. By adopting a set of land-use
policies that discourage new housing development (by reducing the acreage of residentially-
designated lands) but promote non-residential development (by increasing the acreage of non-
residentially-designated lands), the Lead Agency then exports its unfulfilled housing demand to
other communities while concurrently seeking to expand employment opportunities in Los
Alamitos.

Referencing Section 21000{g) of CEQA, “it is the intent of the Legislature that all agencies of the
State government which regulate activities of private individuals, corporations, and public
agencies which are found to affect the quality of the environment, shall regulate such activities
so that major consideration is given to preventing environmentai damage, while providing a
decent home and salisfying living environment for every Californian” (emphasis added). As
further indicated in Section 21001{d) of CEQA, the State Legislature finds and declares that it is
the policy of the State to “[elnsure that the long-term protection of the environment, consistent
with the provisions of a decent home and suitable living environment for every Californian, shall
be the guiding criterion in public decisions” (emphasis added). Referencing Section 15021(d) of
the State CEQA Guidelines, “CEQA recognizes that in determining whether and how a project
should be approved, a public agency has an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives,
including economic, environmental, and social factors and in particular the goal of providing a
decent home and salisfying living environment for every Californian” (emphasis added).

As indicated in Table 3 (Proposed General Plan Land Use) in the Initial Study, rather than
promoting the provision of “decent housing,” it appears that the Lead Agency's proposed GFPU
adversely impacts Los Alamitos’ ability to fulfill those State mandates. As indicated therein, the
Lead Agency states that the proposed “change compared to the current General Plan” is not the
expansion of the local housing inventory but a 667-unit reduction in the number of “residential
units” that could be constructed throughout Los Alamitos. In comparison, over the next “20-plus
years,” the Lead Agency projects that only 535 new units will be constructed throughout Los
Alamitos and its SOL.

To put "lipstick on a pig" is a rhetoricat expression which is used to convey the message that
making superficial or cosmetic changes is a futile attempt to disguise the true nature of an
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object. In the case of the GPU and HEU, white likely too broad a characterization, the Lead
Agency seeks to replace its existing housing-supportive public policies with a new set of public
“‘community values” which “[m]aximize retail opportunities” and “[o]ffer incentives to preserve
and atiract business” {Initial Study, p. 17) but do nothing for the production of housing or the
retention of the existing housing stock. Not one of the Lead Agency’s declared “community
values” relates, either directly or indirectly, to the provision of new housing opportunities within
Los Alamitos and its SOI.

To the detriment of housing, it is evident that the intent of the GPU is to promote jobs and
revenue-generating land uses. The HEU contains only minimal discussion of the relationship
between jobs and housing and what is presented is not supported by the information provided in
Table 3 (Proposed General Plan Land Use) in the Initial Study. As indicated in the 1S/MND:
“The Housing Element contains policies that encourage the development of vacant and
underutilized sites at greater intensities to provide higher density residential development
{Policy Actions 4.2 and 4.3) and encourages partnerships and coordination with developers and
outside agencies fo encourage the development of affordable housing (Policy Action 5.5)
(iIS'/MND, p. 21}, However, as indicated in Exhibit 5 herein, the inventory of lands allocated for
“Multi-Family Residential” is being reduced by 29 acres (with a corresponding reduction of 638
units).

Referencing SCAG's “Regional Housing Needs Assessment” (SCAG, OCctobher 3, 2012)
{hitp /iwww.scag.ca.gov/Documents/scagRHNAZ2012 .pdf): “California State housing element law
enacted in 1980 requires SCAG and other regional councils of government in California to
determine the existing and projected regional housing needs for persons at all income levels.
SCAG is also required by law to determine each jurisdiction’s share of the regional housing
need in the six-county Southern California region. The intention of SB 375 and the RHNA
process is to create a better balance of jobs and housing in communities, ensure the availability
of decent affordable housing for all income groups and achieve sustainability through long term
strategic land use planning.” Municipalities with a jobs-housing ratic of 1.0 are considered to be
in balanced or in equilibrium. A ratio greater than 1.0 indicates a net in-commute and a ratio
less than 1.0 indicates a net out-commute.

Referencing HCD's “California’s Inter-Regional Partnership Program - Jobs, Housing and
Mobility Strategies” (HCD, June 2005):

Johs-to-housing ratios are sometimes used to characterize jobs-housing balance,
yet identifying an appropriate ratio for use as target is difficult. A crude measure
of jobs-housing balance is sometimes presented as a jobs-to-employed
residents’ ratio, where a ratio of 1:1 represents one job for each household.
Generally, when the ratio is below 1.0 the area is considered to have a jobs
deficit and housing surplus. This is a general indication of the need of the
community to commute out of the area for employment. When the ratio is above
1.0 the area is considered to have a housing deficit and jobs surplus.

When the National Center for Smart Growth Research and Education analyzed
U.S. Census data from 1980, 1880, and 2000, they found that the number of
housing units per job was falling each decade. The jobs-housing ratio of the U.S.
has grown increasingly farger since 1980, growing from 1.3, to 1.36, to 1.45,
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The 1.5 ratio often cited recently in California was based ¢on an observation of the
California Department of Finance (the ratio of jobs and housing units created in
the decade of the 1990s, a decade lagging in housing construction). This 1.5
ratio reported by DOF was descriptive, and not intended to represent a
prescriptive standard. California, as a whole, had in 2000 a ratio of jobs to
households of 1.28 and a ratio of jobs to housing units of 1.20, based on 14.7
milion jobs per the Employment Development Department 11.5 million
households, and 12.0 million non-recreational housing units per the U.S. Census
Bureau. Thus, the actual California ratios render impossible a 1.5 ratio in every
county, or even a 1.3 ratio. Since those 1.2 and 1.28 ratios from the 2000 data
came from a year that was a boom for jobs but extremely low housing vacancy
rates, a desirable ratio would have more housing units to allow people to form
households as they would wish, and thus a desirable ratio is probably closer to
1.1 jobs to housing units. Depending on the geographic context, use of target
ratios larger than 1.3 may mislead users to underestimate the need for housing.

The HEU defines “jobs-housing balance” as “{a] ration {sic] used to describe the adequacy of
the housing supply within a defined area to meet the needs of persons working within the same
area. The General Plan uses SCAG’s definition which is a job total equal to 1.2 times the
number of housing units within the area under consideration” (HEU, p. AD-5). As indicated in
Table 1 (Existing Land Use Summary} in the Initial Study, excluding Rossmoor, the Lead
Agency's existing jobs-housing ratio is 3.23 jobs per household (14,265 jobs/4,421 units = 3.23).
As further indicated in Table 2 {Current General Plan Land Use) therein, excluding Rossmoor,
existing public policies support a jobs-housing ratio of 2.98 {16,235 jobs/5,439 units = 2.98),
demonstrating movement toward equilibrium. However, as indicated in Table 3 {Proposed
General Plan Land Use) in the Initial Study, excluding Rossmoor, under proposed policies, the
jobs-housing ratio will increase to {18,022 jobs/4,772 units = 3.78), demonstrating movement
away from equilibrium.

The jobs-housing imbalance in Los Alamitos may actually be worse that suggested in the Initial
Study. Referencing the Medical Center FPEIR: "Acceording to SCAG, the jobs/housing ratio for
the City of Los Alamitos in 2010 is 4.07:1 in year 2010, and is projected to be 4.03:1 in the year
2035, indicating that the City will continue to be jobs rich” (Medical Center FEIR, p. 7-2).

As it relates to transportation policy, the central concern of jobs-housing balance is the journey
to work and the corresponding vehicle miles traveled {*VMT") associated with that commute.
The concept implicitly assumes that workers choose to work as close to home as possible {or
that workers choose homes as close to their jobs as possible). If a given area has a much
greater concentration of empioyment than resident workers, workers must be drawn from other
areas, leading to longer commutes. Similarly, if resident workers greatly outnumber job
opportunities, those workers must seek jobs in other more distant areas.

With all other things being equal, the more balanced the community, the shorter the commute.
The Lead Agency’s GPU and HEU, through its deterrents to the development of new housing,
actually encourages fonger commutes and contributes to increased VMT (including fuel
consumption and mobile source air pollutants), thus adversely impacting air quality and public
health and adding to congestion on the regional roadway network (including streets in Cypress).
With the exception of the unsupported {e.g., no traffic analysis is presented) and erroneous
declaration that “ft}he Housing Element would promote a range of affordable housing choices
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near jobs, services, and transit, which would inherently reduce sprawl and thus total VMTs”
(IS/MND, p. 23}, the resulting increase in VMT and the potential traffic and air quality impacts
resulting therefrom are not addressed in either the Initial Study or in the IS/MND.

In correspondence to Cypress, dated December 5, 2013, Los Alamitos noted that “[tjraffic is a
major concern for the City of Los Alamitos because it is already one of the most significant
impacts to the area. Since the City of Cypress and the City of Los Alamitos share arterial
streets, we remain concerned that future development has the potential to impact our sections
of those roadways and intersections.” In what appears to be the “pot calling the kettle black,”
the Initial Study then acknowledges that “[bluildout of the General Plan Update would involve
changes in land use intensity and additional traffic volumes throughout Los Alamitos and SOV
and "[fluture development in accordance with the General Plan Update would increase traffic in
Los Alamitos” (Initial Study, pp. 39 and 51).

As indicated in the Federal Highway Administration’s {("FHWA" “Multi-Pollutant Emissions
Benefits of Transportation Strategies, Final Report” (FHWA, November 14, 2006):

Transportation is a major source of air pollutant emissions. Nationally, on-road
transportation sources are responsible for 27 percent of VOCs [volatile organic
compounds] emissions, 35 percent of NOx [nitrogen oxides] emissions, and 55
percent of CO [carbon monoxide] emissions. . .Strategies that reduce vehicle
mites traveled will reduce emissions of all pollutants. Each mile that a vehicle
travels, it emits more pollution, so reducing vehicle travel mileage will reduce
emissions of all seven gases [CO, particulate matter (FM,, and PM;5), NOx,
VO Cs, sulfur oxides (SOx)}, and ammonia {NHa)].

Section 65583(cH1) of the CGC requires that local housing elements include a rezone program
to make sites available to accommeodate the portion of new housing need that could not be
accommodated on sites in the land inventory. As stipulated under Section 85583(ci1}{B)
therein, the rezone program must identify sites that can be developed for housing within the
five-year planning period addressed in the HEWU. Pursuant to Section 65583(c)(1){(A), local
governments must complete required rezoning within three years from the earliest of the
following dates: {1) 90 days from the date HCD comments on the last draft reviewed before
element adoption; or (2) three years from the date of element adoption. Under Section
85583(q), if a local government fails to complete rezoning by the prescribed deadline, a local
government may not disapprove a housing development project nor require a conditional use
permit, planned unit development permit or other locally imposed discretionary permit or impose
a condition that would render the project infeasible, if the housing development project: (1) is
proposed to be located on a site required to be rezoned; and {2) complies with appiicable
objective general plan and zoning standards and criteria, including design review standards,
described in the rezone program action. No discussion of the need for that “rezone program” is,
however, included in either the Initial Study or IS/MND.

As indicated by HCD (http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpdfhousing_element2/OR_costal.php):
The housing element affects a locality’s policies for growth and residential land
uses. Among other things, the housing element establishes the locality’'s housing

goals, policies and objectives, identifies sites for new construction and addresses
governmental constraints. The goals, policies, and objectives of an updated
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housing element should be reviewed in the context of the land-use, circulation,
open space elements, zoning, and/or redevelopment and capital improvement
plans, especially if these plans or elements have not recently been updated. The
general plan is required to be “internally consistent” meaning any and all conflicts
between general plan elements should be acknowledged and resolved.
Jurisdictions must ensure programs and policies in other elements do not conflict
with those of the housing element; in particular the land-use, circulation or
conservation elements. For example, the circulation element levels of service
(LOS) standards may need to be updated to reflect potential build out capacities
proposed in the housing element. Alsg, realistic development capacity could be
impacted by the conservation element policies that require new residential
projects to provide large open space corridors or buffer areas. When conflicts
exist, the housing element must describe how consistency will be achieved and
how the goals of the housing element will be addressed. Many communities
attempt to address and resolve conflicts by amending the zoning ordinance and
all relevant efements of the general plan concurrent with amendment of the
housing element. For example, if densities of particular sites must be increased
to identify adequate sites, the attendant amendments to the genera! pian and
zoning ordinance could be proposed and adopted at the same public hearing as
the housing element. In addition to resolving inconsistencies among various
elements and/or ordinances at the time of updating the housing element, any
subsequent amendment to the housing element or other general plan elements,
should trigger a review of the entire general plan, especially land-use provisions,
to ensure internal consistency is maintained.

From the information presented by the Lead Agency, it is not possible to ascertain the status of
either the HEWU or its accompanying CEQA documentation. Although there is no evidence of a
separate NOP for the HELU, if not released already, both the HEU and the iS/MND appear ready
for release. Similarly, it is not possible to know whether the GPU’s NOP is also intended to be
inclusive of the HEU. At the January 6, 2014 scoping meeting, in describing the existing
General Plan, representatives of the Lead Agency both stated and illustrated (by means of a
presentation “slide”) that the Housing Element was, in fact, a component of the existing General
Plan.

n addition, at the scoping meeting, as part of the public presentation, the Lead Agency's
representatives presented a “slide” stating that the General Plan “does not focus on short-term
action.” Because the HEU appears to address only the 2014-2012 time period and nothing
beyond that date, it is not possible to understand the context of that statement other than to the
extent that it may infer that the “ieft hand does not know what the right hand is doing” (e.g., the
HEU has been separately prepared from the rest of the GPU and is being independently
processed therefrom).

The I1S/MND states that “[ilf, as a result of the Initial Study, the lead agency finds that there is
evidence that any aspect of the [HEU] Project may cause a significant environmental effect, the
lead agency shall further find that an Environmental impact Report is warranted to analyze
Project-related and cumulative environmental impacts® (IS/MND, p. 1). The information
presented herein constitutes substantial evidence that the HEU will, as an integral component of
the General Plan and the anticipated physical changes resulting therefrom, result in cne or more
significant environmental effects. As a result, the Lead Agency must terminate separate
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processing of the HEU, prepare a new Initial Study consolidating the GPU and HEU, conduct an
additional scoping meeting, and provide new notice under CEQA.

Representatives of the JFTB attended the scoping meeting and notified the Lead Agency that
the “tenant population of the base would be increasing over the short term” both for mifitary
preparedness reasons and because the base was California’s “emergency support platform” for
the region. Independent of whether Los Alamitos has jurisdiction over that facility, the Lead
Agency cannot ignore the current and reasonably foreseeable activities that are occurring and
which are likely to occur thereupon as if they do not exist. As a result, since there is no on-base
housing, Los Alamitos is aware that there may exist additional housing needs in excess of
SCAG's fair-share allocation. To ignore those unaccounted housing needs would be to ignore
-the existence of the JTFB itself.

Pursuant to Section 65584.07(d}{(1) of the CGC:

- If an annexation of unincorporated land to a city occurs after the council of
governments, subregional entity, or the department for areas with no council of
governments, has made its final allocation under Section 65584.03, 65584.04,
65584.06, or 65584.08, a portion of the county's allocation may be transferred to
the city. The city and county may reach a mutually acceptable agreement for
transfer of a portion of the county's allocation to the city, which shall he accepted
by the council of governments, subregional entity, or the depariment, whichever
allocated the county's share. If the affected parties cannot reach a mutually
acceptable agreement, then either party may submit a written request to the
counci of governments, subregional entity, or to the department for areas with no
council of governments, to consider the facts, data, and methodology presented
by both parties and determine the number of units, by income category, that
should be transferred from the county’s allocation to the city.

For the current planning cycle, the RHNA for the unincorporated County is 5,272 units (SCAG,
5% Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment Final Allocation Plan, 1/1/2014 — 10/1/2012). To
the extent that it is predicated solely on the Lead Agency’'s existing corporate boundaries and
not the inclusion of the unincorporated community of Rossmoor, Los Alamitos’ declared housing
need of 61 units {e.g., “The City's adjusted regional housing need for the 2014-2021 planning
period is 681 housing units,” [S/MND, p. 54) may constitute an underestimation of allocated fair-
share need because any allocation applied to unincorporated County areas would then need to
be equitably incorporated into the Lead Agency’s allocation. There exists no evidence to
indicate that any fair-share allocation applicable to the SOI has also been considered by the
Lead Agency.

No Factual Basis for Preliminary Conclusions Presented

The State CEQA Guidelines define "a threshold of significance™ as "an identifiable quantitative,
qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental effect, non-compiiance with which
means the effect will normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance
with which means the effect normally will be determined to be less than significant" {14 CCR
15064.7[a]).
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Pursuant to Section 21000(d) of CEQA: “The capacity of the environment is limited, and it is the
intent of the Legislature that the government of the state take immediate steps to identify any
critical thresholds for the health and safety of the people of the state and take all coordinated
actions necessary to prevent such thresholds being reached.” As further indicated under
Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines: “(a) Each public agency is encouraged to
develop and pubiish thresholds of significance that the agency uses in the determination of the
significance of environmental effects. A threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitative,
qualitative or performance level of a particuiar environmental effect, non-compliance with which
means the effect will normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance
with which means the effect normally will be determined to be less than significant. (b)
Thresholds of significance to be adopted for general use as part of the lead agency’s
environmental review process must be adopted by ordinance, resolution, rule, or regulation, and
developed through a public review process and be supported by substantial evidence.”

Referencing Appendix G {Environmental Checklist Form) of the State CEQA Guidelines: “The
sample questions in this form are intended to encourage thoughtful assessment of impacts, and
do not necessarily represent thresholds of significance.” As such, a mere response to the
questions raised in the project's “environmental checklist” (Initial Study, p. 28) is not
presumptive of either the existence of avoidance of a “significant” environmental effect. If the
Lead Agency seeks to make it presumptive, then anything other than a *“no impact’
determination woulild constitute a significant or potentially significant environmentat effect.

The initial Study states that “[o]nce the lead agency has determined that a particular physical
impact may occur, then the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially
significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. ‘Potentially Significant
impact’ is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. if there
are one or more ‘Potentially Significant Impact’ entries when the determination is made, an EIR
is required. . ftlhe explanation of each issue should identify: (a) the significance criteria or
threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and (b} the mitigation measures identified, if
any, to reduce the impact to less than significant” {Initial Study, pp. 29-29). By failing to disclose
the “significance criteria or threshold” which has been utilized, the Lead Agency does not even
comply with its own requirements.

With the single exception of traffic, it is noted that no “thresholds of significance” are presented
in the 1989 FEIR, in the Initial Study, or in the IS/IMND (i.e., "performance criteria,” IS/MND, p.
61). As a result, no factual basis exists to support the Lead Agency’'s presumption that some
impacts will be "less than significant” and, therefore, not further addressed in the upcoming EIR.
Words like “significant” (e.g., “impacts wouid be less than significant” (Initiai Study, p. 58) and
“substantial” (e.g., “Growth in accordance with the General Plan Update is not expected to
dispiace substantial numbers of people,” Initial Study, p. 58} have no meaning because no
yardstick is presented against which impacts have or will be judged.

Although “existing structures may need to be demolished prior to construction of new buildings”
(IS/IMND, p. 36), the Lead Agency asserts that “implementation of the General Plan Update is
not expected to displace a substantial amount of existing housing” and “the General Plan
Update is not expected to dispiace a substantial amount of people” (Initial Study, p. 58). Based
on the Lead Agency's own figures, a minimum of 50 people (1,445 — 1,395 = 50) will be
displaced. If displacing 50 existing residents is neither deemed to be “substantial” nor
“significant,” the Lead Agency must provide the public with the criteria that it has used in the
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derivation of that preliminary conclusion. At what number does the impact become “substantial”
and “significant™?

tn reality, the potential for displacement is substantially higher. The Initial Study indicates that,
with regards to population, the “change between the current General Plan, is the loss of 1,741
residents within Los Alamitos, including 1,753 residents (9,633 — 7,880 = 1,753) within the
“‘Multi-Family Residential” district alone (initial Study, Table 3, p. 19). In substantive contrast,
notwithstanding the substantial reduction in multi-family housing under the GPU, the Housing
Element and the IS/MND appear tc be based on a conflicting assumption (e.g., "Continued
development of higher density residential units, as anticipated with the proposed Housing
Element,” IS/MND, p. 13). As further evidence of internal inconsistencies throughout the
General Plan, portions of that document seek to reduce multi-family housing whiie other
portions seek the expansion of multi-family housing.

In what now appears to be an erroneous prognosis, the 1989 FEIR concluded that
“[ijmplementation of the [2010] General Plan would commit the use of the land to the proposed
designation. This would affect land use for the iife of the buildings subsequently constructed,
approximately 40-50 years. It is unlikely that multiple family uses would later change to less
intensive land uses” (1989 FEIR, p. 57).

Webster defines "substantial” as “real, actual, true, not imaginary.” Under that definition, even a
single displacement would constitute a “significant” environmental effect (e.g., “future housing
development on underutilized sites could displace existing housing and people,” IS/MND, p. 55).
[n the case of the GPU, the Lead Agency’'s own information suggest that 1,753 individuals will
likely be dispiaced by the Lead Agency’s proposed actions.

Alleged Compliance Does Not an Impact Avoidance Strategy Make

“The determination of whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment calls
for careful judgment on the part of the public agency involved, based to the extent possible on
scientific and factual data” (14 CCR 15084[b]). Compliance with the law is not enough to
support a finding of no significant impact under the CEQA (Oro Fino Gold Mining Corp. v.
County of Ef Dorado [1990]).

The Lead Agency repeatedly asserts that compliance with existing laws and regulations
constitutes a supportable rationale for its determination that otherwise significant environmental
effects would, in fact, be less than significant. As specified in the State CEQA Guidelines,
“Iejffects analyzed under CEQA must refate to a physical change” {14 CCR 15358), A project’s
resulting direct and indirect physical changes could be deemed “significant” independent of
whether actual or assumed compliance with an adopted plan or policy can be documented or
alleged.

In many instances, unspecified General Plan policies are cited as evidence that certain
identified impacts will either not manifest at a level of significance or can be reduced to a less-
than-significant level through their application (e.g., “Comply with the policies and programs
contained in the City’'s Water Conservation Ordinance,” ISIMND, Policy 2-1.3, p. 42). Since
compliance with applicable local, State, and federal statutes and regulations constitute pre-
existing obligations (e.g., "Future residential development would be required to comply with City,
State, and Federal noise standards and guidelines,” 1S/MND, p. 51), policies or mitigation
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measures specifying compliance do not produce any measureable benefits with regards to
environmental protection and, therefore, offer no increased efficacy above that which would
exist if those policies or mitigation measures were not inclusion therein. Similar measures only
appear intended to placate an unsuspecting public whose expectations are that actuat mitigation
(rather than meaningless platitudes) is being appropriately, fairly, and consistently applied.

Deferred Mitigation

it must be assumed that Los Alamitos is aware of the distinction between a “project-level” and
“program-level” EIR having certified the Medical Center FPEIR on February 7, 2011 (Resolution
2011-02) (i.e., "This EIR has been prepared as a Program EIR in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15168," Medical Center FPEIR, p. 2-1).

it appears that the Lead Agency has made an intentional effort not to categorize the upcoming
EIR as either a “project-level” {14 CCR 15161) or "program-level” {14 CCR 15168) document.
in light of the level of detail concerning future development which has been established by Los
Alamitos (i.e., “ten opportunity sites”), the categorization is important in understanding whether
any later environmental review will be undertaken once development applications are submitted
on those properties (assuming that none have yet been filed) and the nature of that CEQA
documentation. The distinction is also important with regards to the level of detail and analyses
that need to be presented by the Lead Agency with regards to the upcoming EIR.

As specified in Section 15146 of the State CEQA Guidelines: “The degree of specificity
required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity
which is described in the EIR. (a) An EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more
detailed in the specific effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local
general pian or comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects of the construction ¢an be
predicted with greater accuracy. (b) An EIR on a project such as the adoption or amendment of
a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local general plan should focus on the secondary
effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be
as detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow. "From the
information presented, it is not possible to determine whether the NOP relates only to the GPU
{excluding the HEU) or the GPU in combination with the HEU. In that same context, it is not
possibie to determine from the NOP what the GPU actually entails (e.g., does it include or
exclude the HEU). By not explicitly stating the nature of the upcoming EIR, it is not possible for
the affected public to ascertain whether the comments submitted in response to the NOP should
also address the HEU, focus on the primary of secondary effects of the proposed GPU, relate to
the development of the “ten opportunity sites,” or address only Figure 5 (Proposed General Plan
Land Use) and Table 3 (Proposed General Plan Land Use) in the Initial Study.

To the extent that the Lead Agency asserts that the GPU and the HEU are internally consistent,
then the housing development allowable under the General Plan and supported by the HEU
must, therefore, also be consistent.  Mitigation measures andfor other mitigating or
compensating actions {(e.g., “Compliance with General Plan policies and implementation
measures wolld reduce construction-refated emissions to a level below “business as usual,”
ISIMND, p. 20) presented in the HEU and IS/MND must be sufficient to address the 535 unit
‘increase from existing conditions” {Initial Study, Table 3, p. 19} and not merely the 61-unit fair-
share allocation (e.g., “The City's adjusted regional housing need for the 2014-2021 planning
period is 61 housing units,” IS/MND, p. 54).
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Although the Lead Agency asserts that “new development projects would undergo
environmental review pursuant to CEQA on a project-by-project basis” {IS/MND, pp. 13 and 14),
CEQA contains provisions for permit streamlining and exemptions for qualifying housing and
“infill” projects {(Sections 21094.5 and 21158.21, CEQA) consistent with applicable general and
specific plans. As a result, with the demonstration of eligibility for permit streamlining, there
exists reasonable likelihood that later residential projects within Los Alamitos will either not be
subject to further environmental analysis or, if required, might be confined to only a consistency
review.

Neither the environmental analysis nor the mitigation presented in the IS/MND are, however,
sufficient to mitigate the potential impacts of that anticipated development. For example, the
Lead Agency notes that "the potential exists that some housing developments may be located
on or near hazardous materials sites. Through the City’'s environmental review process, it would
be determined if a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment would be needed to assess
whether hazardous materials, on or within the vicinity of the future residential sites, would pose
any significant hazards to the public or the environment. If necessary, mitigation would be
required to reduce potential hazardous materials impacts to a less than significant level. . .No
mitigation is required” (IS/MND, p. 37). Since no mitigation is identified and no actual
requirements imposed that later development applications either include a “Phase 1
Environmental Site Assessment” or comply with specified performance standards, future
housing within Los Alamitos may be constructed on contaminated and non-remediated sites.
Similarly, the Lead Agency states that “future residential development would require individual
assessments of potential impacts from project-related noise sources. [f necessary, mitigation
would be required to reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level” (IS/IMND, p. 51);
however, there exists no assurance that subsequent residential development will be conditioned
on the submittal of an acoustical analysis.

Similarly, the Lead Agency states that development “proposals could require individual
assessments of potential impacts to traffic and circutation” (IS/MND, p. 63). “Could” does not
bind the Lead Agency to any obiigation to conduct projeci-specific traffic studies or to mitigate
the ftraffic-related impacts of its actions either within Los Alamitos or within adjoining
municipalities, With the possible exceptions of cultural resources, geology and soils, and public
services (IS/MND, pp. 72-73), rather than formulating specific mitigation measures, the Lead
Agency defers the preparation of mitigation measures to a later date (e.g., “Adopt feasible
mitigation measures throughout the land use decision-making process to reduce impacts of new
or expanded uses on existing residential neighborhoods,” IS/MND, Policy 1.1-2, pp. 14 and 47).
Absent specific mitigation measures herein and/or reasonable assurance that adequate and
appropriate mitigation will be imposed during later project-specific review, in recognition of the
potential impacts identified in the Initial Study, the Lead Agency has failed to demonstrate that
potential environmental impacts will, in fact, be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation plans must be sufficiently specific to assure that they will reduce potentially significant
impacts to a less-than-significant level. In lieu of actual mitigation, as rationale provided in
support of its conclusion that impacts will be less than significant, the Lead Agency shall, at an
unspecified date and through an unspecified process, “[e]mploy accepted planning and
engineering standards and practices as the basis for determining the compatibility of new land
uses with existing uses” (IS/MND, Policy 1.1.1, pp. 14 and 47). The term "acceptable planning
and engineering standards,” the party or parties responsible for ascertaining acceptability, and
the timing of such employment have neither been defined nor specified. Similarly, since no
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guantitative, qualitative, prescriptive, and/or specific {with discretion limited} performance
standards are specified (14 CCR 15126.4[a][1][B)). the efficacy of such nebulous actions cannot
be demonstrated.

CEQA states that “[w]hile foreseeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its
best efforts to find out and disclose ali that it reasonably can” (14 CCR 15144). That is clearly
not the case herein.

With regards to greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions, the SCAQMD’s Working Group has
recommended an annual CEQA-based threshold of 3,000 metric tons of carbon diexide (*CO:?")
equivalent {("MTCQOe") for both new commercial and residential development projects
{http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/GHG/2010/sept28mtg/ghgmtg15-web. pdf). Asserting that
“details of these future construction activities are unknown at this time, and therefore, cannot be
quantified” {IS/MND, p. 20) and alleging that "no established quantitative thresholds of
significance or methodologies are in place to analyze and determine the significance of global
climate change” (IS/MND, p. 23), the Lead Agency has made no aftempt to quantify
construction-related and operaticnal GHG emissions and/or to compare those emission
estimates against the SCAQMD’s recommended threshold standards. This failure appears
more the product of {ack of diligence than lack of information. The SCAQMD’'s CalEEMod
emissions model, Version 2011.1.1 utilizes “defauit values” such that the input variable are often
limited only to the number of dwelling units and/or square footage of non-residential use that is
being proposed. Available tools do exist and are widely used within the SCAQMD region to
guantify emission levels for both criteria poliutants and greenhouse gases. The Lead Agency
has just not gone to the effort to available itself of those readily available tools.

With regards to construction noise, the Lead Agency states that “[clonstruction activities have
the potential to expose adjacent land uses to noise levels between 70 and 90 decibels at 50 feet
from the noise source” (IS/IMND, p. 51). Reasonabie guantitative assumptions relating to
construction {and other) impacts can and have, therefore, been made by the Lead Agency. Los
Alamitos cannot seek to hide behind an assertion that a potential construction impact is not
knowable while at the same time analyzing the construction impacts of that same activity under
other topical headings.

Purportedly as mitigation for anticipated construction-related GHG emissions (e.g.,
“Construction of future residential new and infill development projects would result in
greenhouse gas emissions from the use of construction equipment,” IS/MND, p. 20}, the Lead
Agency identifies the following mitigation measure: “For proiects that may exceed daily
construction emissions established by the South Coeast Air Quality Management District, Best
Available Control Measures shall be incorporated to reduce construction emissions to below
daily emission standards established by the South Coast Air Quality Management District”
(IS/IMND, Mitigation Measure A-1, p. 23}, The SCAQMD, however, has not established “daily
construction emission” limitations for GHGs. As such, the Lead Agency’s suggested measure
would appear to be meaningless in the context of GHG emissions and, therefore, cannot
demonstrate that the measure’s application will have its intended effect.

More egregious than deferred mitigation are measures which masquerade as mitigation but
have no actuai effect at all. For example, as part of its alleged “mitigation program,” the Lead
Agency states that “[tthe City of Los Alamitos shall consider adopting a Climate Protection
Action Plan, which would establish a Citywide inventory of greenhouse gasses for Existing,
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General Plan Buildout and Year 1990 conditions” (IS/MND, Mitigation Measure A-2, p. 23). In
addition, as mitigation of potential traffic impacts, the Lead Agency seeks to implement the
following implementation program: “Consider alternative designs for rights-of-way improvements
which would accommodate pedestrians and non-motorized vehicles, paying special attention to
the configuration of bicycle path/roadway intersections, the possible inclusion of bicycle lanes
and routes, the need for wheelchair accessibility, and the importance of maintaining lines-of-
sight at alley/sidewalk intersections” (IS/MND, implementation Program 5-4.4.6, p. 65). Since
the terms “shall consider” and “consider” are not synonymous with “shali adopt and impiement,”
mere consideration without subsequent and effective action neither constitute mitigation under
CEQA nor represent any binding obligation for subsequent project-specific conditioning.

Similarly, as part of its alleged “mitigation program,” it shall be the Lead Agency's policy to
“[tlake appropriate steps to protect new and existing development from flooding” (1IS/MND,
Policy 3-3.1, pp. 42, 43, 44, and 45). The Lead Agency has neither sought to clarify the nature
of those “appropriate steps” nor to specify the level of “protection” which Los Alamitos seeks to
mandate. Also, as part of s “mitigation program, the Lead Agency, states that *[n]oise
mitigation measures for future development should comply with the standards included in the
City of Los Alamitos Noise Element” (IS/MND, Policy 6-1.1, pp. 52 and 53) and “[p]otential noise
impacts due to stationary sources should be mitigated in the planning stage” ({5/MND, Policy
6.1-2, p. 52). Under CEQA, because “should” identifies only guidance and not an obligatory
obligation {14 CCR 15005), no mitigation is actually being presented.

Corridor Plan

Although the Lead Agency asserts consistency {e.g., ‘Implementation of the Housing Etement is
consistent with the City of Los Alamifos’ General Plan,” IS/IMND, p. 17; “the proposed Housing
Eiement would remain generally consistent with the General Plan,” IS/MND, p. 55}, there exists
substantial evidence suggesting otherwise.

Referencing the Lead Agency’s Corridor Plan, two properties are expressly identified as
candidates for reuse. As indicated therein: “The Arrowhead Products [*Opportunity Site No. 107]
property, at 28 acres, is one of the largest areas of land dedicated for private use in the City.
Some may view the property as an ideal site for new big box commercial development. The
proximity to the new commercial development in Cypress does offer the atiraction of a large
subregional draw. . .The second site ["Opportunity Site No. 77} consists of just over 13 acres of
City properties (City Hali, Police Department, and City Yard), other public and quasi-public
buildings, and SuperiMedia (on the western 10 acres). Private development interest, along with
the City's willingness to relocate its own facilities, indicate that this area could support a variety
of uses, including a theater, hotel, or senior housing. The area is aiso near Los Alamitos
Boulevard and could serve as a southern anchor with additional redevelopment along Katella
Avenue” {Corridor Plan, p. 47).

Surprisingly, as if it had no relevancy to the proposed project, the Initial Study includes no
reference to the Corridor Plan. [n describing “next steps” therein, the first step listed by the
Lead Agency is to “incorporate the Corridors Report into the General Plan Update” (Corridor
Plan, p. 109). As further described in the Corridor Plan:

The City of Los Alamitos will initiate a general pian update in the fall of 2010.
The principles and concepts contained in this report should be incorporated into
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the update process, specifically regarding the Citywide vision, policies, and land
use and circulation plan. The stakeholders interviewed as part of this report
should be considered as possible members of a general plan advisory committee
{or similar entity) for the general plan update. Technical studies supporting the
general ptan update should include: [1] A traffic study that can provide more
precise roadway design direction for Los Alamitos Boulevard given the expected
buildout of the City, including Los Alamitos Medical Center, [2] A non-motecrized
vehicle circulation analysis that confirms and augments this report's
recommended bikeway and pedestrian improvements. [3] A parking study to
provide direction on parking demand, supply, and assessment strategies for the
corridor., The parking study should alse considered revisiting the City’s parking
standards, particularly regarding cutdoor dining requirements.

in the Corridor Plan, the Lead Agency made the representation that the Corridor Plan would be
incorperated into the GPU and that the GPU would include a “traffic study,” a “non-moterized
vehicle circulation analysis,” and a “parking study.” With the exception of the “traffic study,”
absent from the Initial Study are any statements declaring the Lead Agency’s intent to include
those analyses herein. Failing to do so serves to further demonstrate the failure of the Lead
Agency to prepare “integrated, internally consistent and compatible statement of policies”
(Section 65300.5, CGC).

Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (Housing Element Update)

As indicated in the HEU, it is the policy of the Lead Agency to ‘[m]aintain consistency among
General Plan Policies and Programs, the Zoning Code, and related development regulations”
(IS/IMND, Policy 1.1-3, p. 47). As evidenced herein, “consistency” appears to be such a broadly
defined term that the substantial inconsistencies that exist between the GPU and HEU are not
sufficient for the Lead Agency to deem those gapping chasms to be inconsistent.

In Section 3.3 (Envircnmental Factors Potentially Affected), the Lead Agency identifies the
following three topical issues that constitute either “potentially significant impacts” or “potentially
significant unless mitigation incorporated™ (1) cultural resources; (2) geology and scils; and (3)
public services (i.e., “The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by
this Project, involving at least one impact that is a *Potentially Significant Impact’” or a
“Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated,” IS/MND, p. 12). Notwithstanding that
declaration, none of the issues addressed under “cultural resources” or “public services” were
so categorized; however, “air quality” was identified as “potentially significant unless mitigation
incorperated” (IS/IMND, pp. 17 and 24). As a resulf, the IS/MND is internally inconsistent, such
that it is not even possible fo ascertain which impacts the Lead Agency deemed to be
“significant” or “petentially significant” and which impacts thus may necessitated mitigation.

Under the analysis of “cultural resources,” the Lead Agency states that “[n]Jo mitigation is
required” (IS/MND, pp. 28 and 29). Under the analysis of “public services,” the Lead Agency
states that “{njo further mitigation is required beyond compliance with the following General Plan
Goal, Policy, and implementation Programs” (IS/MND, pp. 56, 57, and 58). Similarly, under
“public services,” the Lead Agency concludes that alf impacts are “less than significant”
(IS/IMND, pp. 58-59). Since “[miitigation measures are not required for effects which are not
found to be significant’ (14 CCR 15126.4[a]{3]), it is uncertain why the Lead Agency has
included specific mitigation measures for both “cultural resources” (IS/IMND, p. 72) and “public
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services” (IS/MND, p. 73). As a result, not only is the IS/MND internally inconsistent but also
there exists no consistency with regards to the Lead Agency’'s inclusion of exclusion of
mitigation measures therein.

Absence any factual analysis, the Lead Agency asseris that “[cjompliance with General Plan
policies and implementation measures would reduce construction-related emissions to a level
below ‘business as usual™ (IS/MND, p. 20). No specific “General Plan policies” and/or
“implementation measures” are, however, identified and no analysis is provided how such
measures will, in fact, “reduce construction-related emissions.” Additicnally, no evidence has
been presented that “business as usual” ("BAU”) is a supportable threshold and, if supportable,
no analysis has been presented demonstrating attainment. The Lead Agency’s analysis and
conclusions are based on the false assumption that unverifiable “compliance with the Attorney
General's recommendations” constitutes a valid and supportable threshold standard (e.g., “the
proposed Project would be in compliance with the recommended measures and strategies
identified by the Attorney General's Office,” IS/IMND, p. 23).

With regards to GHG, in the IS/MND, the Lead Agency’'s CEQA ‘“checklist” does even not
contain the information stipulated under the State CEQA Guidelines. As indicated in Appendix
G (Environmental Checklist Form) therein, areas of inquire include a determination whether the
project would: “(a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment? [andfor] (b} Conflict with an applicable plan,
policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?”
(State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, Paragraph VIl [Greenhouse Gas Emissions]). In
contrast, while excluded from the 1S/MND, those same tems have been included in the Initial
Study (see Initial Study, p. 32). As a result, the CEQA analysis for the GPU and the HEU do not
even use the same “environmental checklist form.”

Although they are components of the same “integrated” document and, therefore, inseparable
therefrom, the Lead Agency draws entirely different conclusions with regards to both the GPU
and HEU. As indicated in Section 2.2 (Environmental Factors Potentially Affected) of the Initial
Study, as compared to only three such impacts identified for the HEU in the I1S/MND, the Lead
Agency identifies thirteen topical issues that constitute either “potentially significant impacts” or
“potentially significant unless mitigation incorporated” for the GPU, including: (1) aesthetics; (2)
air quality; (3) cultural resources; (4} greenhouse gas emissions; {5) hazards and hazardous
materials; (6} land use/planning; (7) noise; (8} population/housing; (9) public services; (10)
recreation; (11) transportation/traffic; (12) utilities/service systems; and (13) mandatory findings
of significance (Initial Study, p. 27}.

While determined to be “potentially significant unless mitigation” in the 1S/MND, “geology and
soils” was conversely and inconsistently categorized as “less than significant” in the Initial
Study. Except through “fragmentation” and/or the application of inconsistent threshold of
significance criteria, recognizing that both documents are dated December 2013 and both
address housing development in Los Alamitos, there exists no rationale that the adoption and
implementation of one component of the GPU would produce such substantively different
impacts that the adoption and implementation of another component.

in San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society v. Metropolitan Water District {1999), the court ruled

that “an agency may adopt a negative declaration only if there is no substantial evidence that
the project ‘'may have a significant effect on the environment' [Citations]." "The negative
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declaration is inappropriate where the agency has failed either to provide an accurate project
description or to gather information and undertake an adequate environmental analysis
[Citation].” As evidenced herein, based on the inseparable linkage between the GPU and HELU,
because the Lead Agency has already concluded that the GPU has the potential to produce
significant unavoidable adverse impacts, the Lead Agency must suspend processing the
ISIMND, provide new notice, and integrate the GPU and HEU into a single EIR.

Initial Study and NOP (Generai Plan Update)

With regards to the NOP, since no dissemination list is provided by the Lead Agency, it is not
possible to comment on the adequacy of the Lead Agency's oufreach efforts or even to
determine whether the NOP was forwarded to the Governor's Office of Planning and Research,
in that agency’s role as State Clearinghouse (14 CCR 15082 ad 15166]b]).

An accurate and complete project description is necessary for an intelfligent evaluation of the
potential environmental impacts of the agency's action. The NOP is inadequate, in part,
because it faiis to include a description of the project to be analyzed (14 CCR 15082[a][1][A].
The Lead Agency’s provision of notice means that adequate and accurate information about the
proposed project is provided so that the affected public can be informed of the project's potential
environmental effects and derive independent conclusions with regards to those impacts and
the Lead Agency’s rationale for their inclusion or rejection. Absent a sufficient project
description, the public is prevented from providing meaningful comments on the NOP and
opportunities for effective public participation have thus been thwarted.

As indicated in Section 15004(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, “[c]hoosing the precise time for
CEQA compliance involves a balancing of competing factors. EIRs and negative declarations
shouid be prepared as early as feasible in the planning process to enable environmental
considerations to influence project program and design and yet late enough to provide
meaningful information for environmental assessment.”

As indicated on the Lead Agency's website (http./losalgeneralplan.org/project-team/): “In June
2011, the Los Alamitos City Council selected a consultant team. . .to assist in the
comprehensive update of the City’s General Plan, including an Environmental Impact Report.
This consultant team assembled a highly experienced group with a long-standing history of
successful general plan work and local knowledge.” Eighteen months have now passed during
which the GPU would have taken shape. As evidenced by the purported precision of the
acreage, unit count, square footages of non-residential development, and number of jobs
presented in Table 3 {(Proposed General Plan Land Use) in the Initial Study, detailed information
has been developed and, one would suspect, a “draft” General Plan has taken material form.
That draft document, however, was neither disseminated with the NOP nor is there any
reference therein where that document can be examined.

On the Lead Agency’s website (http:/fiosalgeneralplan.org/documents/), under the heading
“General Plan Elements and Technical Reports,” no links to any “elements” or “technical
reports” are provided and no other documents are presented or referenced therein, only the
statement “Coming in the first half of 2013.” The website does, however, state that “[aldditional
information can be found on the City's website - especially the Planning Division's webpage.
Info includes: {1} Zoning Code; {2] Housing Element; [3] Los Alamitos Medical Center Specific
Plan and EIR.” As a result, the website (http:/flosalgeneralplan.org/documents/) links readers to
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the Planning Division's website (http://cityoflosalamitos.org/?page_id=1308) and to both the
HEU and IS/MND. Reminiscent of Joni Mitchell’'s sang “Circle Game” ("We can't return we can
only lock behind from where we came and go round and round and round in the circle game®),
the Planning Division’s website then links the reader back to the General Plan website
{http:/flosalgeneralplan.org/) without providing any “additional information.”

On January 8, 2014, a representative of EIS attempted to review the text, graphics, and
technical documents comprising the draft GPU (or any compenent part thereof) at the offices of
the Lead Agency. No such document(s) could, however, be produced for visual inspection at
that time. Los Alamitos’ staff indicated that neither the GPU’s fext nor any of its accompanying
technical studies would be made available to the public at the present time and no later time for
such access was specified. Rather than providing the affected public access to the GPU, only a
single graphic {Initial Study, Figure 5 [Proposed General Plan Land Use], p. 21) and single table
(Initial Study, Table 3 [Proposed General Plan Land Usel, pp. 19-20) constitutes the tofality of
what now purports to be the GPU and the confines of the infermation upon which the public is
left to comment.

As described in Agenda ltem 9(c) at the Council's June 8, 2011 meeting, the following ten items
were included within the "scope” of the GPU: (1) retooling of existing elements; (2) updating the
Background Report to reflect current conditions; (3) inclusion of the City's Sphere of Influence
into the General Plan; {4) incorporation of Los Alamitos Medical Center Specific Plan; (5)
incorporation of LACE Boundary Changes implemented in 2010; (6) establishing Land Use
within the Los Alamitos Joint Forces Training Base; (7} incorporate principals of Compass
Blueprint Corridor Study including area plan or specific plan; (8) provide a basis for
establishment of Business Improvement Districts and Assessment Districts; {9) develop new
digitized General Plan map; and (10) provide, update, and manage an informative dedicated
website. With the single exception of a locne General Plan graphic, none of those items have
been presented for the public’s consideration. Even the document links indicated on the Lead
Agency’'s website were not fully functionat for portions of the NOP comment period and required
a series of emails between representatives of EIS and Los Alamitos to remedy, thus further
limiting opportunities for public comment.

While acknowledging the efforts that have gone into the preparation of the Initial Study, it is
apparent that the Initial Study does not provide the information, evidence, or analysis required
under CEQA. The Initial Study fails to fulfill its critical role as mandated by CEQA in educating
the public and other governmental entities generaily as to the potential environmental
significance of the proposed project so that meaningful comments can be presented to the Lead
Agency.

An initial study that fails to provide all of the information, analysis, and evidence required under
CEQA may be deemed to be inadequate and not a valid basis for CEQA review or project
approval. In City of Redlands v. County of San Bernardino (2002), the court invalidated the
county's proposed general plan amendments because of a deficient initial study, stating that
“the initial threshold study is inadequate because it fails to provide sufficient evidence or
analysis of the potential environmental effects of the amendments.” The importance of
providing an accurate and informative project description in an initial study was re-emphasized
in Nelson v. County of Kernt (2010). As noted therein, “[the scope of the environmental review
conducted for the initial study must include the entire project’ (Tuoltumne County Citizens for
Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Scnora (2007) [Citation]. Thus, a correct determination of
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the nature and scope of the project is a critical step in complying with the mandates of CEQA
iCitation].”

The failure of the Initial Study and NOP to provide an accurate, complete, and coherent
description of the “project” is a fundamental deficiency which permeates the entire document.
The absence of a clear description of the proposed project (14 CCR 15124) inherently prevents
the Initial Study and NOP from facilitating meaningful review and analysis of the proposed GPU
and thereby violates the disclosure requirements of CEQA.

General Plan Community Values

As indicated in the Initial Study, the GPU is "guided by a set of community values and priorities
developed by the Los Alamitos City Council and Commissions with input from the community in
Los Alamitos and Rossmoor. The following values are integrated into the General Plan Update's
policies and goals” (Initial Study, p. 17). Among other things, Webster defines “value” as “that
which is desirable or worthy of esteem for its own sake” and “priority” as “something given prior
attention.” As a result, some or ail of the listed “community vafues and priorities” may be action-
forcing and may directly, indirectly, or ultimately manifest as a physical change to the existing
environmental setting. In a CEQA context, these “community values” constitute tangible actions
or activities that must become part of the project description and integrated into the EIR.

Although no “policies and goals” have been identified, one of the stated “community values” is to
“‘Imlaximize retail opportunities along Katella Avenue” {/bid.). Absent from the Initial Study is any
information concerning how that or other “community values” will be realized.

As indicated at the January 6, 2014 scoping meeting, representatives of the Lead Agency stated
that existing medical facilities now extend along Katella Avenue, often a substantial distance
from the Los Alamitos Medical Center ("Medical Center”). The creation and proposed location of
the "Medical Overlay” is intended to promote the siting of additional medical-related uses in
closer proximity to the Medical Center, potentially freeing up leasable space along Katella
Avenue which is now occupied by functioning medical-related businesses. Absent from the
Initial Study is either a discussion of that intent or any reference to the potential secondary
impacts that a change in land-use designation in one geographic area could have on other
contiguous and non-contiguous geographic areas (e.g., less office and more retail uses with a
corresponding increase in the number of vehicle trips along Katella Avenue).

With regards to the Amrowhead Products’ site (“Opportunity Site No. 10%), in lieu of a “Retail
Business (RB)" land-use designation, as indicated at the January 6, 2014 scoping meeting, the
Lead Agency’s representatives stated that the Lead Agency also considered a “retail overlay”
designation. No reference to or discussion of a “retail overlay” is, however, presented in the
[nitial Study. Whether through a change in General Plan designation from industrial to
commercial or through the application of an overlay, it is the Lead Agency’s goal to change the
use of that property in a substantive way.

By signifying the Lead Agency’s desire and willingness to support an alternative land use, a
change in a site’s General Plan designation has the potential to stimulate and/or alter the timing
of a property’s transition from one use to another. As in the case of “Opportunity Site No. 10," a
change from a heavy industrial use to a retail commercial use would change not only the
physical characteristics of the site but would also have a number of additional direct and indirect
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economic consequences. For example, highly skilled and relatively well-paid workers would be
displaced and replaced by less-skilled and lower-waged retail personnel. As a result, under
CEQA, where displacement activities may occur as a result of an agency-initiated change in a
site's land-use designation, the Lead Agency needs to evaluate the potential socioeconomic
implications of that change in the context of jobs and public and private revenues (e.g., effects
on property vatuation and property and sales tax revenues).

In addition, relative to "Oppeortunity Site No. 10,7 at the scoping meeting, the Lead Agency's
representatives stated that an existing “settlement agreement’ prevented or would otherwise
limit opportunities for potential street and intersection improvements at an adjoining intersection.
Any such social or economic constraints need to be identified and their implications relative to
development or mitigation analyzed in the upcoming EIR.

As specified in the State CEQA Guidelines, “[tlhe degree of specificity required in an EIR will
correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity” {14 CCR 15146).

The Initial Study states that one of the Lead Agency’s “community values” is to “[rielocate City
Hall” (initial Study, p. 17). During the January 6, 2014 scoping meeting, as a related component
of the Lead Agency’s “community value” to “maximize retail opportunities along Katella Avenue,”
the Lead Agency’s representatives stated that the Lead Agency was considering the relocation
of City Hall from its Katella Avenue frontage to an industrial site which now includes a United
States Post Office and Los Angeles Unified School District Maintenance Yard ("Opportunity Site
No. 2B"). Uniike private development where the public agency may lack the ability to influence
a specific action, in this case, the Lead Agency is also the project proponent and the party which
will directly benefit from that GPA. By identifying a specific development project, delineating a
precise project site, amending the General Plan to accommaodate that use, and possessing the
ability to effectuate that relocation, the level of detail required under CEQA no longer become
programmatic but moves toward a project-level analysis {e.g., a precise future use can be
assigned to a specified location and the impacts of that use analyzed in greater detail).

By relocating City Hall to “Opportunity Site No. 2B,” the project-specific and site-specific impacts
associated with the demplition of existing facilites on “Opportunity Site No. 2B” and the
construction and operation of a new City Hall complex needs to be analyzed. In addition, the
impacts associated with the demolition of existing facilities and the construction and operation of
new retail uses on the vacated site ("Opportunity Site No. 77) must alsc be considered.

Under the Lead Agency’s methodology (to the extent that it can be deciphered from the
information presented), it would appear that: (1) demolition and site preparation activities will not
be considered based on the Lead Agency's assertion that such impacts “cannot be quantified”
{e.g., “details of these future construction activities are unknown at this time, and therefore,
cannot be quantified,” IS/IMND, p. 20); (2) development impacts will be examined at the “gross”
fevel absent site-specific considerations; and (3) by focusing only on the intensification of the
receiving site {e.g., “Opportunity Site No. 2B”), since the vacated site (e.g., “Opportunity Site No.
77) will still be credited as having specified square footage and an assigned fand use, either no
change in use and/or no increase in site intensification will be considered or, if considered, only
an incremental rather than a wholesale change will be evaluated in the upcoming EIR.

As further indicated at the scoping meeting, because the local housing market is defined as
“strong,” the development community has expressed repeated interest in constructing new
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housing within Los Alamites. Although development interest has been expressed in a number
of “opportunity sites” (e.g., “Opportunity Site No. 77}, the City nevertheless seeks to promote a
non-residentiai use thereupon. Two issues are thus raised: (1) demand (as evidenced by the
marketplace) for new housing within Los Alamitos exceeds the short-term projections identified
in the HEU; and {2) a residential alternative constitutes a viable optional use for many if not all
of the “ten opportunity sites” identified by the Lead Agency. Since CEQA mandates that EIR’s
consider a reasonable range of aiternatives (14 CCR 15126.6), alternative land uses
(substantively different from those that are now proposed) need to be considered on each of
those sites.

Absent from the Initial Study and NOP is any information concerning the manner in which the
Lead Agency will address alternatives. In the absence of information concerning the range of
alternatives to be examined, with the exception of a higher-density residential alternative, it is
not possible to submit any meaningful comments concerning other land-use options that the
Lead Agency should consider in the upcoming EIR.

In addition, the upcoming EIR needs to introduce and discuss “tiering” {Section 21083, CEQA,
14 CCR 15152) and describe how the information, analysis, and mitigation measure presented
in the EIR will or may have direct relevancy for later project-level activities undertaken in
furtherance of the program. As specified, “[a] program EIR will be most helpful in dealing with
subsequent activities if it deals with the effects of the program as specifically and
comprehensively as possible” (14 CCR 15168[c][5]).

Although stated in the context of a specific plan rather than a general plan, the court has noted
that “tiering’ is not a device for deferring the identification of significant environmental impacts
that the adoption of a specific plan can he expected to cause” (Sfanislaus Natural Heritage
Project v. Diablo Grande Limited Partnership [1996]). In the event that “tiering” were to be
deemed to be applicable herein, the Lead Agency is preciuding from failing to reasonably
analyze the proposed project's potential environmental effect and to defer substantive
environmental assessment to later site-specific activities.

Growth Management Element

The Lead Agency states that the 2010 General Plan is “incorporated by reference” (IS/MND, p.
2); however, under the heading “Los Alamitos 2010 General Plan (2001),” the Lead Agency’s
“Growth Management Element” (*GME”) was not included among the General Plan documents
available for review on the Lead Agency’'s website (http.//cityofiosalamitos.org/?wpfb_dI=311).
The GME could not be located based on a search of the Lead Agency’s general website
(http:/icityoflosalamitos.org/). As a result, it is not possible to comment thereupon because
access to that document has not been readily made available for public review.

“Growth management’ does not mean unbridied growth. The Lead Agency, therefore, needs to
present its plans for the monitoring of that growth in order to ensure that future development
does not exceed the assumptions which form the basis for the EIR. That document is not a
carte blanche authorization for unlimited and unrestrained growth but only growth up to the
limits presented therein. As a result, subsequent development consistent with the GPU must be
effectively monitored and a mechanism put into place in order to curtain future growth in excess
of those assumptions. Since no monitoring plan is presently proposed, the Lead Agency will not
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know when those limits are reached and appears to have no plan in place to initiate further
environmental review for growth in excess of the EIR’s projections.

Public Participation

As a California court has explained, ultimately, public participation is not an end in itself but the
means to the larger ends of self-government and the accountability of public servants to the
citizenry they serve. Full and faithful compliance with CEQA is required in order to enable the
public to "determine the environmental and economic values of their elected and appointed
officials, thus allowing for appropriate action come election day should a majority of the voters
disagree" (People v. County of Kern [1974]).

Cne of CEQA's central purposes is to provide for informed self-government through public
participation. The inclusion of the public in the environmental review process is the cornerstone
of CEQA and its federal counterpart, the National Environmental Policy Act (‘“NEPA”). The State
CEQA Guidelines makes clear that “[tlhe basic purposes of CEQA are to: {1) Inform
governmental decisionmakers and the public about the potential, significant environmental
effects of proposed activities. . .(4) Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental
agency approved the project in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects
are involved” (14 CCR 15002{a]). These requirements enable officials and members of the
public to make an “independent, reasoned judgment” about the proposed project and its
potential impacts on the environment (Santiago County Water District v. County of Orange
[1981]). For this reason, the courts have consistently interpreted CEQA to call for the fullest
possible participation by the public {e.g., "[Tlhe 'privileged position’ that members of the public
hold in the CEQA process. . .is based on a belief that citizens can make important contributions
to environmental protection and on notions of democratic decision-making,” Concerned Cifizens
of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32d District Agricultural Association [1986]).

The 30-day comment period established by the NOP commenced on December 18, 2013 and
ends on January 17, 2014. With regards to public outreach, it would appear that the Lead
Agency did a disservice to the community it represents. Late December and early January is a
time period when many people, including public officials, divert their attention from business-
related activities to family, holiday-fare, vacations, and religious endeavors. Most students are
on extended recess, collegiate and professional football fans are attending games or
inseparable from their televisions, and holiday shoppers and bargain hunters are taking
advantage of year-end sales.

Even the January 6, 2014 scoping meeting coincided with the last Bowl Championship Series’
{BCS) Naticnal Championship Game pitting the nation’s two top college teams (Florida State vs.
Auburn) and being played in Pasadena {literally only a few miles from the location of the
scoping meeting) and scheduled to start at 5:30 PM (almost concurrently with the scheduled
start of the 5:00 PM scoping meeting). Drawing from a sports analogy, when it comes to
governmental affairs, many individuals who might otherwise actively engage in such an
important undertaking as the GPU and HEU just will not have their “eye on the ball.” In
selecting that time peried, in contravention to CEQA, the Lead Agency appears to have
intentionally endeavored to minimize public participation in its planning and environmental
processes.
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it is the typical practice of public agencies to include within the body of EIRs those written
comments received in response to the agency’s public notice of its intent to commence the
preparation of an EIR. By their submittal within the time period specified in the NOP, it is
intended that these comments become a part of the CEQA-compliance record for both the GPU
and the HEU.

Sincerely,

e

ié’;ﬁfti/hiiz{«i{/&'[ﬁf’{i |

o

Peter Lewandowski
Principal

Attachment: Curricutum Vitae
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ENVIROCNMENTAL IMPACT SCIENCES
Peter Lewandowski, Principal
26051 Via Concha
Mission Viejo, California 92691-5614
949 837.1185

949.837.3935 FAX
environment@cox.net

Environmental Impact Sciences (EIS)
is a planning and environmental consulting firm
with extensive experience in preparing and
processing planning, environmental, and other
entittement documents for both public and
private-sector projects located throughout the
southern California area.

Recent projects have including the preparation
of specific plans and environmental documents
for residential, commercial, and mixed-use
projects; transit-oriented development; regional
commercial centers; hotels and other overnight
accommeodations; street improvement projects;
energy facilities; infrastructure systems; and
other capital improvement programs. EIS has
prepared general plan amendments; zone
changes; conditional use permits; variances;
and drafted municipal ordinances and
resolutions for adoption by local municipalities.

Environmental compliance activities are
conducted in compliance with the provisions of
the California Environmental Quality Act
{CEQA), the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), and State and Federal Endangered
Species Acts (ESA) and include:

{1) CEQA/NEPA documentation;

{2) Focused technical studies;

{3} Mitigation reporting and monitoring;
{4} Permit processing;

{5) Regulatory compliance; and

{6) Third-party peer reviews.

State and federal statutory and reguiatory
requirements have become more detailed and
individual projects are subject to a greater level
of scrutiny. The general public and special
interest groups have become more
sophisticated relative to project challenges and

Statement of Gualifications

each project must be conducted in a fashion
that best represents and protects our client’s
immediate and long-term interests and which
ensures reasonable defense against possible
litigation and other chaflenges.

Delegating management responsibilities to
junior staff allows other firms to accept a
greater workload but generally does not best
serve a client's interests relative to goals
attainment, project advancement, and the
quality of professional representation.

EIS’ principal possesses over 30-years of
experience as a planning and environmental
professional, receiving U.S. Congressional
Recognition for NEPA Compliance activities.

Consulting services and client representations
are conducted using a “hands-on” approach
involving the direct management/supervision of
all work assignmenis by the firm's principal.
White seeking economies relative to the use of
support staff and subcontractors, this oversight
produces the highest professional standards in
the industry and results in the production of
high-quality reports, publications, and other
compliance documents. In that fashion, our
planning and environmental documents exhibit
a consistently high quality and success rate.

EIS provides each project with the personal
attention that our clients deserve and with the
senior-level management required to ensure
the greatest tevel of client support. Based on
each project’'s permitting needs, EIS augments
its project team with specifically selected
professionals possessing the expertise to
solve the problems impeding the attainment of
our clients’ goals and objectives.

For our private-sector clients, EIS recognizes
that the goal of any planning and
environmental process is not document
preparation but project approval, including
expedited entitlements and lower front-end
costs. By formulating innovative and cost-
effective solutions, EIS works closely with our
clients to best meet their development and
financial needs. We strive to be a valued

Environmental npact Sciences (EIS)
City of Cypress / City of Los Alamites

January 2014
Page 1
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member of each project team by bringing
tangible cost-benefits to each project.

EIS’ goal is to secure jocal entittements and to
minimize front-end investment and back-end
costs to ensure the profitability of our client's
development projects. EIS recognizes thatit is
our objective to:

(1) Add value, reduce entitiement costs, and
improve each project’s profitability;

{2} Develop cost-effective solutions to
potential project impediments;

{3} Deliver on-time and within budgets;

{4) Pursue expedited processing options;

{5) Seek early buy-ins from regulators:

{6} Reduce mitigation costs through
reasonable and feasible measures:

(7} Promote project benefits; and

{8) Avoid duplication and find efficiencies
wherever possible.

With regards to our public-sector clients, EIS’
goal is to fully support and professionally assist
governmental efforts to advance local land-use
and sustainable development objectives and
other public policies, including environmental
protection, enhancement of quality of life, and
economic generation. In addition to timely
performance, for our public-sector clients, it is
EiIS’ objective to:

{1} Serve as an extension of agency staff;

(2} Minimize public costs;

{3) Maximize public benefits;

(4) Protect and defend the credibility of
agency staff before local officials and the
generai public;

{2) Respond to community concerns; and

(6) Maintain high ethical and professional
standards so as to ensure the
defensibility of all steps in the
entittement process.

The goals of private developers and public
agencies are often at odds. EIS has a proven
record in reconciling those divergent goals and
creating a win-win environment promoting
economic development and demonstrating
reasonable environmental protection.

EIS provides its diverse client-base with a wide
variety of professional and technical services,
including the preparation and processing of
planning and envircnmental documents,
preparation of technical studies addressing a
wide range of scientific and engineering-
related disciplines, and the processing of {ocal,
State, and federal entitlements. Some of the
consulting services EIS offers its clients are
briefiy outlined below.

PLANNING

For each assignment, EIS works cooperatively
with members of the project team to maximize
the value of our clients’ real property holdings
and, through close communication and hands-
on involvement with governmental agency
representatives, seeks to minimize potential
delays. This “team approach” is an important
element of our work effort since specific plans
and other planning documents must draw upon
architectural, engineering, and other studies
addressing various technical and design-
related considerations

Specific Plans

Specific plans: (1} allow for the provision of
amenities, design flexibility, and deveiopment
standards beyond those otherwise attainable
under a conventional development approach;
(2 define and direct all aspects of future
development, including the siting and
distribution of uses, the establishment of
development standards, the location and size
of supporting infrastructure, and the financing
of capital improvements; and (3) provide the
basis for amending andfor implementing an
agency’s general plan by creating a brdge
between existing public policies and the
applicant's development proposal. Since the
goal of any plan extends beyond the pian itself,
the resulting document must pave the path for
tater entittements. Planning and environmental
documents are typically prepared concurrently
so as to reduce defays and minimize costs.

For the City of La Quinta, EIS prepared a
specific plan for a 988-acre, 1,020-unit mixed-
use project including three Pete Dye-desighed

Environmental bnpact Sciences (EIS)
City of Cypress / City of Los Alamites

January 2014
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golf courses adjacent to the 1,650-acre PGA
West (Country Club of the Desert} and, for the
City of Diamond Bar and the Walnut Valley
Unified School District. a 30-acre mixed-use
project involving 202 units and 156,000 square
feet of commercial use (Site D Specific Plan).

Eand-ilse Studies

EiS performs detailed land-use compatible
analyses assessing the feasibility and/or
document the impacts resulting from the
conversion of specific sites from one use to
another. This is particutarly important where
fand uses exhibit different operational -
characteristics or when sites are subjected to
specific environmental or other physical
constraints. This analysis can be conducted
either in concert with or independent of
CEQA/NEPA documentation.

For the City of Covina, EIS conducted a
detailed land-use analysis for the 160-acre
downtown core area authorizing 800 new units
and 490,000 square feet of non-residential
uses (Town Center Specific Plan). For the City
of Ontario, EIS performed a safe distance
separation assessment between proposed
housing development (Mercy House) and
existing above-ground petroleum storage
tanks.

Other Planning-Related Activities

EIS is often called upon to prepare technical
studies to resolve specific environmental
issues, address public policy issues, and
assess opportunities and constraints affecting
a site's development as a precursor to a site's
acquisition or the formulation of detailed
development plans.

For the Cities of Dana Point, La Habra, and
Glendale, EIS completed defailed lighting
studies for the puwpose of establishing
standards for public parks. In order to obtain
discretionary federal funds, EIS analyzed
public transit ridership and travel patterns for
the City of Thousand Qaks (Intermodal Transit
Facility).

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE

ElS provides public and private-sector clients a
broad array of entittement services, including
the preparation and processing of CEQA/
NEPA documents. Environmental consulting
services include, but not limited to, compliance
determinations, community outreach, scoping
activities, litigation support, mitigation reporting
and monitoring program preparation and
implementation, opportunities and constraints
analysis, environmental monitoring, regulatory
compiiance, and third-party reviews.

EIS works with local agency staffs, resource
agencies, builders’ representatives, and legal
counsels to create high-quality environmental
documents that fulfill statutory and regulatory
requirements and provide decision makers
with an informed basis for sound action.

In addition to the need to prepare documents
that can successful withstand legal challenge
and peer review, the successful completion of
the entittiement process is dependent upon
strict compliance with specific noticing and
related disclosure and outreach requirements.
An agency’s failure to fully comply with those
obligations can result in successful litigation,
produce delays, and increase up-front costs.

EIS recognizes that since procedural defects
can often derail the environmental process,
compliance with all statutory and regulatory
requirements is as important as the quality of
the documents themselves.

Comprehensive environmental impact reporis
conducted for major development projects
have included: (1) Lytle Creek Ranch Specific
Plan (City of Rialfo); (2) Site D Specific Plan
(Walnut Valley Unified School District); (3)
Park Place/Tick Canyon (County of Los
Angeles); (4) Lytle Creek North Master Plan
(County of San Bernardino); (5) Town Center
Specific Plan (City of Covina}; (6) South Pointe
West Specific Plan (City of Diamond Bar); and
{7) Walnut Hills Mixed-Use (City of Walnut).

Environmental Impact Sciences (EiS)
City of Cypress / City of Los Alamitos

January 2014
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in accordance with the Los Angefes County
Department of Public Works' (LACDPW)
“‘Guidelines for Overbuilding and Air Rights,” a
number  of  projects  have  involved
improvements to or the receipt of leasehold
interests authorizing the overbuilding, air rights
transference, and use of lands atop County
Flood Control District (LACFCD) facilities.

TECHNICAL ANALYSES

Focused technical studies prepared as part of
those analyses include, but are not limited to:

Acoustical Analysis.

Based on information obtained through the
performance of field surveys, traffic studies,
and long-term monitoring, existing noise
conditions can be documented and project-
induced impacts to the ambient noise
environment can be projected using a variety
of sophisticated computer models, such as the
Federal Highway Administration’s Highway
(FHWA) Traffic Noise Prediction Model.
Mitigation for noise impacts, such as freeway
proximity, can be formulated to demonstrate
compliance with applicable noise ordinance
and general plan requirements.

Acoustical studies have included. (1) big-box
retail centers (City of Huntington Beach/
Lowe’s); (2) solid waste transfer stations (City
of Azusa/Azusa Wasfe Transfer Station); (3)
public water systems (Elsinore Valley Water
District/zMachado Groundwater Wells); (4) park
improvement projects (City of Glendale/La
Bonita, Montrose, and Verdugo Parks); (5)
improvements to major public facifities (City of
Glendale/Civic Auditorium); and (6) schoof
expansion projects (City of Los Angeles/
Palisades High School).

Afr Guality and Greenhouse Gases

Air quality assessments and greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions analyses are conducied to
determine baseline conditions, quantifying
project-related and cumulative impacts, and
evaluate the net change in criteria and GHG
emissions resulting from a projects or a

facility’s construction and operation. Studies
routinely inciude the characterization of the
project setting, quantification of construction
and operational emissions, identification of
mitigation measures and conditions of project
approval, consistency assessments with
applicable air quality management plans, and
determinations of environmental significance.

Stand-alone ajir quality analyses have included:
(1) residential development projects (Cities of
Diamond Bar and Rialto); (2) big-box retail
projects (City of Huntington Beach);, and (3)
federally assisted housing projects (Cities of
Compton and Ontario).

Biclogical Resource Assessment

In order to demonstrate compliance with State
and federal Endangered Species Acts (ESA),
consuiting biologists conduct general and
focused studies to identify existing biotic
resources, assess terrestrial and aquatic
ecosystemns, develop mitigation strategies,
formulate project alternatives, consult with
State and federal regulators, and prepare and
process State and federal permits. Biological
assessments include field surveys to fully
characterize existing resources, identify the
presence of vegetation communities, and
determine the presence/absence of sensitive
species and natural communities, and wildlife
movement corridors. |If sensitive habitat areas
are identified, further surveys are conducted to
evaluate quality, composition, viability, and
extent. EIS has managed general biological
and habitat assessments, springtime surveys,
focused species-specific surveys, and the
delineation of jurisdictional waters,

Biofogical  resource  assessments  have
included residential (Cities of Diamond Bar and
Riafto); and (2) federal hydroelectric projects
(City of Escondido, County of San Diego,
County of Riverside).

Cultural and Historic Resources

Cultural resource assessments are performed
to identify the presence/absence and to assess
the significance of historic, prehistoric, and

Envirommental bmpact Sciences (FIS)
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paleontological resources, to demonstrate
compliance with National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA), and to determine project eligibility
under the National Register of Historic Places
{HRHP). These studies routinely include
records searches and field studies to identify
the presence of known resources and the
potential sensitivity of the project site.

For projects located in culturally significant
areas, impacts are identified and mitigation
measures developed. During construction, EIS
performs monitoring to ensure avoidance and
facilitate salvage.

Cultural resource investigations have included:
(1) a NRHF eligibility assessment for the City
of Yorba Linda (Colonel Evans Residence), (2)
a historic building demolition assessment for
the City of Whittier (Puente Romano Hotel); (3)
a grade separation project for the City of
Monlclair (Ramona Avenue); (4) a transit
facility project for the City of Covina (Covina
Transit Plaza); and (5} numerous park
improvements projects for the City of Glendale
(Deukmejian Wilderness Park).

in accordance with Senafe Bill 18 and the
Governor's Office of Planning and Research’'s
“Tribal Consultation Guidelines,” EIS conducts
consulftation with the Native American Heritage
Commission and applicable tribal organization.
Projects requiring SB18 consultation have
included: (1) Site D Specific Plan and South
Pointe West Specific Plan (City of Diamond
Bar), and (2) Francesca Mixed-Use Project
Specific Plan (City of Walnut}.

Traffic Engineering

EiS' consulting traffic engineers offers public
and private-sector clients a comprehensive
range of traffic engineering services, including
the preparation of traffic impact assessments
(TIA) conducted in accordance with the
applicable “Congestion Management Program”
(CMP) TIA guidelines and recent CEQA-
related court rulings. In addition, EIS performs
traffic and transportation modeling, prepares
traffic counts, conducts transportation surveys,

prepares parking demand studies, and
assesses parking adequacy. At a project level,
EIS evaluates internal circulation patterns and
parking layouts from an  operational
perspective. Many traffic studies also include
neighborhood ftraffic intrusion planning and
transportation demand management {TDM).

Virtually every project involves some level of
traffic engineering. Those studies are either
conducted by in-house personnel or by other
traffic engineers managed by EIS. Detailed
traffic studies have included. (1) Site D
Specific Plan (City of Diamond Bar); and {2)
Covina Transit Plaza {Foothill Transit)

Visual Resource Analysis

EIS prepares aesthetic analyses and visual
resource assessment to assess project-
induced changes to existing natural and
altered landscapes. Photometric surveys can
be performed and computer-simulations
presented. Studies have been performed to
determine the intensity of lighting required for
specific tasks and to evaluate the adequacy of
ambient lighting relative to the nature of
proposed activities. EIS has contributed
technical analysis to facility design and layout
and establish operational parameters and
ighting levels to minimize potential safety risk.

Visual resource studies have included: (1)
large-scale residential projects (Cities of
Azusa, Rialfo, and Walnut); and (2) lighting
study for recreational facilities (Cities of Dana
Point, Glendale, and Los Angeles).

ENVIRCNMENTAL PERMITTING

EIS has extensive experience working with a
broad array of State and federal agencies to
obtain discretionary project-fevel permits and
approvals, including water quality permits,
endangered species “take” authorizations, and
oak tree permits. At minimum, most projects
will require some level of consuitation with
State and federal resource agencies, including
consultation and coordination as part of a
project's CEQA/NEPA compliance program.

Environmental Impact Sciences (EIS)
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THIRD-PARTY PEER REVIEWS

EIS is often called upon to conduct detailed
technical reviews of environmental compliance
documents prepared by other consuiting firms.
Third-party reviews are conducted to assist
public agencies demonstrate their independent
judgment relative to information submitted by
project proponents, to identify and correct
potentiat deficiencies with those documents, to
supplement the work performed by other
consultants, and to support legal challenges to
environmental compliance activities conducted
either by other jurisdictions or by the agency in
which our clients have vested interests.

Third-party peer reviews have included: (1)
freeway widening projects (City of Seal
Beach); (2) high-voltage transmission facilities
(City of Jurupa Valley); (3) transit-oriented
developments (Northrop Grumman); {4} senior
housing and congregate care facilities (Foothill
Community Association); and (5) an NFL
stadium (Cities of Diamond Bar and Walinut).

REPRESENTATIVE PROJECTS

ElS has a proven track record in preparing and
processing planning studies and environmental
documents for major planning, development,
and infrastructure improvement projects. A
representative sampling is presented below.

Park Place Specific Plan

For Los Angeles County (Brookfield Homes),
within the unincorporated area of the Santa
Clarita Valley, EIS prepared environmental
documents for a 522-acre specific plan project.
The project site was located within a
designated critical habitat area (Riversidean
Sage Scrub) for a federally listed endangered
species (coastal California gnatcatcher).

The project was located about one-mile north
of the Antelope Valley (SR-14) Freeway, less
than 0.5 miles south of the Angeles National
Forest, adjacent to the corporate boundaries of
the City of Santa Clarita, and within the City’s
adopted Sphere of Influence. The project

Statement of Qualifications

included 492 single-family units, a 34-acre
neighborhood park, two above-ground potable
water storage reservoirs and the off-site
extension of a “secondary highway.”

Project implementation included the approval
of a vesting tentative tract map, issuance of a
conditional use permit and oak tree permit,
annexation into a County maintenance district,
and the formation of a County lighting and
landscape maintenance district for the
maintenance of lighting, open space, and
recreational areas. in addition, the project
included amendments to the “Los Angeles
County General Plan® and “Santa Clarita
Valley Area Plan” and changes to the County’s
‘General Development Policy Map,” the “Land
Use Policy Map” and the “Land Use Policy
Map.” Additional permits and approvals were
also required from the United States Army
Corps of Engineers, United States Fish and
Wildlife Service, Regional Water Quality
Control Board, State Water Resources Control
Board, California Departments of Fish and
Game and Transportation, Willlam S. Hart
Union School Bistrict, the Sulfur Springs Union
School District, Local Agency Formation
Commission, and City of Santa Clarita.

County of Los Angeles
Department of Regicnal Planning
320 West Temple Street
Los Angeles, California 90012
(213) 974-6461

Lytle Creek Ranch Specific Plan

For the City of Rialto (Lytle Development
Company), EIS prepared planning and
environmental documents for a 2,447-acre
specific plan located, in park, in unincorporated
San Bernardino County, authorizing 8,400
units, 850,000 square feet of commercial,
office, and light industrial development, public
recreational facilities, elementary and middie
school sites, open space and biclogical
resource conservation areas, and associated
infrastructure facilities. The project includes
the construction of revetments along Lytle
Creek, spanning a distance of seven miles.

Environmental bmpact Sciences (FIS)
City of Cypress / Gity of Los Alamitos

January 2014
Page 6
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Lytle Development Company
2050 Main Street, Suite 252
Irvine, California 92614
(909) 973-5985

Lytle Creek NMorth Master Plan

For the County of San Bernardino (Lytle
Development), EIS prepared planning and
environmental documents for a 650-acre
master plan authorizing the construction of
2,466 units, 678,500 square feet of
commercial and light industrial use, and 5-
million galton/day wastewater treatment plant
near the community of Devore, including
improvements to existing freeway ramping.

County of San Bernardino
Land User Services Department
385 N. Arrowhead Avenue, Third Floor
San Bernardino, California 92415-0182
(909) 387-4124

Mountain Cove

For the City of Azusa (Standard Pacific), EIS
prepared planning and  envirocnmental
documents for a 260-acre master plan,
including associated entitlements authorizing
350 units adjacent to the San Gabriet River
and located within the inundation areas for
Cogswell, Morris, and San Gabriel Reservoirs.
The project included construction of two new
bridge crossings, new flood control facilities, a
1-million gallon water reservair, and two sewer
pump stations. EIS’ studies were subsequently
used in the preparation of an update to the
*City of Azusa General Plan.”

City of Azusa
Community Development Department
213 E. Foothill Boulevard
Azusa, California 91702
(626) 812-5247

Walnut Hills

For the City of Wainut (Standard Pacific), EIS
prepared planning and  environmental
documents for a b550-acre master-plan,
authorizing the development of 268 dwelling
units, 18-hole golf course, and 1-million gallon

reservoir. The project included major iandform
alterations to accommodate the proposed use.

Standard Pacific Homes
15326 Alton Parkway
Irvine, California 92618
(949) 789-1600

Town Center Specific Plan

For the City of Covina, EIS prepared planning
and environmental documents for a 60-acre
downtown core area specific plan project. The
specific plan resuited in the creation of six new
zoning districts designed to promote mixed-
use and transit-oriented development. in the
absence of specific uses, a “trip budget” was
established allowing for the development of an
equivalent to 800 dwelling units and 490,000
square feet of mixed commercial, office, and
light industrial development. The trip budget
establishes an overall ‘“trip cap” offering
developers and local officials the flexibility to
determine individual site-specific land uses,
within the limits of that budget, thus allowing
market forces to dictate how and where the
trips would ultimately be assigned.

City of Covina
Community Development Department
125 East College Street
Covina, California 91723-2199
(626) 858-7231

Walnut Specific Plans

In accordance with City requirements, projects
including affordable housings must be
processed through the preparation of a
specific plan. In accordance therewith, for the
City of Walnut, EIS has prepared separate
planning and environmental documents for a
number of specific plan projects, inciuding: {1)
a 3-acre senior facility authorizing 78 dwelling
units (San Jose Hills Senior Housing Specific
Plan); (2) a 2-acre mixed-use project for 42
dwelling units and about 2,000 square feet of
neighborhood commercial use (808 Francesca
Drive Specific Plan); and (3) a residential
development on a 2-acre site authorizing 44
units (780 Francesca Drive Specific Plan}.

Environmental Impact Sciences (EIS)
City of Cypress / City of Los Alamitos

January 2014
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City of Walnut
Community Development Department
21201 La Puente Road
Walnut, California 91789-2018
{909) 595-7543

EHEA Covina

For the City of Covina {IKEA), EIS prepared
planning and environmental documents for a
330,000 square foot muiti-level retail store and
warehouse facility, operated as a furniture and
home accessories store and including an on-
site restaurant. The project involved the
demolition of an existing 180,000 square foot
facility, allowing the project to be defined as
the net physical change between the cessation
of impacts attributahle to one use and the new
impacts attributable to the proposed use. The
project included a detailed ftraffic study
addressing on-site circulation patterns and
impacts to Jocal streets and freeway segments.

City of Covina
Community Development Department
848 South Barranca Avenue
Covina, California 91723-2189
(626) 858-7214

El Tore Reservair

ElS prepared CEQA documentation for a dam
enlargement project, increasing the existing
233-million gallon capacity of the EI Toro
Reservoir (Mission Viejo) by 52 million gallons.
The project included the installation of an
impervious tinear system, replacement of the
existing floating cover with a new impervious
geo-membrane liner system, and the upsizing
of the existing outlet system and transmission
pipeline, inciuding outlet facilities, a 4,200-foot
24-inch pipeline, disinfection chemical injection
pumps, and a new 24-inch pipeline from the
inlet/outlet facility to a point of connection with
the Santa Margarita Water District's pipeline
booster station.

E! Toro Water District
24251 Los Alisos Bouievard
Lake Forest, California 92630
(949) 837-7050

Statement of Qualifications

Park and Recreational Facilities

For the City of Glendale {Parks, Recreation
and Community Services Department), EIS
has prepared numerous planning and
environmental documents for both new and for
expanded park facilities. Recent projects have
included the formulation of noise mitigation for
planned improvements to the Glendale Civic
Auditorium, permitting of a new skateboard
park, improvements to existing major park
facilities. Additional activities performed by EIS
have included the preparation of historic
resource  assessments, monitoring, and
recovery of historic and pre-historic resources.

City of Glendale
Parks, Recreation and Community Services
1621 Canada Boulevard
Glendale, California 91206-4393
(818) 548-6421

FERSONNMNEL RESOCURCES

EIS' Principal {Lewandowski) is broadiy
recognized as an expert in the areas of
planning and environmental compliance and is
often called upcn by public agencies and
attorneys to both prepare and assess the
adegquacy of technical documents. Unlike
other consulting firms that assign junior staff to
the project management role, the firm's
Principal will remain personally responsible for
the management of all projects, will provide
senjor-level quality control, and will serve as
the primary client liaison.

EIS recognizes that every project is different
and requires unigue talents and experience in
order to provide the requisite analysis. As a
result, our firm's staffing approach is to first
understand the needs of our clients and then
to determine the precise nature of those issues
that need to be addressed in order to deliver to
our clients the best possible work products,
ElIS believes in providing its clients with the
highest quality resources available. Based on
specific project needs, EIS marshals those
engineers, scientists, and other professionais
possessing the requisite experience and
gualifications to accomplish the assigned task.

Environmental impact Sciences (EI5)
City of Cypress / City of Los Alamitos

January 2014
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REFERENCES

The following individuals can be contacted to
obtain comments regarding the quality of our
work products, professionalism of client
representations, ability to overcome obstacles
and formulate cost-effective solutions, and on-
time and on-budget performance.

James DeStefano, City Manager
City of Diamond Bar

21810 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
{909) 860-2489

Sean Crumby, Assistant City Manager
City of Seal Beach

211 Eight Street

Seal Beach, CA 90740

(562) 431-2527

Roy Stephenson, City Engineer
City of Jurupa Valley

8304 Limonite Avenue, Suite M
Jurupa Valley, CA 92509

{951) 322-6464

Robert Neiuber, Director

City of Covina

848 Scuth Barranca Avenue
Covina, California 81723-2199
(626} 858-7214

Greg Gubman, Planning Director
City of Diamond Bar

21810 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
{909) 860-2489

M. Katherine Jenson, Atty.

Rutan & Tucker

611 Anton Boulevard, Suite 1400
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-1998
{714) 641-3413

Susan Hori, Atty.

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLC
695 Town Center Drive, 14" Floor
Costa Mesa, CA 92626

{(714) 371-2528

Statement of Qualifications

Michelle Ouellette, Atty.

Best Best & Krieger

3390 University Avenue, 5 Floor
Riverside, CA 92501

(951) 826-8373

Hardy Strozier, Principal

The Planning Associates

495 E. Rincon Street, Suite 212
Corona, CA 92879

{951) 444-5600

Geoffrey Smith, Project Manager
Lennar

25 Enterprise, Suite 300

Aliso Viejo, CA 92656

{949) 349-8285

Mark Rogers, Principal
TRG Land, Inc.

898 Production Place
Newport Beach, CA 92663
{949) 722-0634

Jan Dabney, Lead Consultant
Lytle Development Company
2050 Main Street, Suite 252
trvine, CA 92614

(909) 973-5985

STANDARD RATE SCHEDULE

Position Rates
Principal $185.00
Senior Engineer 165.00
Senior Planner/Scientist 150.00
Associate Engineer 125.00
Associated Planner/Scientist 100.00
Assistant Planner/Scientist 75.00
Word Processor 65.00
Technician 50.00

All direct costs will be billed at cost-plus ten
percent. Automobite mileage will be billed at a
rate of $0.52 per mile and trave! time for
personnel will be billed at the designated rate.
Expert witness services will be billed at twice
the standard rate.

Environmental mpact Sciences (EIS)
City of Cypress / City of Los Alamitos

January 2014
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CURRICULLNM VITAE
PETER LEWANDOWSHKI, PRIMNCIPAL

Educaticn:
Masters Program, Architecture
California State University, Pomona
Masters Degree, Urban Planning
California State University, Pomona
Bachelors Degree, Social Ecology
University of California, Irvine
Certificate Program, Construct. Management
University of California, Irvine

Experience:

Mr. Lewandowski is a widely recognized and
awarded planning/environmental consuitant.
With 30 years of experience, Mr. Lewandowski
possesses a detalled understanding of
planning, engineering, and environmental
compliance and demonstrated experience in
preparing general and specific plans for major
residential and non-residential projects. Mr.
Lewandowski is often cailed upon by major law
firms. In addition to work with individual and
corporate attorneys, clients bhave inchuded
Latham & Watkins; Rutan & Tucker; Brown
Winfield Canzoneri; Sheppard, Mullin, Richter
& Hampton; Oliver, Vose, Sandifer, Murphy &
Lee; and Buchaiter Nemer Fields & Younger.

Principal

Environmental impact Sciences
(1998-present)

Mr. Lewandowski was responsible for
preparing planning/environmental documents
and for the development of compliance
strategies for both public and private-sector
clients and for the management of and
shepherding major development projects
through the entitiement process.

Principal

Ultrasystems Environmental, Inc.
(1994-1998)

Mr. Lewandowski was responsible for the
preparation of planning studies and
comprehensive environmental documents for
general, specific, and master plan projects,
community facility districts, infrastructure

improvement  projects, school facifities,
community  recreational facilities, office
buildings, major residential and commergial
projects, and energy facilities.

Director or Planning/Environmental

LE&E Power Engineers, Inc.

(1987-1994}

For a Fortune 500 company, Mr. Lewandowski
managed the preparation of planning and
environmental documents; prepared and
processed general pilan amendments, zone
changes, and tentative maps; conducted
presentations before Boards, Councils, and
Commissions; and processed development
applications  for large-scale  residential,
commercial, institutional, industrial, and mixed-
use projects.

Relevant project experience includes:

e Project Manager for major specific plan
projects, including: (1) Downtown Covina
Specific Plan (Covina); (2) Lytle Creek
Ranch Specific Plan (Rialto); (3) Lytle
Creek North Master Plan {San Bernardino
County); {(4) South Pointe Master Plan
(Diamond Bar); and {5) Walnut Hilils Master
Plan (Walnut}.

e Project Manager for numerous residential
development projects, including: (1) Park
Place (Los Angeles County); {2) Compton
Senior Housing Project (Compton), (3)
Puente Romano Mixed-Use Project
{(Whittier), and {4) Diamond Ridge/
Sandstone Canyon (Diamond Bar)

= Project Manager for major commercial
development projects, including IKEA
{Covina), Target (Diamond Bar), Lowe’s
(Huntington Beach), Anaheim Festival
Center {Anaheim), and Citrus Plaza
Regional Mall (San Bernardino County).

=  Project Manager responsible for major
infrastructure  projects, including the
Wildomar Community Facilities District
{Riverside County), involving over 10-miles
of new water and wastewater facilities.

Environmental npact Sciences (EIS5)
City of Cypress / City of Los Alamitos

January 2014
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AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION

ORANGE | COUNTY
FOR ORANGE COUNTY

3160 Airway Avenue = Costa Mesa, California 92626 « 949.252 5170 fax: 949.252.5178

January 17, 2014

Steven Mendoza, Director
Community Development
City of Los Alamitos
3191 Katella Ave.

Los Alamitos, CA 90720

Subject: NOP of a DEIR for the City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update
Dear Mr. Mendoza:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of & Draft
Envirenmental Impaet Report (DEIR) for the City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update in the
context of the dirport Environs Land Use Plan (AELUP) for Joint Forces Training Base (JFTB),
Los Alamitos and the AELUP for Heliports. We wish to offer the following ¢omments and
respectfully request consideration of these comments as you proceed with the preparatlon of your
DEIR and General Plan (GP) Update :

The City of Los Alamitos falls within the airport planning area for FJFTB Los Alamitos. Public
Resources Code, Section 21096 requires that, when prepating an environmental impact report for
any project situated within an airport influence area as defined in an Airport Land Use
Commission (ALUC) ¢compatibility plan (or if a compatibility plan has not been adopted, within
two nautical miles of a public-use airport), lead agencics shall utilize the California Airport Land
Use Planning Handbook as a technical resource with respect to airpott noise and safety
compatibility issues. We suggest conisulting the Handbook for assistance in formulating airport
land use compatibility policies.

The City of Los Alamitos is located within the AELUP Notitfication Area JFTB, Los Alamitos.
The DEIR and GP Update should address height restrictions and imaginary surfaces by
discussing the Federal Aviation Admimstration (FAA) Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part
77 as the criteria for determining height restrictions for projects located within the airport
planning area. Per the AELUP for JFTB Los Alamitos, all building height restrictions will have
as their ultimate limits the imaginary surfaces as applicable and as defined in Part FAR Part 77.
Including policy language in the General Plan and a mltlg,atlon measure in the EIR, that states
that no buildings will be allowed to penetrate the FAR Part 77 imaginary surfaces for FMA,
would ensure the protection of its airspace. The DEIR and GP Update should also consider that
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ALUC Comments- City of Los Alamitos Update
January 17, 2014
Page 2

buildings that rise to the height of the Horizontal Surface (150 feet AGL) for JFTB Los Alamitos
will violate the established approach criteria for the primary runway at JETB.

Also with respect to building heights, development proposals within the City, which include the
construction or alteration of structures more than 200 feet above ground level, require filing with
the FAA and notification of the ALUC. Projects meeting this threshold must comply with
procedures provided by Federal and State law, and with all conditions of approval imposed or
recommended by FAA and ALUC including filing a Notice of Proposed Construction or
Alteration (FAA Form 7460-1). Depending on the maximum building heights that will be
allowed within the General Plan, the City may wish to consider a mitigation and condition of
approval specifying this 200 feet above ground level height threshold. In addition, any project
that penetrates the Notification Surface for JE'TB, Los Alamitos is required to file FAA Form
7460-1.

Portions of the City of Los Alamitos fall within the 60 and 65 dB(A) CNEL noise contours for
JFTB, Los Alamitos. The DEIR and GP Update should include policies and mitigations for
development within these contours, especially if residential development is permitted. Per the
AELUP for JFTB Los Alamitos, all residential units within the 65 db CNEL contour are
inconsistent in this area unless it can be shown conclusively that such units are sufficiently sound
attenuated for present and projected noise exposure so as not to exceed an interior standard of 45
dB CNEL. However, the ALUC recommends that residential uses not be permitted within the 65
dB CNEL contour. As for residential development within the 60 db CNEL contour, the ALUC
would not find residential units incompatible in this area, but would strongly recommend that
residential units be limited or exciuded from this area unless sufficiently sound attenuated not to
exceed an interior level of 45 dB.

We also recommend that the DEIR and the GP Update identify if the development of heliports is
allowed within your jurisdiction. Should the development of heliports occur within your
jurisdiction, proposals to develop new heliports may be submitted through the City to the ALUC
for review and action pursuant to Public Ultilities Code Section 21661.5. Proposed heliport
projects must comply fully with the state permit procedure provided by law and with all
conditions of approval imposed or recommended by FAA, by the ALUC for Orange County and
by Caltrans/Division of Aeronautics.

To address consistency with the AELUP for Heliports we suggest adding the following language
to your GP Update and inclusion as a mitigation measure in the EIR:

“The City will ensure that development proposals including the construction or operation
of a heliport or helistop comply fully with permit procedures under State law, including
referral of the project to the ALUC by the applicant, and with all conditions of approval
imposed or recommended by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), ALUC, and
Caltrans, including the filing of a Form 7480-1 (Notice of Landing Area Proposal) with
the FAA. This requirement shall be in addition to all other City development
requirements.”
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Section 21676(b) of the PUC requires that prior to the amendment of a general plan or specific
plan, or the adoption or approval of a zoning ordinance or building regulation within the
planning boundary established by the Airport Land Use Commission pursuant to Section 21675,
the local agency shall first refer the proposed action to the ALUC. To ensure land use
compatibility with JFTB, Los Alamitos, we recommend that the City include policy in its
General Plan and a mitigation measure in the EIR, that states that the City shall refer projects to
the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for Orange County as required by Section 21676 of
the California Public Utilities Code to determine consistency of projects with the AELUP for
JETB, Los Alamitos.

With respect to project submittals, please note that the Commission wants such reterrals to be
submitted to the ALUC for a determination, between the Local Agency’s expected Planning
Commission and City Council hearings. Since the ALUC meets on the third Thursday atternoon
of each month, submittals must be received in the ALUC office by the first of the month {o
ensure sufficient time for review, analysis, and agendizing,

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the proposed GP Update and initial study for
the DEIR. Please contact Lea Choum at (949) 252-5123 or via email at lchoum{@ocair.com
should any questions arise.

Sincerely,

Kari A. Rigoni
Executive Officer
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Los Alamitos
Unified School District

AUXILIARY and SUPPORT SERVICES

10293 Bloomfield Street = Los Alamitos, California 9G720-2200
(562) 799-4700 * Fax (562) 799-4730

Sherry Kropp, Ed.D.

Superintendent

January 17, 2014

Steven Mendoza Certified Mail
City of Los Alamitos
Community Development
3181 Katella Avenue

Los Alamitos, CA 90720

Re: Notice of Preparation — City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update

Dear Mr. Mendoza;

The Los Alamitos Unified School District ("District"), appreciates the opportunity to comment
on the City of Los Alamitos ("City") Notice of Preparation ("NOP") for the 2014 General Plan Update
("Project”). The NOP contains an initial Study ("IS") that describes the Project and the City's
preliminary. analysis of the Project's potential impacts on the environment including an identification
of the impacts to be addressed in the draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR").

We trust the City is planning an EIR that makes a comprehensive evaluation of the Project
and its potential impacts on the environment, including many speciai studies. The District is
particularly interested in seeing that the analysis in the DEIR adequately addresses the potentially
significant impacts that the Project may have on schools, such as the rezoning of industrial areas to
residential which could impact school capacities, changing of height limits on buildings which couid
cause shade and shadow impacts to schools, or other zone changes that could cause incompatible
uses next to schools, etc. As you know, the District is legally responsible for providing a high quality
public education to the K-12 students generated by the Project and these additional Project studies
could impact school facilities. The District has four schools within the City of Los Alamitos. These
schools and their locations are:

—

Los Alamitos Elementary, 10862 Bloomfield Street

w N

McAuliffe Middie School, 4112 Cerritos Avenue
Oak Middie School, 10821 Qak Street

From the District's perspective, the DEIR can best address the impact of the Project on
school facilities by including a detailed and thorough analysis of all potential impacts to existing
schools, the potential need for future schools, and what funding mechanisms would be made
available to meet these needs. In addition to addressing the potential impacts the Project may have
on the District's school facilities, the District requests that the DEIR also consider specific changes to
zoning next to schools and/or ordinances, CUP conditions, etc. that could protect incompatible uses
adjacent to or near schools.

)
) Los Alamitos High School, 3591 Cerritos Avenue
)
)

I

Board of Education: Jeffrey Barke * David Boyer = Megan Cutuli * Diana D. Hill * Karen Russell
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City of Los Alamitos, Community Development Page 2
Re: Notice of Preparation — City of Los Alamitos General Plan Update
January 17, 2014

Once again, the District thanks the City for the opportunity to comment on the NOP. The
District formally requests to be included on the distribution list for the DEIR, as well as all other City
projects. We look forward to reviewing the DEIR and trust that our participation in the environmental
review of the Project will ensure that the Project's impacts on the environment, as well as the District
schools, are adequately addressed. You may contact me at (562) 799-4700 ext. 80448 to discuss
these comments further. The District would be happy to meet with the City to discuss the Project.

PATRICIA MEYER
Deputy Superintendent
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January 17, 2014

Mr. Steven A. Mendoza
Community Development Director
City of Los Alamitos

3191 Katella Avenue

Los Alamitos, CA 80720
Subject: Notice of Preparation of Initiai Study for the City of Los Alamitos
General Plan Update

Dear Mr. Mendoza:

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) has reviewed the above referenced
document. The following comments are provided for your consideration:

In regards to Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH) and Congestion Management
Program (CMP), 3.16 — Transportation/Traffic.

» Section 3.16.a - If the City of Los Alamitos envisions modifications to any MPAH
facilities, please coordinate with OCTA as soon as possible in order to initiate the
MPAH amendment process.

s Section 3.18.b - OCTA acknowledges that a CMP analysis will be provided in the
Environmental Impact Report. The CMP has been updated and adopted on
November 25", 2013. We recommend that any CMP analysis use the latest CMP
report guidelines.

if you have any questions or comments, please contact me by phone at (714) 560- 5907
or by email at dphu@octa.net.

Sincerely,

Dan Phu /&5&8 %ﬂ @416

Section Manager, Environmental Programs

Orange County Transporiation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14 Ez 8843/ Crange / California 92863-1584 /(714) 560-0CTA (6282)



COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3294

DARYL L. OSBY
FIRE CHIEF
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

January 23, 2014

Steven Mendoza, Director
City of Los Alamitos
Community Development
3191 Katella Avenue

Los Alamitos, CA 90720

Dear Mr. Mendoza:

PREPARATION, "LOS ALAMITOS GENERAL PLAN UPDATE,” THE UPATED PLAN S
INTENDED TO SHAPE DEVELOPMENT IN THE CITY AND THE UNINCORPORATED
COMMUNITY OF ROSSMOOR OVER THE NEXT 20 PLUS YEARS, CITYWIDE,

LOS ALAMITOS (FFER #201400003)

The Preparation has been reviewed by the Planning Division, Land Development Unit,
Forestry Division, and Health Hazardous Materials Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department. The following are their comments:

PLANNING DIVISION:

1. The subject property is entirely within the City of Los Alamitos, which is not a part of
the emergency response area of the Los Angeles County Fire Department (also
known as the Consolidated Fire Protection District of Los Angeles County). Therefore,
this project does not appear to have any impact on the emergency responsibilities of
this Department.

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

AGOURA HILLS CALABASAS DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HILLS LA MIRADA MALIBUY POMONA SIGNAL HILL
ARTESIA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTCON PARK LA PUENTE MAYWOOD RANCHO PALQOS VERDES SOUTH E4 MONTE
AZUSA CERRITOS EL MONTE INDUSTRY LAKEWOOD NORWALK ROLLING HiLLS SOUTH GATE
BALDWIN PARK CLAREMONT GARDENA INGLEWOOD LANCASTER PALMDALE ROLLING HILLS ESTATES TEMPLE CITY

BELL COMMERCE GLENDORA {RWINDALE LAWNDALE PALOS YERDES ESTATES ROSEMEAD WALNUT

BELL GARDENS COVINA HAWAHAN GARDENS LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS WEST HOLLYWOOD
BELLFLOWER CUDAHY HAWTHORNE LA HABRA LYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SANTA CLARITA WESTLAKE VILLAGE
BRADBURY WHITTIER
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Steven

Mendoza, Director

January 23, 2014

Page 2

LAND

DEVELOPMENT UNIT:

1.

This project is located entirely in the City of Los Alamitos. Therefore, the Orange
County Fire Authority has jurisdiction concerning this project and will be setting
conditions. This project is located in close proximity to the jurisdictional area of the
Los Angeles County Fire Department. However, this project is unlikely to have an
impact that necessitates a comment concerning general requirements from the Land
Development Unit of the Los Angeles County Fire Department.

The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land
Development Unit, are the review of, and comment on all projects within the
unincorporated areas of the County of Los Angeies. Our emphasis is on the
availability of sufficient water supplies for firefighting operations and locai/regional
access issues. However, we review all projects for issues that may have a significant
impact on the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. We are responsible for the
review of all projects within contract cities (cities that contract with the County of Los
Angeles Fire Department for fire protection services). We are responsible for all
County facilities, located within non-contract cities. The County of Los Angeles Fire
Department, Land Development Unit, may also comment on conditions that may be
imposed on a project by the Fire Prevention Division, which may create a potentlatly
significant impact to the environment.

Should any questions arise regarding subdivision, water systems, or access, please
contact the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit
Inspector, Claudia Soiza, at (323) 890-4243,

The County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit, appreciates the
opportunity to comment on this project.

FORESTRY DIVISION ~ OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:

1.

The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry
Division include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered
species, vegetation, fuel modification for Fire Hazard Severity Zones, Archeological
and cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance. Potential impacts in
these areas should be addressed in the Draft Environmental impact Report
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Steven Mendoza, Director
January 23, 2014
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HEALTH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION:

1. The Health Hazardous Materials Division has no objection to the proposed project.

If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330.

Very truly yours,

s UM

FRANK VIDALES, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU

FVil
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' Susan K. Hori

I I Iana Manatt, Pheips & Phillips, LLP
manatt | phelps | phillips Direct Dial: {714) 371-2528
E-mail: shori@manatt.com

May 8, 2014

Steven Mendoza
City of Los Alamitos
3191 Katella Avenue
Los Alamitos, CA

Re:  General Plan Update and Environmental Impact Report
Dear Mr. Mendoza:

I would like to be placed on the notification list to receive all public notices regarding the
General Plan Update, the Environmental Impact Report being prepared for the General Plan
Update (“LEIR™), and any public meetings and hearings on the General Plan Update and EIR. We
understand that the City will be releasing its Draft EIR on the General Plan Update shortly, and
would like to receive, among other notices, a copy of the Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR
for the General Plan Update and information on where we can obtain a copy of the Draft EIR.

Thank you very much for your attention to this matter.
Very truly yours,
Manatt, Phelps & Phillips, LLP

M tin—

Susan K. Hori

695 Town Center Drive, 14th Floor, Costa Mesa, California 92626-1924 Telephone: 714.371.2500 Fax: 714.371.2550
Albany | Los Angeles | New York | Orange County | Palo Alio | Sacramentc | San Francisco | Washington, D.C.
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LOS ALAMITOS - GHG EMISSIONS INVENTORY

Forecasting SCAQMD's GHG Target

SCAQMD GHG GP Threshold (PLAN LEVEL)

Year 2020 2050 2035
MTCO,e/SP: 6.6 1.3 4.0
Target Based on: BAAQMD AB 32 5-03-05 Interpolated*
% Reduction for Year: 0% 80% 40%
80% Below 1990  40% Below 1990
Target: 1990 Levels Levels Levels
Based on
Inventory
MTCO,e/Year
Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
SECTORS Existing 2013 Total 2020 Total Project 2035 Total Current GP Total
Transportation 163,283 59% 187,401 61% 210,980 61% 210,012 62%
Residential (Natural Gas and Electricity) 40,338 15% 41,171 13% 42,954 13% 46,234 14%
Nonresidential (Natural Gas and Electricity) 61,113 22% 66,113 22% 76,829 22% 69,379 21%
Waste 2,089 1% 2,184 1% 2,386 1% 2,383 1%
Water/Wastewater 6,665 2% 6,458 2% 7,057 2% 7,049 2%
Other - Offroad Equipment 2,745 1% 2,847 1% 3,065 1% 2,985 1%
Total Community Emissions 276,233 100% 306,174 100% 343,271 100% 338,044 100%
Service Population 36,278 37,918 41,433 41,387
MTCO,e/SP 7.6 8.1 8.3 8.2
SCAQMD GHG GP Threshold (PLAN LEVEL) NA 6.6 3.1 3.1
MTCO,e/Year
MTCO,e Adjusted BAU
Percent of Percent of Percent of
SECTORS 2020 Total Project 2035 Total Current GP Total
Transportation 143,170 58% 147,579 56% 147,416 57%
Residential (Natural Gas and Electricity) 36,609 15% 38,195 15% 41,112 16%
Nonresidential (Natural Gas and Electricity) 56,470 23% 65,623 25% 59,260 23%
Waste 2,184 1% 2,386 1% 2,383 1%
Water/Wastewater 5,401 2% 5,901 2% 5,895 2%
Other - Offroad Equipment 2,562 1% 2,758 1% 2,687 1%
Total Community Emissions 246,396 100% 262,443 100% 258,752 100%
Service Population 37,918 41,433 41,387
MTCO,e/SP 6.5 6.3 6.3
6.6 3.1 3.1
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LOS ALAMITOS - GHG EMISSIONS INVENTORY

Change from 2013 MTCO,e compared to the Adjusted BAU

Percent Percent Delta Current Percent
SECTORS Delta 2020 Change Delta 2035 Change GP Change
Transportation -20,113 -12% -15,703 -10% -15,867 -10%
Residential (Natural Gas and Electricity) -3,729 -9% -2,143 -5% 774 2%
Nonresidential* (Natural Gas and Electricity) -4,642 -8% 4,510 7% -1,853 -3%
Waste 94 5% 297 14% 294 14%
Water/Wastewater -1,264 -19% -763 -11% -770 -12%
Other - Offroad Equipment -183 -7% 13 0% -58 -2%
Total Community Emissions -29,836 -11% -13,789 -5% -17,480 -6%

Change from BAU MTCO,e

Percent Percent Delta Current Percent
SECTORS Delta 2020 Change Delta 2035 Change GP Change
Transportation -44,231 -24% -63,401 -30% -62,597 -30%
Residential (Natural Gas and Electricity) -4,561 -11% -4,759 -11% -5,122 -11%
Nonresidential (Natural Gas and Electricity) -9,643 -15% -11,206 -15% -10,119 -15%
Waste 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Water/Wastewater -1,058 -16% -1,156 -16% -1,155 -16%
Other - Offroad Equipment -285 -10% -306 -10% -299 -10%
Total Community Emissions -59,777 -20% -80,828 -24% -79,292 -23%

Notes:
Emissions forecasts for the non-transportation sectors are based on changes in housing units (residential energy), population (area sources,) employment (nonresidential energy, area sources), or service population (waste,
water/wastewater).

Transportation. EMFAC2011 and Fehr & Peers using the OCTA model.

Energy. Energy use based on a two year (2011-2012) average provided by SCE and a three year (2011 to 2013) average provided by SoCalGas. SCE energy based on the WCI carbon intensity for the WECC Region.

Water/Wastewater. Includes fugitive emissions from wastewater processing and energy associated with water/wastewater treatment and conveyance. Water use is estimated based on generation rates identified in the Golden State
Water Company's 2010 Urban Water Management Plan.

Waste. CARB Landfill Emissions Tool Version 1_2013 and CalRecycle. Waste generation based on three year average (2010-2012) waste commitment for the City of Los Alamitos obtained from CalRecycle. Assumes 75 percent of
fugitive GHG emissions are captured within the landfill's Landfill Gas Capture System with a landfill gas capture efficiency of 75%. The Landfill gas capture efficiency is based on the California Air Resources Board's (CARB) Local
Government Operations Protocol (LGOP), Version 1.1.

Other Sources. OFFROAD2007. Estimated based on population (Landscaping), employment (Light Commercial Equipment), and construction building permits (Construction) for Los Alamitos as a percentage of Orange County.
Excludes SCAQMD permitted sources. Daily construction emissions multiplied by 347 days/year to account for reduced/limited construction activity on weekends and holidays.

Adjusted BAU includes reductions identified in the Scoping Plan associated with Transportation (Pavely+LCFS), Energy & Water/Wastewater (RPS target for SCE), and Other (LCFS). The current inventory does not account for
reductions in building energy use from Title 24 cycle updates.

Lifecycle: Life cycle emissions are not included in this analysis because not enough information is available for the proposed Project, and therefore life cycle GHG emissions would be speculative.

GHG emissions associated with the Los Alamitos Joint Forces Training Base (JFTB) are excluded from this inventory because emissions are under Federal jurisdiction. Furthermore, no information on GHG emissions associated with
base activities is available from the U.S. military institution. Therefore, in accordance with California protocols for communitywide inventories, GHG emissions are not a part of the City's communitywide GHG inventory.

GHG emissions are based on the global warming potentials (GWPs) contained within the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change's (IPCC) Second and Third Assessment Reports. The IPCC has since come out with updated GWPs
in their Fourth (2007) and Fifth (2013) Assessment Reports. However, GHG emissions thresholds are based on the targets developed for AB 32 and the State emissions inventory that uses the GWPs in the Second Assessment Report.
Likewise, SCAQMD's significance criteria is based on the older GWPs. Consequently, to maintain consistency with the modeling and thresholds currently used for CEQA assessments, this inventory utilizes the GWPs in IPCC's Second
and Third Assessment Reports.
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LOS ALAMITOS - TRAJECTORY FOR INTERIM GHG TARGET

1990
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013

2035
2050

CARB 2008 Scoping Plan (MMTCO,e)

Second Assessment Report GWP

Reduction to 1990

CARB 2014 Inventory Update (MMTCO,e)

Fourth Assessment Report GWP

Reduction to 1990

433.29 Not Applicable 431 Not Applicable
457.29 5% 466.32 8%
473.49 8% 481.23 10%
468.54 8% 480.32 10%
467.42 7% 483.05 11%
484.40 11% 492.86 13%
491.40 12% 485.13 11%
498.40 13% 482.52 11%
505.40 14% 489.16 12%
512.40 15% 487.1 12%

Not Available 458.44 6%

Not Available 453.06 5%

Not Available 450.94 4%

Not Available 458.68 6%

Not Available Not Available

Statewide Forecast Targets Reduction to Target from 2008 Statewide Forecast Targets Reduction to Target from 2012
259.97 49% 258.60 44%
86.66 49% 86.20 81%

Recommended Target from "Existing" in 2008 Scoping Plan
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Adjusted Target from "Existing" based on 2014 Inventory

Target for Los Alamitos
Reduction from 2013

MTCO,3

155,738
120,495



CUPERTINO - CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT INVENTORY

2013 - Ibs/day

SECTORS ROG NO, co SO, PM;, PM, 5
Transportation 153 1,163 4,544 12 145 67
Energy - Residential (Natural Gas) 8 66 28 0 5 5
Energy - Nonresidential (Natural Gas) 5 42 35 0 3 3
Area Sources (Consumer Products) 461 - - -

Area Sources (Landscaping, Light Commercial Equipment) 106 73 1,685 0 9 8
Other (Construction Equipment) 8 56 51 0 3 3
Total 741 1,399 6,343 13 165 87

2013 - tons/year

SECTORS ROG NO, co SO, PM;, PM, 5
Transportation 27 202 788 2 25 12
Energy - Residential (Natural Gas) 1 12 5 0 1 1
Energy - Nonresidential (Natural Gas) 1 8 6 0 1 1
Area Sources (Consumer Products) 84 - - - - -
Area Sources (Landscaping, Light Commercial Equipment) 19 13 308 0 2 2
Other (Construction Equipment) 1 10 9 0 1 1
Total 134 244 1,116 2 29 15




CUPERTINO - CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT INVENTORY

2035 Existing Land Uses - Ibs/day

SECTORS ROG NO, co SO, PM;, PM, 5
Transportation 53 381 1,738 12 139 60
Energy - Residential (Natural Gas) 8 66 28 0
Energy - Nonresidential (Natural Gas) 5 42 35 0
Area Sources (Consumer Products) 461 - - - - -
Area Sources (Landscaping, Light Commercial Equipment) 106 73 1,685 0 9 8
Other (Construction Equipment) 8 56 51 0 3 3
Total 641 617 3,538 13 159 81

| 2035 - tons/year
SECTORS ROG NO, co SO, PM;, PM, 5
Transportation 66 302 2 24 10
Energy - Residential (Natural Gas) 12 0
Energy - Nonresidential (Natural Gas) 8 0
Area Sources (Consumer Products) 84 - - - - -
Area Sources (Landscaping, Light Commercial Equipment) 19 13 308 0
Other (Construction Equipment) 1 10 9 0
Total 116 109 630 2 28 14

2035 Project Land Uses - Ibs/day

SECTORS ROG NO, co SO, PMy, PM, 5
Transportation 66 473 2,160 15 173 75
Energy - Residential (Natural Gas) 8 70 30 0 6 6
Energy - Nonresidential (Natural Gas) 6 53 44 0 4 4
Area Sources (Consumer Products) 506 - - - - -
Area Sources (Landscaping, Light Commercial Equipment) 118 88 1,927 0 10 10
Other (Construction Equipment) 8 56 51 0 3 3
Total 712 740 4,212 16 196 98
Change from 2013 Land Uses 71 631 3,582 14 168 84

| 2035- tons/year
SECTORS ROG NO, co SO, PMy, PM, 5
Transportation 12 82 375 3 30 13
Energy - Residential (Natural Gas) 1 13 5 0 1 1
Energy - Nonresidential (Natural Gas) 1 10 8 0 1 1
Area Sources (Consumer Products) 92 - - - - -
Area Sources (Landscaping, Light Commercial Equipment) 22 16 352 0 2 2
Other (Construction Equipment) 1 10 9 0 1 1
Total 129 130 749 3 34 17
Change from 2013 Land Uses 13 21 119 1 6 3




CUPERTINO - CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT INVENTORY

Current General Plan Land Uses - Ibs/day

SECTORS ROG NO, co SO, PMy, PM, 5
Transportation 66 473 2,157 15 173 75
Energy - Residential (Natural Gas) 9 75 32 0 6 6
Energy - Nonresidential (Natural Gas) 5 48 40 0 4 4
Area Sources (Consumer Products) 541 - - -
Area Sources (Landscaping, Light Commercial Equipment) 121 83 1,922 0 10 10
Other (Construction Equipment) 8 56 51 0 3 3
Total 751 735 4,203 16 195 98 |
Change from 2013 Land Uses 110 626 3,573 14 168 83
2035 - tons/year
SECTORS ROG NO, co SO, PMy, PM, 5
Transportation 12 82 374 3 30 13
Energy - Residential (Natural Gas) 2 14 6 0 1 1
Energy - Nonresidential (Natural Gas) 1 9 7 0 1 1
Area Sources (Consumer Products) 99 - - - -
Area Sources (Landscaping, Light Commercial Equipment) 22 15 351 0 2 2
Other (Construction Equipment) 1 10 9 0 1 1
Total 136 129 747 3 34 17
Change from 2013 Land Uses 20 21 118 1 6 3

Notes:

Emissions forecasts for the non-transportation sectors are based on changes in housing units (residential energy), population (area sources), or employment (nonresidential

energy, area sources).

Transportation. EMFAC2011 (exhaust) and Fehr and Peers 2014. Transportation sector includes the full trip length. Daily emissions multiplied by 347 days/year to account for
reduced traffic on weekends and holidays. This assumption is consistent with the California Air Resources Board's (CARB) methodology within the Climate Change Scoping

Plan Measure Documentation Supplement.

Energy. Based on three-year average (2011-2013) of energy use provided by SoCalGas.

Area Sources. OFFROAD2007. Estimated based on population (Landscaping) and employment (Light Commercial Equipment) for Los Alamitos as a percentage of Orange
County. Excludes SCAQMD permitted sources. Does not include emissions from wood-burning fireplaces.

Other Sources. OFFROAD2007. Estimated based on construction building permits (Construction) for Los Alamitos as a percentage of Orange County. Daily construction
emissions multiplied by 347 days/year to account for reduced/limited construction activity on weekends and holidays.

Criteria air pollutant emissions associated with the Los Alamitos Joint Forces Training Base (JFTB) are excluded from this inventory because emissions are under Federal
jurisdiction. Furthermore, no information on emissions associated with base activities is available from the U.S. military institution. Therefore, in accordance with California

protocols for communitywide inventories, emissions are not a part of the City's communitywide inventory.
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Model Inputs for the Cuppertino General Plan

forecast
No Project
CEQA Baseline 2013 Proposed Project | AB 32 Target Year Scenario
City Nelj 2013 2035 2020 Current GP
Housing Units 4,424 3,779 8,203 8,735 8,372 9,402
Non-Residential SQFT 7,569,720 408,257 7,977,977 8,881,442 8,265,443 8,989,054
Population 11,384 10,234 21,618 23,003 22,059 24,744
Employment 14,265 395 14,660 18,430 15,860 16,643
Service Population 25,649 10,629 36,278 41,433 37,918 41,387
Growth Rates from Baseline SOl + City 2040 2020 Current GP
Housing Growth Rate 1.85 1.06 1.02 1.15
Population Growth Rate 1.90 1.06 1.02 1.14
Employment Growth Rate 1.03 1.26 1.08 1.14
Service Population Growth Rate 1.41 1.14 1.05 1.14
Electricity Use City SOl 2013 Proposed Project 2020 Current GP
Residential Electricity (Kwh)* 30,904,601 26,398,844 57,303,445 61,019,821 58,485,929 65,679,263
Commercial + Industrial Electricity (Kwh)z 111,208,871 3,079,390 114,288,261 143,678,898 123,639,827 129,747,580
Total Electricity (Kwh) 142,113,472 29,478,235 171,591,706 204,698,720 182,125,756 195,426,843
Source
1 Provided by SCE. Projected based on increase in housing units. 2013 Based on a two-year average of 2010 to 2012 data.
2 Provided by SCE. Projected based on increase in employment. 2013 Based on a two-year average of 2010 to 2012 data.
Natural Gas Use City SOl 2013 Proposed Project 2020 Current GP
Residential Natural Gas (Therms)" 1,405,380 1,200,482 2,605,862 2,774,864 2,659,635 2,986,751
Commercial+Industrial Natural Gas (Therms)? 1,517,035 42,007 1,559,042 1,959,969 1,686,610 1,769,928
Total Natural Gas (Therms) 2,922,416 1,242,489 4,164,905 4,734,833 4,346,245 4,756,679

On-Road Transportation
VMT/day

Source

1 Provided by SoCalGas. Projected based on increase in housing units. 2013 Based on a three-year average of 2011 to 2013 data.

2 Provided by SoCalGas. Projected based on increase in employment. 2013 Based on a three-year average of 2011 to 2013 data.

Source

CEQA Baseline

Proposed Project

2020

Current GP

1,181,503

1,467,916

1 VMT provided by Fehr & Peers based on the OCTA model for 2010.

2 2020 Forecast based on the anticipated growth due to the Project and 2013 conditions

1,272,634

1,466,286




Model Inputs for the Cuppertino General Plan

forecast
No Project
CEQA Baseline 2013 Proposed Project | AB 32 Target Year Scenario

City Nell 2013 2035 2020 Current GP
Housing Units 4,424 3,779 8,203 8,735 8,372 9,402
Non-Residential SQFT 7,569,720 408,257 7,977,977 8,881,442 8,265,443 8,989,054
Population 11,384 10,234 21,618 23,003 22,059 24,744
Employment 14,265 395 14,660 18,430 15,860 16,643
Service Population 25,649 10,629 36,278 41,433 37,918 41,387
Growth Rates from Baseline SOl + City 2040 2020 Current GP
Housing Growth Rate 1.85 1.06 1.02 1.15
Population Growth Rate 1.90 1.06 1.02 1.14
Employment Growth Rate 1.03 1.26 1.08 1.14
Service Population Growth Rate 1.41 1.14 1.05 1.14
Water Conveyance 2013 Proposed Project 2020 Current GP
Water (AF/year) 3,657 3,872 3,543 3,868
Water (gallons/year) 1,191,476,070 1,261,651,639 1,154,625,385 1,260,250,920

Wastewater Treatment
Wastewater (gallons/year)
Wastewater (gallons/day)

Solid Waste Generation

Waste Generation (tons/year)
Waste Generation ADC (tons/year)
Total Waste Disposal (tons/year)

Source

Total water generation for Los Alamitos is based on the Golden State Water Company's 2010 Urban Water Management Plan SBX7-7.
Forecasts are adjusted for increases in population and employment and are based on the Target per capita SBx7-7 based on residential
1 and non-residential growth.

2013 Proposed Project 2020 Current GP
834,033,249 883,156,147 808,237,770 882,175,644
2,285,023 2,419,606 2,214,350 2,416,920

Source
1
Indoor water use is 100 percent wastewater. Indoor water use is approximately 70% of total demand. This is consistent with the
California Department of Water Resources' 20x2020 Water Conservation Plan. Figure 5 for indoor/outdoor water use for Hydrologic

Region 4.
City SOl 2013 Proposed Project 2020 Current GP
17,580 7,285 24,865 28,398 25,989 28,366
944 391 1,335 1,525 1,396 1,524
18,524 7,676 26,200 29,923 27,385 29,890
Source

CalRecycle. Disposal Reporting System (DRS): Jurisdiction Disposal and Alternative Daily Cover (ADC) Tons by Facility. Accessed May 2014.
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/Reports/DRS/Destination/JurDspFa.aspx. 2013 is based on an average 2010-2012 disposal rates.
1 Projected based on Service Population.



Facility INformation Detail

Search Again | Search Results | Facility Details | Equipment List | Compliance |

Emissions
Facility ID
Company Name

Address

Select AER Year:

58876

Facility INformation Detail (FIND)

INDUSTRIAL MFG CO LLC DBA ARROWHEAD PROD
4411 KATELLA AVE

LOS A
2013

LAMITOS, CA 90720
v

Criteria Pollutants (Tons per Year):

Emissions | Hearing Board

Pollutant ID Pollutant Description Annual Emissions
CO Carbon Monoxide 0.426
NOX Nitrogen Oxides 0.252
ROG Reactive Organic Gases 4.712
SOX Sulfur Oxides 0.003
TSP Total Suspended Particulates 0.038

Toxic Pollutants (Pounds per Year):

Pollutant ID Pollutant Description Annual Emissions
7664417 Ammonia 182.880

71432 Benzene 0.081

50000 Formaldehyde 0.172

91203 Naphthalene 0.003

1151 PAHs, total, with components not reported 0.001

Page 1 of 1

| Transportation

Note - Data for 2007 represents the six-month transitional period, July through December 2007, when the rules requiring annual emissions

reporting changed from a fiscal year to a calendar year basis.
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Criteria Air Pollutant and GHG Emissions

Water/Wastewater



Water and Wastewater
Water Demand Calculations Derived from the Urban Water Management Plan

Golden State Water Company - West Orange System

Per capita Adjusted for SP
Gallons Per Capita Per Day (gpcd)z 151 90 gallons per SP per Day
Gallons Per Capita Per Day 2020 Target (gpcd)Z 140 83 gallons per SP per Day
Source:
Golden State Water Company., 2011, August. Final Report, 2010 Urban Water Management Plan, West Orange.Per Capita used
2 in UWMP based on population only. The SBX7-7 efficiency metric is adjusted to account for both population and employment in
the City.
Los Alamitos
No Project
Gallons Per Day CEQA Baseline Proposed Project AB 32 Target Year Scenario
Residential 1,945,202 1,919,043 1,840,262 2,064,287
Non-Residential 1,319,116 1,537,537 1,323,095 1,388,455
Total 3,264,318 3,456,580 3,163,357 3,452,742
AFY 3,657 3,872 3,543 3,868
Change from 2013 215 -113 211
Source:

1
Modeling assumes that 70 percent of water use is indoor water use (30% outdoor) and would require wastewater treatment.

2 Water Demand of the alternatives adjusted for Service Population



Water and Wastewater
Fugitive Emissi - Process Emissi from WWTP with Nitrification/Denitrification

CH, - Microorganisms can biodegrade soluble organic material in wastewater under aerobic (presence of oxygen) or anaerobic (absence of oxygen) conditions. Anaerobic conditions result in the
production of CH,.

N,O - Treatment of domestic wastewater during both nitrification and denitrification of the nitrogen present leads to the formation of N,0, usually in the form of urea, ammonia, and proteins.
These compounds are converted to nitrate through the aerobic process of nitrification. Denitrification occurs under anoxic conditions (without free oxygen), and involves the biological conversion
of nitrate into dinitrogen. N,O can be an intermediate product of both processes, but more often is associated with denitrification.

Notes: Waste discharge facilities in compliance with the United States Environmental Protection Agency's Clean Water Standards do not typically result in CH, emissions. However, poorly-operated
aerobic wastewater treatment systems can result in the generation of CH,. Because wastewater treatment systems are assumed to operate in compliance with state and federal laws pertaining to
water quality, CH, emissions from centralized aerobic treatments are not included in the inventory.

Fugitive Emissions - Process Emissions from WWTP with Nitrification/Denitrification

LGOP Version 1.1. Equation 10.9.
N,O = Wastewater x 102-6 x Nload x EF effluent x 1043

No Project
CEQA Baseline Proposed Project AB 32 Target Year Scenario
wastewater (Liters)=|  3,156,815,847 3,342,746,017 3,059,179,958 3,339,034,813
107-6 = 1.00E-06 conversion factor; kg/mg
N Load 40.00 mg/L of wastewater USEPA 2008
EF effluent 0.01 kg/N,0/kg N
107-3 = 1.00E-03 conversion factor: MTons/kg
No Project
CEQA Baseline Proposed Project AB 32 Target Year Scenario
MTons
N,O 0.63 0.67 0.61 0.67
CO,e = 196 207 190 207

Source: California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2010, May. Local Government Operations Protocol (LGOP), Version 1.1. The LGOP protocol provides default values for all the terms except the Nitrogen
Load, which is assumed to be 40 mg of N per Liter of wastewater effluent based on USEPA methodology outlined in the CalEEMod program manual. South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD). 2011. California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2011.1.1. User's Manual. USEPA. 2008. Page 8-12. USEPA cites Metcalf & Eddy, Inc., 1991, “Wastewater Engineering:
Treatment Disposal, and Reuse,” 3rd Ed. McGraw Hill Publishing.



Water and Wastewater

Energy for Water Conveyance, Treatment, Distribution, and Wastewater Treatment (Southern California)

Wastewater
Water Supply and Conveyance Water Treatment Water Distribution Total Water Treatment®
kWhr/million gallons
9,727 \ 111 1,272 11,110 909

Source: California Energy Commission (CEC). 2006, December. Refining Estimates of Water-Related Energy Use in California. CEC-500-2006-118. Prepared by Navigant

Consulting, Inc. Based on the electricity use for Southern California.

Source 2: Orange County District. Service Q February, 14, 2014.
SCE
Intensity factor CO,e
€O, MTons/MWH"  CH, MTons/MWH? N,0 MTons/MWH? MTons/MWh
2008 0.460 0.000013 0.000005 0.462
Source 1: California Public Utilities Commission. 2010, September 13. WCI Final Default Emission Factor Calculator 2008 Data, Version 2. WECC Region.
Source 2: CH, and N,0 intensity based on California E-Grid data (CH, = 0.029 Ibs/MWH; N,0 = 0.011 Ibs/MWH) identified in the LGOP
ABAU Carbon Intensity for SCE Energy
2010 2020 CO,e
Assumed Percent Renewable 19.4% 33% MTons/MWh
CO,e MTons/Mwh without Renewable 0.573 0.384

Based on the SCE's 2010 RPS.

Source: California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). California RPS Procurement Summary 2003-20010. http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Renewables/index.htm

GHG Emissions from Energy Associated with Water/Wastewater

No Project
CEQA Baseline Proposed Project AB 32 Target Year Scenario
Energy Associated with Water Use MwH/Year 2035 2020 2035
Water 13,237 14,017 12,828 14,001
Wastewater 758 803 735 802
Total Water/Wastewater 13,995 14,820 13,563 14,803
No Project
GHG Emissions from Energy Associated with Water CEQA Baseline Proposed Project AB 32 Target Year Scenario
Use/Wastewater Generation MTCO,e/Year 2035 2020 2035
Water 6,118 6,479 5,929 6,472
Wastewater 350 371 340 371
Total Water/Wastewater 6,469 6,850 6,269 6,842

No Project
CEQA Baseline Proposed Project AB 32 Target Year Scenario
GHG Emissions from Water/Wastewater Use MTCO,e/Year 2035 2020 2035
Water 6,118 6,479 5,929 6,472
Wastewater 546 578 529 578
Total Water/Wastewater 6,665 7,057 6,458 7,049
GHG Emissions from Energy Use - Adjusted for Lower Carbon Intensity in 2020
No Project
| Proposed Project AB 32 Target Year Scenario
GHG Emissions from Water/Wastewater Use MTCO,e/Year 2035 2020 2035
Water 5,386 4,929 5,380
Wastewater 308 282 308
Total Water/Wastewater 5,694 5,211 5,688

No Project
CEQA Baseline Proposed Project AB 32 Target Year Scenario
GHG Emissions from Water/Wastewater Use MTCO,e/Year 2035 2020 2035
Water 0 5,593 5,118 5,587
Wastewater 0 308 282 308
Total Water/Wastewater 0 5,901 5,401 5,895




Water and Wastewater

General Conversion Factors
Global Warming

Potentials (GWP)

co, 1
CH, 21
N,O 310

Source: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 2001. Third Assessment Report: Climate Change 2011.

gallons to Liters 3.785
killowatt hrs to megawatt hrs 0.001
gallons to AF 325851.4290
Tons to MTon 0.9071847




Criteria Air Pollutant and GHG Emissions

Solid Waste



Solid Waste Disposal

Source: CalRecycle Disposal By Facility - City of Los Alamitos (Disposal Reporting System)

Waste Generated Within City Limits

Interstate Tons +

Year  Transform Tons ADC+AIC
2012 16,004 827
2011 17,519 980
2010 19,216 1,025
Average 2012-2010 17,580 944

Average 3-year disposal used to forecast waste disposal in 2020, 2035, and Post-2035

Source: CalRecycle, 2014, Disposal Reporting System, Jurisdiction Reporting by Facility, http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/Reports/DRS/Destination/JurDspFa.aspx

Landfill Emission Tool (version 1.3) Model Results

MTCO,e W/LFG MTCO,e w/LFG MTCO,e w/LFG MTCO,e w/LFG

CH, Tons Capture Capture Capture Capture

2013 Disposal 2013 Disposal 2035 Disposal 2020 Disposal Current GP Disposal

2012 222 1,059 1,209 1,106 1,208
2013 439 2,089 2,386 2,184 2,383
2014 430 2,048 2,339 2,140 2,336
2015 421 2,007 2,293 2,098 2,290
2016 413 1,968 2,247 2,057 2,245
2017 405 1,929 2,203 2,016 2,200
2018 397 1,890 2,159 1,976 2,157
2019 389 1,853 2,116 1,937 2,114
2020 381 1,816 2,074 1,898 2,072

Waste. Landfill Emissions Tool Version 1.3 and CalRecycle. Biogenic CO, emissions are not included.

Notes

LFG capture

Efficiency 0.75 CH, GWP 21 Tons to metric Tons 0.9071847

Waste generation based on three year average (2010-2012) waste commitment for the City of Los Alamitos obtained from CalRecycle.

Significant CH, production typically begins one or two years after waste disposal in a landfill and continues for 10 to 60 years or longer. Consequently, the highest CH, emissions from waste
disposal in a given year are reported.

Decomposition based on an average annual rainfall of 12.01 inches per year average (anaerobic decomposition factor (k) of 0.02) (WRCC 2014).

The Landfill Gas Estimator only includes the landfill gas (LFG) capture in the landfill gas heat output and therefore the reduction and emissions from landfill gas capture are calculated
Biogenic CO, emissions are not included.



Model Output: Lanfill Characteristics

Landfill Name: Bowerman/Olil
State: CA
City/County: Orange

Year Opened:
If Closed, Year: k Value: 0.020

M Value: 6

Model Output: Methane and Carbon Dioxide Emissions

(metric tonnes of CO, equivalent)

600

Year CH, CO, 0 100 200 300 400 500
2004 2004 |
2005 ]
2006 2006 |
2007 ]
2008 2008 |
2009 i
2010 2010 |
2011 i
2012 222 35 2012 ]
2013 439 70 | |
2014 430 69| 2014 | |
2015 421 67 | |
2016 413 66| 2016 ‘ ‘
2017 405 65 | |
2018 397 63] 2018 ‘ ‘
2019 389 62 | |
2020 381 61] 2020 ‘ ‘




California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle)
Disposal Reporting System (DRS)

Jurisdiction Disposal By Facility

With Reported Alternative Daily Cover (ADC) and Alternative Intermediate Cover (AIC)

Disposal during 2012 for Los Alamitos

ElSobrantetandfil ___ [ssamoery | [ o] [ [ [ |
Frank R_Bowerman Sanitary (F [soAp-ose0 | | saes| | | 8 |

Olinda Alpha Senitary Landfil __[soAB00ss | | ears| | | sos |
Prima Deshecha Sanitary Landfil _[soABoore | | 7sl [ [ 7 |
——————

Yearly Totals: 16,004.19.

Notes:

1. Disposal tonnage is subject to change due to revisions. Report is based upon information provided by County disposal reports.
2. AIC information was not collected prior to 2006.

Print Date: 5/20/2014 9:02:20 AM



California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle)
Disposal Reporting System (DRS)

Jurisdiction Disposal By Facility

With Reported Alternative Daily Cover (ADC) and Alternative Intermediate Cover (AIC)

Disposal during 2011 for Los Alamitos

Instate
Destination Facility S No Export Ton Total ADC Total AIC

ElSobrante tandfil ____ [ssawoers | [ as| [ [ |
Frank R_Bowerman Sanitary (F [soAp-ose0 | | eseel | [ | |

Olinda Alpha Senitary Landfil __[soAB00ss | | dossel | | e |
Prima Deshecha Sanitary Landfil _[soABoote | | apal | [ [ |
Southeast Resource Recovery Faciity [1oAkooss | | | 3 | | |
Sunshine Ganyon City/Gounty Landfil__[toaa2000 | | | [ | | |

Yearly Totals: 17,519.06.

Notes:

1. Disposal tonnage is subject to change due to revisions. Report is based upon information provided by County disposal reports.
2. AIC information was not collected prior to 2006.

Print Date: 5/20/2014 9:03:06 AM
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California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle)
Disposal Reporting System (DRS)

Jurisdiction Disposal By Facility

With Reported Alternative Daily Cover (ADC) and Alternative Intermediate Cover (AIC)

Disposal during 2010 for Los Alamitos

Instate
Destination Facility S No Export Ton Total ADC Total AlC

Frank R_Bowerman Sanitary (F___[soAB-ose0 | | mesel | | 3 |

Olinda Alpha Senitary Landfil____[soAB-00ss | | doatol | | o |
Prima Deshecha Sanitary Landfil ___[soAsoots | [ al [ | 3 |
—‘————

Yearly Totals: 19,215.62. . 1,024.94.

Notes:

1. Disposal tonnage is subject to change due to revisions. Report is based upon information provided by County disposal reports.
2. AIC information was not collected prior to 2006.

Print Date: 5/20/2014 9:03:49 AM
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LONG BEACH WSCMO, CALIFORNIA Period of Record General Climate Summary - ...

LONG BEACH WSCMO, CALIFORNIA

Period of Record General Climate Summary - Temperature

Page 1 of 2

Station:(045085) LONG BEACH WSCMO

From Year=1958 To Year=2012

x](:rl:;le}; Daily Extremes Monthly Extremes ]l}g 21);
Max.|Min.[[Mean||High|| Date |[[Low|| Date Hl\i/;ge};ist Year Ll\(/)IZV:;t Year 9?):F ;2:
dd/yyyy dd/yyyy " "
F F F F or F or F - F " |Ipays||Day
yyyymmdd yyyymmdd
| January | 67.1|[45.6| 56.3| 93| 31/2003| 25| 13/1963| 62.0/2003| 52.4|2001| 0.1] o.
| February || 67.2|[47.3|| 57.2 91| 12/1971]| 33| 12/1965| 61.8][1995] 52.52001] 0.1 o
| March | 68.4/[49.7] 59.1| 98| 25/1988|| 33| 08/1964| 64.0[1978| 53.6[1962] 0.3] o.
| April || 71.7]|52.4/ 62.0] 105] 05/1989| 38| 07/1975] 6721992 54.51967| 0.9|| o.
| May | 73.556.8| 65.2| 104] 03/2004] 40| 07/1964] 7121997 59.51964| 0.9|| o.
| June |[76.9)60.3| 68.6] 109 16/1981| 47| 02/1967| 75.1][1981| 63.1|1964| 1.4 o.
| July |[82.2][63.7]| 73.0[ 107 o01/1985] 51]| 15/1960| 77.5|2006] 68.2[1965] 3.5 o.
| August | 83.9]64.9| 74.4] 105 30/1967|| 55 24/1978| 80.1|[1998| 70.1][2002| 5.4/ o.
[September]| 82.3||62.9]| 72.6 111|| 27/2010]| 50| 30/1965|| 79.1][1984| 67.4]1964 5.5| o0.
| October | 77.9]57.9| 67.9| 111]| 15/1961]| 39| 31/1972 72.2|[1976| 63.9/2002| 3.1|| 0.
INovember|| 72.2||50.5|[ 61.3|| 101]| 01/1966] 34 17/1958] 66.41977| 56.1/[1964| 0.8| o.
[December|| 67.0[145.3| 56.1]| 92| 03/1958|| 28| 22/1990 61.1|[1977| 52.6[1971| 0.0| o.
| Annual | 74.2]54.8] 64.5 111]| 19611015|| 25| 19630113| 66.7/[1997|| 61.2|[1964| 22.0|| 0.
| Winter || 67.1][46.1]| 56.6] 93| 20030131]| 25|| 19630113|| 59.3|[1980 53.5[1962] 0.2 o.
| Spring | 71.2]53.0] 62.1]| 105]| 19890405| 33| 19640308| 65.6/[1997 58.1|[1964| 2.1|| 0.
| Summer || 81.0|[63.0]| 72.0[ 109] 19810616| 47|| 19670602| 75.6][1981| 68.0][1964| 10.3] o.
| Fall | 77.557.1| 67.3|| 111] 19611015| 34| 19581117 71.4[1997| 63.7/]1964| 9.4| o.
Table updated on Oct 31, 2012

For monthly and annual means, thresholds, and sums:

Months with 5 or more missing days are not considered

Years with 1 or more missing months are not considered

Seasons are climatological not calendar seasons
Winter = Dec., Jan., and Feb. Spring = Mar., Apr., and May
Summer = Jun., Jul., and Aug. Fall = Sep., Oct., and Nov.
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LONG BEACH WSCMO, CALIFORNIA Period of Record Monthly Climate Summary

LONG BEACH WSCMO, CALIFORNIA
(045085)

Period of Record Monthly Climate Summary

Period of Record : 4/ 1/1958 to 3/31/2013

Page 1 of 1

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual

Average Max.
Temperature (F)

Average Min.
Temperature (F)

Average Total
Precipitation (in.)
Average Total
SnowFall (in.)
Average Snow
Depth (in.)
Percent of possible observations for period of record.

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

67.1 67.2 68.4 71.7 73.5 76.9 822 83.9 823 779 722 67.0 742

45.6 473 49.7 52.4 56.8 60.3 63.7 649 629 579 505 453 548

2.63 290 1.83 0.70 0.20 0.06 0.02 0.06 0.19 0.42 1.21 1.80 12.01

0.0 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 0.0 00 0.0 0.0

Max. Temp.: 100% Min. Temp.: 100% Precipitation: 100% Snowfall: 90% Snow Depth: 90.4%

Check Station Metadata or Metadata graphics for more detail about data completeness.

Western Regional Climate Center, wrcc(@dri.edu

c-23
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Criteria Air Pollutant and GHG Emissions

Energy
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Electricity Use Report for Los Alamitos - Purchased Electricity
Prepared by Southern California Edison (SCE), Version 5.0. March 27, 2014.

2012-2013 average Not Available 2012 Annual KWH 2013 Annual KWH Kwh 2-yr Avg
Residential 30,867,016 30,942,186 30,904,601

Non-Residential 110,370,278 112,047,463 111,208,871
Total 141,237,294 142,989,649 142,113,472

Electricity Use Report for Los Alamitos - Natural Gas
Provided by Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas), June 9, 2013.

2010-2012 average 2011 Annual Therms 2012 Annual Therms 2013 Annual Therms Therms 3-yr Avg
Residential 1469982 1,345,809 1400350 1,405,380
Non-Residential 1689622 1,427,601 1433883 1,517,035
Total 3159604 2,773,410 2,834,233 2,922,416

Disclaimer. The 15/15 Rule is intended to protect customer confidentiality by reducing the possibility of identifying customers
through the release of usage information. SCE and SoCalGas apply the 15/15 Rule in releasing aggregated customer information.
The rule was initially implemented by the California Public Utilities Commission during Direct Access proceedings in 1997 and
was adopted through D. 97-10-031. The 15/15 rule requires that any aggregated information provided by the Utilities must be
made up of at least 15 customers, and a customer’s load must be less than 15% of an assigned category. If the number of
customers in the compiled data is below 15, or if a single customer’s load is more than 15% of the total data, categories (e.g.,
rate classes) must be combined before the information is released. The rule further requires that if the 15/15 rule is triggered for
a second tie after the data has been screened once already using the 15/15 rule, then the customer is dropped from the
information provided.

1 Approximately 12 homes east of the Los Alamitos Channel are served by Long Beach Gas and Qil.
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Energy

Energy Emission Factors

Natural Gas Intensity factor CO,e
Ibs CO,/Therm MTons CO,/Therm  CH,MTons/Therm  N,O MTons/Therm MTons/Therm
All Years 11.7 0.00530 5.E-07 1.E-08 0.00532
Source: CO,, CHzand N,0 intensity based on Table G.3 of the LGOP for residential and non-residential (CO,, 53.02 kg/Mmbtu; CH,: 0.005 kg/MMBtu; N,0: 0.0001 kg/MMBtu)
SCE
Intensity factor CO,e
CO, MTons/MWH'  CH, MTons/MWH?  N,O MTons/MWH? MTons/MWh
2008 0.460 0.000013 0.000005 0.462
Source 1: California Public Utilities Commission. 2010, September 13. WCI Final Default Emission Factor Calculator 2008 Data, Version 2. WECC Region.
Source 2: CH, and N,0 intensity based on California E-Grid data (CH, = 0.029 Ibs/MWH; N,O = 0.011 Ibs/MWH) identified in the LGOP
ABAU Carbon Intensity for SCE Energy
2010 2020 CO,e
Assumed Percent Renewable 19.4% 33% MTons/MWh
CO,e MTons/Mwh without Renewable 0.573 0.384

Based on the SCE's 2010 RPS.

Source: California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). California RPS Procurement Summary 2003-20010. http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Renewables/index.htm
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GHG Emissions from Energy Use

MTCO,e/Year
CEQA Baseline Proposed Project AB 32 Target Year No Project Scenario
Electricity 2013 2035 2020 Current GP
Residential Electricity 26,486 28,204 27,033 30,358
Commercial + Industrial 52,826 66,410 57,148 59,971
Total 79,312 94,614 84,181 90,329
MTCO,e/Year
CEQA Baseline Proposed Project AB 32 Target Year No Project Scenario
Natural Gas 2013 2035 2020 Current GP
Residential Electricity 13,852 14,750 14,138 15,876
Commercial + Industrial 8,287 10,418 8,965 9,408
Total 22,139 25,168 23,103 25,285
MTCO,e/Year
CEQA Baseline Proposed Project AB 32 Target Year No Project Scenario
Summary 2013 2035 2020 Current GP
Residential Total 40,338 42,954 41,171 46,234
Commercial + Industrial Total 61,113 76,829 66,113 69,379
Total 101,451 119,783 107,284 115,613
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GHG Emissions from Energy Use - Adjusted for Lower Carbon Intensity in 2020

MTCO,e/Year
Proposed Project AB 32 Target Year No Project Scenario
Electricity 2035 2020 Current GP
Residential Electricity 23,445 22,472 25,235
Commercial + Industrial 55,205 47,505 49,852
Total 78,650 69,977 75,087
MTCO,e/Year
Proposed Project AB 32 Target Year No Project Scenario
Summary 2035 2020 Current GP
Residential Total 38,195 36,609 41,112
Commercial + Industrial Total 65,623 56,470 59,260
Total 103,818 93,080 100,372
General Conversion Factors
Ibs to kg 0.4536
kg to MTons 0.001
Mmbtu to Therm 0.1
kilowatt hrs to megawatt hrs 0.001
Ibs to Tons 2000
Tons to MTon 0.9071847

Source: California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2010. Local Government Operations Protocol. Version 1.1. Appendix F,

Standard Conversion Factors

Global Warming
Potentials (GWP)

co, 1
CH, 21
N,O 310

Source: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 2001. Third Assessment Report: Climate Change 2011.

Therms to kwh

29.30711111
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Criteria Air Pollutants from Natural Gas

Rate lbs/MBTU
Natural Gas ROG NO, co SO, PMy, PM, 5
Residential 0.01078431 0.09215686 0.03921569 0.00058824 0.00745098 0.00745098
Non-Residential 0.01078431 0.09803922 0.08235294 0.00058824 0.00745098 0.00745098
Source: CalEEMod Version 2011.1.1.
Natural Gas 2013 lbs/day
ROG NO, co SO, PM,, PM,
Residential 8 66 28 0 5 5
Commercial + Industrial 5 42 35 0 3 3
Total 12 108 63 1 9 9
Natural Gas 2035 Project Ibs/day
ROG NO, co SO, PMy, PM,
Residential 8 70 30 0 6 6
Commercial + Industrial 6 53 44 0 4 4
Total 14 123 74 1 10 10
Increase from Baseline 2 15 11 0 1 1
Natural Gas Current General Plan Project lbs/day
ROG NO, co SO, PMy, PM,
Residential 9 75 32 0 6 6
Commercial + Industrial 5 48 40 0 4 4
Total 14 123 72 1 10 10
Increase from Baseline 2 15 9 0 1 1
General Conversion Factors
Mmbtu to Therm 0.1
Ibs to Tons 2000
Tons to MTon 0.9071847

Source: California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2010. Local Government Operations Protocol.

Version 1.1. Appendix F, Standard Conversion Factors
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2008 Default Emission Factor Pivot Table

Default Factor (metric tons CO2/MWh) 0.46039

Transmission Loss Factor 8%

Capacity Factor Threshold for Marginal Plants 60%

NERC Region WECC

Marginal Y

Capped Jurisdiction N

Primary Fuel

State or Province Data DFO Grand Total

AB Sum of Metric Tons CO2 1,184,359 1,039,187 2,223,546
Sum of Net Generation, MWh 3,543,530 719,541| 4,263,070
Sum of Emission Factor 0.334 1.444 0.522

AZ Sum of Metric Tons CO2 1,129 12,250,641 12,251,770
Sum of Net Generation, MWh 966 30,285,859 30,286,825
Sum of Emission Factor 1.168 0.405 0.405

co Sum of Metric Tons CO2 6,771 5,090,012 5,096,783
Sum of Net Generation, MWh 7,507 11,961,465 11,968,972
Sum of Emission Factor 0.902 0.426 0.426

ID Sum of Metric Tons CO2 110 639,648 639,758
Sum of Net Generation, MWh 120 1,599,718 1,599,838
Sum of Emission Factor 0.916 0.400 0.400

MT Sum of Metric Tons CO2 23,881 23,881
Sum of Net Generation, MWh 49,108 49,108
Sum of Emission Factor 0.486 0.486

NV Sum of Metric Tons CO2 7,810,593 7,810,593
Sum of Net Generation, MWh 18,529,250 18,529,250
Sum of Emission Factor 0.422 0.422

OR Sum of Metric Tons CO2 92,327 92,327
Sum of Net Generation, MWh 157,303 157,303
Sum of Emission Factor 0.587 0.587

SD Sum of Metric Tons CO2 17,514 171,626 189,140
Sum of Net Generation, MWh 27,283 120,570 147,853
Sum of Emission Factor 0.642 1.423 1.279

TX Sum of Metric Tons CO2 57 1,105,192 1,105,249
Sum of Net Generation, MWh 92 1,942,152 1,942,244
Sum of Emission Factor 0.623 0.569 0.569

uT Sum of Metric Tons CO2 18,193 2,965,018 2,983,211
Sum of Net Generation, MWh 25,764 7,093,902 7,119,666
Sum of Emission Factor 0.706 0.418 0.419

WA Sum of Metric Tons CO2 283 2,641,860 2,642,143
Sum of Net Generation, MWh 361 6,736,012 6,736,373
Sum of Emission Factor 0.784 0.392 0.392

WYy Sum of Metric Tons CO2 352 42,840 43,191
Sum of Net Generation, MWh 468 71,299 71,767
Sum of Emission Factor 0.751 0.601 0.602

Total Sum of Metric Tons CO2 26,895 33,863,884 1,210,813 35,101,591

Total Sum of Net Generation, MWh 35,278 81,996,881 840,111| 82,872,270

Total Sum of Emission Factor 0.762 0.413 1.441 0.424
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PG&E Target (GWh)

SCE Target (GWh)

SDG&E  Target (GWh)

TOTAL Target (GWh)

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

7,022 7,733 8,454 9,178 9,941 10,732 11,547 15,554

RPS-Eligible Procurement (GWh) 8,686 8,660 8,707 9,118 9,044 9,817 11,493 13,760
[RPS GWh as % of Bundled Sales 11.5% 12.2% 12.1% 12.6% 11.8% 12.4% 14.1% 17.7%)
Cumulative Deficit/Surplus (GWh) 1,664 2,592 2,844 2,785 1,888 973 919 -876
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

11,254 11,960 12,690 13,440 14,228 15,023 15,833 15,028

RPS-Eligible Procurement (GWh) 12,421 13,182 12,822 12,486 12,261 12,574 13,622 14,548
|RPS GWh as % of Bundled Sales 16.6% 18.7% 17.6% 16.6% 15.5% 15.8% 16.8% 19.4%)|
Cumulative Deficit/Surplus (GWh) 1,167 2,390 2,522 1,569 -399 -2,848 -5,058 -5,538
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

296 447 605 765 933 1,104 1,278 3,257

RPS-Eligible Procurement (GWh) 550 678 825 900 881 1,047 1,784 1,940
[RPS GWh as % of Bundled Sales 3.7% 4.5% 5.2% 5.6% 5.2% 6.1% 10.2% 11.9%)|
Cumulative Deficit/Surplus (GWh) 254 485 706 841 788 732 1,239 -78
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

18,572 20,139 21,748 23,382 25,102 26,859 28,658 33,839

RPS-Eligible Procurement (GWh) 21,657 22,520 22,354 22,504 22,185 23,438 26,900 30,249
|RPS GWh as % of Bundled Sales 13.8% 14.0% 13.7% 13.1% 12.6% 13.0% 15.4% 17.9%)|
Cumulative Deficit/Surplus (GWh) 3,085 5,466 6,072 5,194 2,277 -1,143 -2,901 -6,492

15.4%
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Criteria Air Pollutant and GHG Emissions

On-Road Transportation
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LOS ALAMITOS— TRANSPORTATION SECTOR

VMT City of Cupertino
Service
Population Rate (VMT/ Adjusted
Population | Employment (SP) Daily VMT* SP) Daily VMT | Annual VMT
2013 Full I-X Trip 21,618 14,660 36,278 1,181,503 32.57 1,181,500 409,980,500
Baseline 2035 Full I-X Trip 21,618 14,660 36,278 1,181,503 32.57 1,181,500 409,980,500
2020 Full I-X Trip 22,059 15,860 37,918 1,343,392 35.43 1,343,390 466,156,330
2035 Full I-X Trip 23,003 18,430 41,433 1,467,916 35.43 1,467,920 509,368,240
Current GP Full I-X Trip 24,744 16,643 41,387 1,466,286 35.43 1,466,290 508,802,630
OCTAM 2010 24,679 17,357 42,036 1,369,030 32.57 1,369,030 475,053,410
OCTAM 2035 26,655 21,208 47,863 1,695,722 35.43 1,695,720 588,414,840

Source: 2010 and 2035 VMT is based on the per capita data provided by Fehr and Peers using the OCTA model. The VMT in the OCTAM model include TAZ’s that are only partially in the
City of Los Alamitos planning boundary. As such, the modeling incorporates additional OCTA-projected growth in those TAZs for the land uses outside of the Los Alamitos planning area.
ITo correct for this, VMT has been adjusted to account for only City and SOI population and employment based on the VMT/SP obtained from the OCTAM model.

|Adjusted Daily vehicles miles traveled (VMT) multiplied by 347 days/year to account for reduced traffic on weekends and holidays. This assumption is consistent with the California Air
Resources Board's (CARB) methodology within the Climate Change Scoping Plan Measure Documentation Supplement.

CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS

Ibs/day

ROG NOx Cco SOx PM10 PM2.5
2013 Full I-X Trip 153 1,163 4,544 12 145 67
Baseline 2035 Full I-X Trip 53 381 1,738 12 139 60
2035 Full I-X Trip 66 473 2,160 15 173 75
Current GP Full I-X Trip 66 473 2,157 15 173 75

Tons/year

ROG NOx Cco SOx PM10 PM2.5
2013 Full I-X Trip 27 202 788 2 25 12
Baseline 2035 Full I-X Trip 9 66 302 2 24 10
2035 Full I-X Trip 12 82 375 3 30 13
Current GP Full I-X Trip 12 82 374 3 30 13

Daily emissions multiplied by 347 days/year to account for reduced traffic on weekends and holidays. This assumption is consistent with the California Air Resources
Board's (CARB) methodology within the Climate Change Scoping Plan Measure Documentation Supplement.

"Source: EMFAC2011-PL. Based on running exhaust, breakwear, and tirewear emission rates.

GHG EMISSIONS
Percent Percent
MTons/year - Business as Usual (BAU) MTons/year - Adjusted Reduction Reduction
N,0 CO, COze N;0 CO, COze from BAU from 2013
2013 Full I-X Trip 6 161,479 163,283 6 152,332 154,136 -6% NA
2020 Full I-X Trip 4 186,261 187,401 4 142,030 143,170 -24% -7%
2035 Full I-X Trip 2 210,246 210,980 2 146,845 147,579 -30% -4%
Current GP Full I-X Trip 2 210,012 210,746 2 146,682 147,416 -30% -4%

Source: EMFAC2011-PL. Based on running exhaust emission rates. 2040 emissions rates are based on 2035 emission rates (the latest year for which rates are available).

Note: MTons = metric tons; CO,e = carbon dioxide-equivalent. Adjusted BAU Includes Pavley and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS).

State and Federal Fuel Efficiency Improvements + Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS)
Assembly Bill 1493 (AB 1493) Pavley | Fuel Efficiency Standards. In addition, the State of California has adopted the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS). In January 2012, the California Air
Resources Board (CARB) adopted the Advanced Clean Car Program which implements the Pavley Il Fuel Efficiency Standards and projects that by 2025, one in every seven new cars sold
will be electric vehicles (PHEV or PEV). However, the Pavley Il Advanced Clean Car Program is not included in the transportation emissions reductions and therefore reductions are

On December 29, 2011, the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of California issued several rulings in the federal lawsuits challenging the LCFS. One of the court’s rulings
preliminarily enjoins the CARB from enforcing the regulation during the pendency of the litigation. In January 2012, CARB appealed the decision and on April 23, 2012, the Night Circuit
Court granted CARB’s motion for a stay of the injunction while it continues to consider CARB’s appeal of the lower court’s decision.
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Year 2013
Based on EMFAC2011-PL

Emission year Daily
2013 1,181,500 Ibs/day
Per\fa}t of  Adjust % VMT ROG NOX co Sox PM10 PM2.5

All Other Buses 0.04% 0.04% 2.80E-01 8.32E+00 1.14E+00 1.14E-02 3.73E-01 2.66E-01
LDA 51.24% 51.24% 4.30E+01 1.58E+02 1.74E+03 4.66E+00 6.19E+01 2.57E+01
LDT1 5.75% 5.75% 1.13E+01 4.18E+01 4.26E+02 6.06E-01 7.23E+00 3.14E+00
LDT2 19.11% 19.11% 1.66E+01 1.01E+02 8.49E+02 2.37E+00 2.30E+01 9.51E+00
LHD1 4.05% 4.05% 9.79E+00 1.31E+02 1.28E+02 6.01E-01 6.78E+00 3.21E+00
LHD2 0.59% 0.59% 1.50E+00 2.96E+01 1.56E+01 8.38E-02 1.37E+00 6.92E-01
MCY 0.46% 0.46% 2.54E+01 1.44E+01 2.38E+02 2.31E-02 5.49E-01 2.21E-01
MDV 15.50% 15.50% 2.13E+01 1.24E+02 0.48E+02 2.44E+00 1.87E+01 7.79E+00
MH 0.22% 0.22% 9.70E-01 1.22E+01 2.87E+01 3.93E-02 5.34E-01 3.04E-01
Motor Coach 0.04% 0.04% 3.15E-01 1.08E+01 1.57E+00 1.76E-02 3.85E-01 2.77E-01
OBUS 0.06% 0.06% 2.07E-01 2.05E+00 4.33E+00 9.05E-03 7.04E-02 2.85E-02
PTO 0.02% 0.02% 4.59E-01 8.36E+00 2.15E+00 1.30E-02 2.57E-01 2.37E-01
SBUS 0.05% 0.05% 4.95E-01 1.01E+01 7.21E+00 1.49E-02 9.16E-01 4.67E-01
T6 Ag 0.00% 0.00% 1.80E-02 3.71E-01 7.17E-02 5.00E-04 2.11E-02 1.61E-02
T6 CAIRP heavy 0.00% 0.00% 3.24E-03 1.12E-01 1.40E-02 2.32E-04 5.40E-03 3.40E-03
T6 CAIRP small 0.00% 0.00% 1.07E-02 2.68E-01 4.59E-02 7.62E-04 1.78E-02 1.13E-02
T6 instate construction heavy 0.04% 0.04% 2.80E-01 8.82E+00 1.23E+00 1.25E-02 3.76E-01 2.62E-01
T6 instate construction small 0.12% 0.12% 6.17E-01 1.63E+01 2.70E+00 3.32E-02 9.17E-01 6.20E-01
T6 instate heavy 0.25% 0.25% 1.53E+00 4.77E+01 6.71E+00 7.04E-02 2.08E+00 1.44E+00
T6 instate small 0.69% 0.69% 3.41E+00 8.84E+01 1.49E+01 1.92E-01 5.15E+00 3.44E+00
T6 00S heavy 0.00% 0.00% 1.86E-03 6.42E-02 8.02E-03 1.33E-04 3.09E-03 1.95E-03
T6 00S small 0.00% 0.00% 6.13E-03 1.53E-01 2.63E-02 4.37E-04 1.02E-02 6.46E-03
T6 Public 0.03% 0.03% 3.27E-02 5.58E+00 1.38E-01 7.87E-03 1.26E-01 6.39E-02
T6 utility 0.01% 0.01% 1.40E-02 7.07E-01 6.20E-02 1.40E-03 3.23E-02 2.02E-02
T6TS 0.27% 0.27% 1.57E+00 1.22E+01 3.27E+01 4.18E-02 3.28E-01 1.36E-01
T7 Ag 0.00% 0.00% 3.06E-02 8.03E-01 1.77E-01 9.64E-04 3.08E-02 2.52E-02
T7 CAIRP 0.19% 0.19% 1.98E+00 4.02E+01 9.43E+00 8.07E-02 1.71E+00 1.30E+00
T7 CAIRP construction 0.02% 0.02% 1.66E-01 3.39E+00 7.89E-01 6.65E-03 1.43E-01 1.09E-01
T7 NNOOS 0.21% 0.21% 1.45E+00 2.53E+01 6.75E+00 9.02E-02 1.28E+00 8.77E-01
T7 NOOS 0.07% 0.07% 6.75E-01 1.47E+01 3.20E+00 2.94E-02 5.88E-01 4.43E-01
T7 other port 0.00% 0.00% 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
T7 POAK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
T7 POLA 0.23% 0.23% 1.78E+00 4.71E+01 8.25E+00 9.85E-02 1.03E+00 6.24E-01
T7 Public 0.01% 0.01% 2.40E-02 4.79E+00 1.36E-01 5.58E-03 5.21E-02 2.98E-02
T7 Single 0.10% 0.10% 8.94E-01 3.00E+01 4.97E+00 4.34E-02 9.02E-01 6.86E-01
T7 single construction 0.04% 0.04% 3.59E-01 1.21E+01 2.00E+00 1.72E-02 3.62E-01 2.76E-01
T7 SWCV 0.03% 0.03% 9.12E-02 1.19E+01 5.06E-01 1.51E-02 1.56E-01 9.42E-02
T7 tractor 0.27% 0.27% 3.41E+00 7.81E+01 1.81E+01 1.14E-01 3.01E+00 2.39E+00
T7 tractor construction 0.03% 0.03% 4.04E-01 9.17E+00 2.18E+00 1.28E-02 3.51E-01 2.81E-01
7 utility 0.00% 0.00% 7.61E-03 4.02E-01 4.04E-02 6.38E-04 1.04E-02 7.47E-03
T71S 0.03% 0.03% 5.21E-01 3.77E+00 1.79E+01 4.69E-03 3.40E-02 1.38E-02
UBUS 0.21% 0.21% 2.53E+00 4.91E+01 2.10E+01 1.08E-01 4.17E+00 2.08E+00
TOTAL 100% 100% 153 1,163 4,544 12 145 67

Based on the emission factors for Orange County - South Coast Air Basin. % VMT based on EMFAC2011-SG for Orange County.
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Year 2013 MTons/Year

Based on EMFAC2011

Emission year  Annual VMT GWP (2nd AR) GWP
2013 409,980,500 310 1 MTons MTons
Per\(/:’(\e/lr]rt of Adjust % VMT NOX N,O co, COoe COZWZI::T:vIey + CO2e tv(/:::;\vley +

All Other Buses 0.04% 0.04% 1.309322916 0 185.6832604 199 183.8264278 197
LDA 51.24% 51.24% 24.88841272 1 62194.45349 62,440 57054.07114 57,299
LDT1 5.75% 5.75% 6.571786633 0 8041.965919 8,107 7473.577186 7,538
LDT2 19.11% 19.11% 15.84792226 1 31661.84561 31,818 29823.04116 29,979
LHD1 4.05% 4.05% 20.67931205 1 8078.579929 8,282 7997.79413 8,202
LHD2 0.59% 0.59% 4.657095063 0 1203.650483 1,250 1191.613978 1,238
MCY 0.46% 0.46% 2.266280749 0 245.1523517 267 242.7008282 265
MDV 15.50% 15.50% 19.45217702 1 32618.05616 32,810 31288.23758 31,480
MH 0.22% 0.22% 1.920662345 0 537.2158984 556 531.8437394 551
Motor Coach 0.04% 0.04% 1.707595917 0 287.5235456 304 284.6483101 301
OBUS 0.06% 0.06% 0.322005628 0 115.6448065 119 114.4883585 118
PTO 0.02% 0.02% 1.315617866 0 215.1925808 228 213.040655 226
SBUS 0.05% 0.05% 1.592916572 0 198.6735168 214 196.6867817 212
T6 Ag 0.00% 0.00% 0.058414151 0 8.102278452 9 8.021255667 9
T6 CAIRP heavy 0.00% 0.00% 0.017615877 0 3.759838716 4 3.722240329 4
T6 CAIRP small 0.00% 0.00% 0.042108657 0 12.36160406 13 12.23798802 13
T6 instate construction heavy 0.04% 0.04% 1.387707643 0 202.3359492 216 200.3125897 214
T6 instate construction small 0.12% 0.12% 2.559153773 0 537.9522197 563 532.5726975 558
T6 instate heavy 0.25% 0.25% 7.500177684 0 1142.635384 1,217 1131.20903 1,205
T6 instate small 0.69% 0.69% 13.91571031 0 3111.523644 3,249 3080.408408 3,218
T6 OOS heavy 0.00% 0.00% 0.010099549 0 2.155593929 2 2.134037989 2
T6 OOS small 0.00% 0.00% 0.024141771 0 7.087165345 7 7.016293692 7
T6 Public 0.03% 0.03% 0.877998894 0 127.636289 136 126.3599261 135
T6 utility 0.01% 0.01% 0.111235297 0 22.76545518 24 22.53780063 24
T6TS 0.27% 0.27% 1.923708934 0 531.2504168 550 525.9379127 545
T7 Ag 0.00% 0.00% 0.126398784 0 15.75757721 17 15.60000144 17
T7 CAIRP 0.19% 0.19% 6.333457254 0 1318.85589 1,381 1305.667331 1,368
T7 CAIRP construction 0.02% 0.02% 0.533527492 0 108.6793097 114 107.5925166 113
T7 NNOOS 0.21% 0.21% 3.975679539 0 1473.699613 1,513 1458.962617 1,498
T7 NOOS 0.07% 0.07% 2.306484194 0 480.6958308 503 475.8888724 499
T7 other port 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0
T7 POAK 0.00% 0.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0
T7 POLA 0.23% 0.23% 7.41643017 0 1609.020755 1,682 1592.930548 1,666
T7 Public 0.01% 0.01% 0.753261543 0 91.14001578 99 90.22861562 98
T7 Single 0.10% 0.10% 4.721878367 0 708.6209418 755 701.5347324 748
T7 single construction 0.04% 0.04% 1.908485255 0 280.7707067 300 277.9629996 297
T7 SWCV 0.03% 0.03% 1.867738177 0 247.4934073 266 245.0184732 263
T7 tractor 0.27% 0.27% 12.29895079 0 1862.472942 1,984 1843.848212 1,965
T7 tractor construction 0.03% 0.03% 1.443348985 0 209.6389714 224 207.5425817 222
T7 utility 0.00% 0.00% 0.06329249 0 10.4227005 11 10.3184735 11
T71S 0.03% 0.03% 0.593310458 0 55.84296848 62 55.28453879 61
UBUS 0.21% 0.21% 7.730947679 0 1712.226875 1,788 1695.104606 1,771
TOTAL 100% 100% 183 6 161,479 163,283 152,332 154,136

N,O emissions were calculated using an off-model adjustment provided by CARB in AB 32 Technical Appendices. The off-model adjustment uses a linear regression correlating N,o with NO,. (N,O = 0.0167 + 0.0318 x NO,)

Daily vehicles miles traveled (VMT) multiplied by 347 days/year to account for reduced traffic on weekends and holidays. This assumption is consistent with the California Air Resources Board's (CARB) methodology within the Climate

Change Scoping Plan Measure Documentation Supplement.

Based on the emission factors for Orange County - South Coast Air Basin. % VMT based on EMFAC2011-SG for Orange County.
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Region_Ty PM2.5_RUN CO2(Pavley | + VMT from
pe Region CalYr  Season Veh ROG_RUNEX NOx_RUNEX CO_RUNEX  SOx_RUNEX PM10_RUNEX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW PM10_Total  EX PM2.5_PMTW PM2.5_PMBW PM2_5_Total CO2_RUNEX LCFS) RUNEX EMFAC-SG  %VMT
County Orange 2013 Annual  All Other Buses 2.64E-01 7.84E+00 1.07E+00 1.08E-02 2.09e-01 1.20€-02 1.30E-01 3.51E-01 1.92€-01 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 2.51E-01 1.11E+03 1.10E+03 31,189 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual LDA 3.22E-02 1.18E-01 1.30E+00 3.49E-03 1.64E-03 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.64E-02 1.50E-03 2.00E-03 1.57E-02 1.92E-02 2.96E+02 2.72E+02 39,232,799 51%
County Orange 2013 Annual  LDT1 7.54E-02 2.79E-01 2.85E+00 4.05E-03 3.53E-03 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.83E-02 3.23e-03 2.00E-03 1.57€-02 2.10E-02 3.41E+02 3.17E+02 4,401,259 6%
County Orange 2013 Annual  LDT2 3.33E-02 2.02E-01 1.71E+00 4.76E-03 1.49€-03 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.62E-02 1.36E-03 2.00E-03 1.57E-02 1.91E-02 4.04E+02 3.81E+02 14,630,225 19%
County Orange 2013 Annual  LHD1 9.28E-02 1.25E+00 1.21E+00 5.70E-03 9.01E-03 8.97E-03 4.63E-02 6.43E-02 8.29E-03 2.24E-03 1.99€-02 3.04E-02 4.87E+02 4.82E+02 3,100,804 4%
County Orange 2013 Annual  LHD2 1.04E-01 1.93E+00 1.02E+00 5.48E-03 1.74E-02 9.96E-03 6.24E-02 8.97E-02 1.60E-02 2.49E-03 2.67E-02 4.52E-02 5.00E+02 4.95E+02 450,035 1%
County Orange 2013 Annual  MCY 2.10E+00 1.19E+00 1.96E+01 1.91E-03 6.74E-04 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.54E-02 5.36E-04 2.00E-03 1.57€-02 1.83E-02 1.29+02 1.27E+02 355,527 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  MDV 5.27E-02 3.06E-01 2.35E+00 6.05E-03 1.67E-03 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.64E-02 1.54E-03 2.00E-03 1.57E-02 1.93E-02 5.13E+02 4.92E+02 11,868,955 16%
County Orange 2013 Annual  MH 1.68E-01 2.12E+00 4.97E+00 6.81E-03 2.98E-02 8.74E-03 5.41E-02 9.27E-02 2.74E-02 2.19E-03 2.32E-02 5.28E-02 5.92E+02 5.86E+02 169,474 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  Motor Coach 2.94E-01 1.01E+01 1.47E+00 1.64E-02 2.17e-01 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 3.59E-01 2.00E-01 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 2.59E-01 1.71E+03 1.69E+03 31,486 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  OBUS 1.34E-01 1.32E+00 2.80E+00 5.85E-03 7.62E-04 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.55E-02 6.94E-04 2.00E-03 1.57€-02 1.84E-02 4.75E+02 4.70E+02 45,448 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  PTO 7.21E-01 1.31E+01 3.37E+00 2.05E-02 4.05E-01 4.05E-01 3.72E-01 3.72E-01 2.15E+03 2.13E+03 18,702 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  SBUS 3.66E-01 7.49E+00 5.34E+00 1.11E-02 1.17e-01 1.09E-02 5.50E-01 6.78E-01 1.08E-01 2.72E-03 2.36E-01 3.46E-01 9.35e+02 9.25E+02 39,699 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6Ag 3.89E-01 8.02E+00 1.55E+00 1.08E-02 3.13e-01 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 4.56E-01 2.88E-01 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 3.47E-01 1.11E+03 1.10E+03 1,361 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 CAIRP heavy 1.49€-01 5.16E+00 6.45E-01 1.07€-02 1.07e-01 1.20€-02 1.30E-01 2.49E-01 9.80E-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 1.57E-01 1.10E+03 1.09E+03 638 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 CAIRP small 1.50E-01 3.74E+00 6.41E-01 1.07E-02 1.07E-01 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 2.50E-01 9.87E-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 1.58E-01 1.10E+03 1.09€+03 2,102 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 instate construction heavy 2.40E-01 7.57E+00 1.06E+00 1.07E-02 1.80E-01 1.20€-02 1.30E-01 3.23E-01 1.66E-01 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 2.25E-01 1.10E+03 1.09E+03 34,233 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 instate construction small 1.99e-01 5.23E+00 8.69E-01 1.07E-02 1.53E-01 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 2.95E-01 1.41E-01 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 1.99E-01 1.10E+03 1.09€+03 91,365 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 instate heavy 2.32E-01 7.24E+00 1.02E+00 1.07€-02 1.73e-01 1.20€-02 1.30E-01 3.16E-01 1.59€-01 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 2.18E-01 1.10E+03 1.09E+03 193,491 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 instate small 1.89E-01 4.91E+00 8.27E-01 1.07E-02 1.44E-01 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 2.86E-01 1.32E-01 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 1.91E-01 1.10E+03 1.09€+03 528,976 1%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 OOS heavy 1.49€-01 5.16E+00 6.45E-01 1.07€-02 1.07e-01 1.20€-02 1.30E-01 2.49E-01 9.80E-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 1.57E-01 1.10E+03 1.09E+03 365 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 00S small 1.50E-01 3.74E+00 6.41E-01 1.07E-02 1.07E-01 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 2.50E-01 9.87E-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 1.58E-01 1.10E+03 1.09€+03 1,205 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 Public 4.52E-02 7.71E+00 1.90E-01 1.09E-02 3.20€-02 1.20€-02 1.30E-01 1.74E-01 2.95E-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 8.83E-02 1.12E+03 1.11E+03 21,279 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 utility 1.06E-01 5.37E+00 4.72E-01 1.07E-02 1.03E-01 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 2.45E-01 9.48E-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 1.54E-01 1.10E+03 1.09€+03 3,867 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6TS 2.22E-01 1.72E+00 4.61E+00 5.89E-03 1.49€-03 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.62E-02 1.36E-03 2.00E-03 1.57€-02 1.91E-02 4.75E+02 4.70E+02 208,777 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 Ag 5.25E-01 1.38E+01 3.04E+00 1.66E-02 4.32E-01 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 5.29€-01 3.97E-01 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 4.33E-01 1.72E+03 1.70E+03 1,712 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 CAIRP 4.02E-01 8.17E+00 1.91E+00 1.64E-02 2.49E-01 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 3.47E-01 2.29e-01 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 2.65E-01 1.70E+03 1.68E+03 144,759 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 CAIRP construction 4.09E-01 8.36E+00 1.95E+00 1.64E-02 2.55E-01 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 3.53E-01 2.34E-01 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 2.70E-01 1.70E+03 1.69E+03 11,924 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 NNOOS 2.62E-01 4.56E+00 1.22E+00 1.63E-02 1.34E-01 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 2.31E-01 1.23e-01 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 1.58E-01 1.69E+03 1.67E+03 162,848 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 NOOS 3.76E-01 8.17E+00 1.78E+00 1.64E-02 2.30E-01 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 3.28E-01 2.12E-01 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 2.47E-01 1.70E+03 1.69E+03 52,717 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 other port 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual T7 POAK 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 POLA 3.01E-01 7.97E+00 1.39E+00 1.66E-02 7.62E-02 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 1.74E-01 7.01E-02 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 1.06E-01 1.73E+03 1.71E+03 173,854 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 Public 7.21E-02 1.44E+01 4.08E-01 1.68E-02 5.89E-02 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 1.57E-01 5.41E-02 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 8.96E-02 1.74E+03 1.72E+03 9,771 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 Single 3.37e-01 1.13e+01 1.88E+00 1.64E-02 2.43E-01 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 3.41E-01 2.23E-01 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 2.59E-01 1.70E+03 1.68E+03 77,872 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 single construction 3.42E-01 1.16E+01 1.90E+00 1.64E-02 2.47E-01 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 3.45E-01 2.28E-01 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 2.63E-01 1.70E+03 1.68E+03 30,845 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 SWCV 1.01E-01 1.32E+01 5.62E-01 1.68E-02 7.51E-02 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 1.73E-01 6.91E-02 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 1.05E-01 1.75E+03 1.73E+03 26,475 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 tractor 4.90E-01 1.12E+01 2.61E+00 1.64E-02 3.35E-01 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 4.33E-01 3.08E-01 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 3.44E-01 1.70E+03 1.69E+03 204,246 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 tractor construction 5.17e-01 1.17E+01 2.78E+00 1.64E-02 3.51E-01 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 4.49E-01 3.23e-01 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 3.59E-01 1.70E+03 1.69E+03 22,997 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 utility 1.95E-01 1.03E+01 1.04E+00 1.64E-02 1.70E-01 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 2.67E-01 1.56E-01 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 1.91E-01 1.70E+03 1.68E+03 1,146 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7IS 6.97E-01 5.05E+00 2.39e+01 6.28E-03 8.26E-04 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.56E-02 7.07-04 2.00E-03 1.57€-02 1.85E-02 4.75E+02 4.70E+02 21,946 0%
County Orange 2013 Annual  UBUS 4.56E-01 8.87E+00 3.79E+00 1.96E-02 1.11E-01 8.00E-03 6.34E-01 7.53E-01 1.02E-01 2.00E-03 2.72E-01 3.76E-01 1.96E+03 1.94E+03 162,849 0%
76,569,224 100%
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Orange 2013 - all Model Years (40 MPH) ##
Region_Ty
pe Region Calyr Season Veh
County Orange 2013 Annual All Other Buses
County Orange 2013 Annual LDA
County Orange 2013 Annual LDT1
County Orange 2013 Annual  LDT2
County Orange 2013 Annual LHD1
County Orange 2013 Annual LHD2
County Orange 2013 Annual  MCY
County Orange 2013 Annual MDV
County Orange 2013 Annual MH
County Orange 2013 Annual  Motor Coach
County Orange 2013 Annual OBUS
County Orange 2013 Annual  PTO
County Orange 2013 Annual  SBUS
County Orange 2013 Annual T6 Ag
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 CAIRP heavy
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 CAIRP small
County Orange 2013 Annual T6 instate construction heavy
County Orange 2013 Annual T6 instate construction small
County Orange 2013 Annual T6 instate heavy
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 instate small
County Orange 2013 Annual T6 OOS heavy
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 OOS small
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 Public
County Orange 2013 Annual  T6 utility
County Orange 2013 Annual T6TS
County Orange 2013 Annual T7 Ag
County Orange 2013 Annual T7 CAIRP
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 CAIRP construction
County Orange 2013 Annual T7 NNOOS
County Orange 2013 Annual T7 NOOS
County Orange 2013 Annual T7 other port
County Orange 2013 Annual T7 POAK
County Orange 2013 Annual T7 POLA
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 Public
County Orange 2013 Annual T7 Single
County Orange 2013 Annual T7 single construction
County Orange 2013 Annual T7 SWCV
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 tractor
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 tractor construction
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7 utility
County Orange 2013 Annual  T7IS
County Orange 2013 Annual UBUS

ROG_RUNEX
5.83E-04
7.09E-05
1.66E-04
7.34E-05
2.05E-04
2.29E-04
4.63E-03
1.16E-04
3.71E-04
6.47E-04
2.95E-04
1.59E-03
8.08E-04
8.58E-04
3.29€-04
3.30E-04
5.30E-04
4.38E-04
5.12E-04
4.17E-04
3.29€-04
3.30E-04
9.97E-05
2.34E-04
4.89E-04
1.16E-03
8.87E-04
9.01E-04
5.77E-04
8.30E-04
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
6.63E-04
1.59€-04
7.44E-04
7.54E-04
2.23E-04
1.08E-03
1.14€-03
4.30E-04
1.54E-03
1.01E-03

NOX_RUNEX
1.73€-02
2.61E-04
6.15E-04
4.46E-04
2.75E-03
4.26E-03
2,62E-03
6.75E-04
4.67E-03
2.23€-02
2.92€-03
2.90E-02
1.65E-02
1.77€-02
1.14E-02
8.25E-03
1.67E-02
1.15€-02
1.60E-02
1.08E-02
1.14E-02
8.25E-03
1.70E-02
1.18E-02
3.79E-03
3.04E-02
1.80E-02
1.84E-02
1.01E-02
1.80E-02
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
1.76E-02
3.17E-02
2.50E-02
2.55E-02
2.90E-02
2.48E-02
2.58E-02
2.27E-02
1.11E-02
1.95€-02

CO_RUNEX
2.36E-03
2.88E-03
6.28E-03
3.76E-03
2.67E-03
2.25E-03
4.336-02
5.18E-03
1.10E-02
3.24€-03
6.17E-03
7.44E-03
1.18E-02
3.41E-03
1.42E-03
1.41E-03
2.33€-03
1.92€-03
2.25E-03
1.82E-03
1.42E-03
1.41E-03
4.20E-04
1.04E-03
1.02E-02
6.70E-03
4.22€-03
4.29E-03
2.68E-03
3.93€-03
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
3.07E-03
9.00E-04
4.14E-03
4.20E-03
1.24E-03
5.75E-03
6.14E-03
2.28E-03
5.28E-02
8.36E-03

SOx_RUNEX
2.38E-05
7.69E-06
8.92E-06
1.05€-05
1.26E-05
1.21E-05
4.21E-06
1.336-05
1.50E-05
3.62E-05
1.29€-05
4.52E-05
2.44E-05
2.38E-05
2.36E-05
2.35E-05
2.36E-05
2.35E-05
2.36E-05
2.35E-05
2.36E-05
2.35E-05
2.40E-05
2.35E-05
1.30E-05
3.65E-05
3.61E-05
3.61E-05
3.59E-05
3.62E-05
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
3.67E-05
3.70E-05
3.61E-05
3.61E-05
3.71E-05
3.62E-05
3.62E-05
3.61E-05
1.38E-05
4.32E-05

PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW PM10_RUNEX PM10_Total

4.61E-04
3.62E-06
7.78E-06
3.28E-06
1.99E-05
3.83E-05
1.49E-06
3.68E-06
6.58E-05
4.79E-04
1.68E-06
8.92E-04
2.58E-04
6.91E-04
2.35E-04
2.36E-04
3.98E-04
3.37E-04
3.82E-04
3.17e-04
2.35E-04
2.36E-04
7.06E-05
2.27E-04
3.30E-06
9.51E-04
5.50E-04
5.62E-04
2.95E-04
5.08E-04
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
1.68E-04
1.30E-04
5.35E-04
5.45E-04
1.66E-04
7.39E-04
7.75E-04
3.74E-04
1.82E-06
2.45E-04

2.65E-05
1.76€E-05
1.76E-05
1.76€E-05
1.98E-05
2.19€-05
1.76E-05
1.76E-05
1.93E-05
2.65E-05
1.76E-05
0.00E+00
2.40E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
1.76E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
1.76E-05
1.76E-05

2.87E-04
8.10E-05
8.10E-05
8.10E-05
1.02E-04
1.38E-04
8.10E-05
8.10E-05
1.19€-04
2.87E-04
8.10E-05
0.00E+00
1.21E-03
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
8.10E-05
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
8.10E-05
1.40E-03

7.74E-04
1.02E-04
1.06E-04
1.02E-04
1.42E-04
1.98E-04
1.00E-04
1.02E-04
2.04E-04
7.92E-04
1.00E-04
8.92E-04
1.49€-03
1.00E-03
5.49E-04
5.50E-04
7.11E-04
6.51E-04
6.96E-04
6.31E-04
5.49E-04
5.50E-04
3.84E-04
5.41E-04
1.02E-04
1.17€-03
7.65E-04
7.77€-04
5.10E-04
7.23E-04
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
3.83E-04
3.45E-04
7.51E-04
7.61E-04
3.81E-04
9.54E-04
9.90E-04
5.89E-04
1.00E-04
1.66E-03

PM2_5_PMT
w
4.24E-04
3.30E-06
7.12E-06
3.01E-06
1.83€-05
3.52E-05
1.18E-06
3.39E-06
6.04E-05
4.40E-04
1.53€-06
8.21E-04
2.37E-04
6.35E-04
2.16E-04
2.18E-04
3.66E-04
3.10E-04
3.51E-04
2.92E-04
2.16E-04
2.18E-04
6.50E-05
2.09€E-04
2.99E-06
8.75E-04
5.06E-04
5.17E-04
2.71E-04
4.67E-04
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
1.54E-04
1.19€-04
4.926-04
5.02E-04
1.52E-04
6.80E-04
7.13€-04
3.44E-04
1.56E-06
2.25E-04

PM2_5_PMB  PM2_5_RUNE

w

6.61E-06
4.41E-06
4.41E-06
4.41E-06
4.94E-06
5.49E-06
4.41E-06
4.41E-06
4.82E-06
6.61E-06
4.41E-06
0.00E+00
6.01E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
4.41E-06
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
4.41E-06
4.41E-06

X

1.23E-04
3.47E-05
3.47E-05
3.47E-05
4.38E-05
5.89E-05
3.47E-05
3.47E-05
5.11E-05
1.23€-04
3.47E-05
0.00E+00
5.20E-04
1.23€-04
1.23E-04
1.23€-04
1.23E-04
1.23€-04
1.23E-04
1.23€-04
1.23E-04
1.23€-04
1.23E-04
1.23€-04
3.47E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
3.47E-05
5.99E-04

PM2_5_Total

5.54E-04
4.24€E-05
4.62E-05
4.21E-05
6.70E-05
9.96E-05
4.03E-05
4.25E-05
1.16E-04
5.70E-04
4.07E-05
8.21E-04
7.63E-04
7.65E-04
3.46E-04
3.47E-04
4.96E-04
4.40E-04
4.81E-04
4.21E-04
3.46E-04
3.47E-04
1.95€-04
3.39E-04
4.21E-05
9.54E-04
5.84E-04
5.95E-04
3.49€-04
5.45E-04
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
2.33E-04
1.98E-04
5.71E-04
5.80E-04
2.31E-04
7.58E-04
7.91E-04
4.22E-04
4.07E-05
8.28E-04

CO2_RUNEX
2.45E+00
6.53E-01
7.52€-01
8.91E-01
1.07E+00
1.10E+00
2.84E-01
1136400
1.31E+00
3.76E+00
1.05E+00
4.74E+00
2.06E+00
2.45E+00
2.43E+00
2.42E+00
2.43E+00
2.42E+00
2.43E+00
2.42E+00
2.43E+00
2.42E+00
2.47E+00
2.42E+00
1.05E+00
3.79E+00
3.75E+00
3.75E+00
3.73E+00
3.75E+00
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
3.81E+00
3.84E+00
3.75E+00
3.75E+00
3.85E+00
3.75E+00
3.75E+00
3.74E+00
1.05E+00
4.33E+00

Co2(Pavley | +
LCFS)_RUNEX
2.43E+00
5.99E-01
6.99E-01
8.39E-01
1.06E+00
1.09E+00
2.81E-01
1.09E+00
1.29E+00
3.72E+00
1.04E+00
4.69E+00
2.04E+00
2.43E+00
2.40E+00
2.40E+00
2.41E+00
2.40E+00
2.41E+00
2.40E+00
2.40E+00
2.40E+00
2.45E+00
2.40E+00
1.04E+00
3.75E+00
3.71E+00
3.72E+00
3.69E+00
3.72E+00
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
3.77E+00
3.80E+00
3.71E+00
3.71E+00
3.81E+00
3.72E+00
3.72E+00
3.71E+00
1.04E+00
4.29E+00
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Orange 2013 oo vears a0 e | v

Region_Ty PM2_5_PMT PM2_5_ PMB PM2_5_RUNE Co2(Pavley | +
pe Region Calyr  Season Veh ROG_RUNEX  NOx_RUNEX CO_RUNEX  SOx_RUNEX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW PM10_RUNEX PM10_Total W w X PM2_5_Total CO2_RUNEX  LCFS)_RUNEX
County  Orange 2013 Annual  All Other Buses 2.64E-07 7.84E-06 1.07E-06 1.08E-08 2.09E-07 1.20E-08 1.30E-07 3.51E-07 1.92€-07 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 2.51E-07 1.11E-03 1.10E-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  LDA 3.22€-08 1.18€-07 1.30E-06 3.49E-09 1.64E-09 8.00E-09 3.67E-08 4.64E-08 1.50E-09 2.00E-09 1.57E-08 1.92€-08 2.96E-04 2.72E-04
County  Orange 2013 Annual  LDT1 7.54E-08 2.79E-07 2.85E-06 4.05E-09 3.53E-09 8.00E-09 3.67E-08 4.83E-08 3.23E-09 2,00E-09 1.57E-08 2.10E-08 3.41E-04 3.17E-04
County  Orange 2013 Annual  LDT2 3.336-08 2.02€-07 1.71E-06 4.76E-09 1.49E-09 8.00E-09 3.67E-08 4.62E-08 1.36E-09 2.00E-09 1.57E-08 1.91€-08 4.04E-04 3.81E-04
County ~ Orange 2013 Annual  LHD1 9.28E-08 1.25E-06 1.21E-06 5.70E-09 9.01E-09 8.97E-09 4.63E-08 6.43E-08 8.29E-09 2.24E-09 1.99E-08 3.04E-08 4.87E-04 4.82E-04
County  Orange 2013 Annual  LHD2 1.04€-07 1.93€-06 1.02E-06 5.48E-09 1.74E-08 9.96E-09 6.24E-08 8.97E-08 1.60E-08 2.49E-09 2.67E-08 4.52€-08 5.00E-04 4.95E-04
County ~ Orange 2013 Annual  MCY 2.10E-06 1.19E-06 1.96E-05 1.91E-09 6.74E-10 8.00E-09 3.67E-08 4.54E-08 5.36E-10 2,00E-09 1.57E-08 1.83€-08 1.29E-04 1.27€-04
County  Orange 2013 Annual  MDV 5.27E-08 3.06E-07 2.35E-06 6.05E-09 1.67E-09 8.00E-09 3.67E-08 4.64E-08 1.54E-09 2.00E-09 1.57E-08 1.93€-08 5.13E-04 4.92E-04
County ~ Orange 2013 Annual  MH 1.68E-07 2.12E-06 4.97E-06 6.81E-09 2.98E-08 8.74E-09 5.41E-08 9.27E-08 2.74E-08 2.19E-09 2.32E-08 5.28E-08 5.92E-04 5.86E-04
County  Orange 2013 Annual  Motor Coach 2.94E-07 1.01E-05 1.47E-06 1.64E-08 2.17€-07 1.20€-08 1.30E-07 3.59E-07 2.00E-07 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 2.59E-07 1.71E-03 1.69E-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  OBUS 1.34E-07 1.32E-06 2.80E-06 5.85E-09 7.62E-10 8.00E-09 3.67E-08 4.55E-08 6.94E-10 2,00E-09 1.57E-08 1.84E-08 4.75E-04 4.70E-04
County  Orange 2013 Annual  PTO 7.21E-07 1.31E-05 3.37E-06 2.05E-08 4.05E-07 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 4.05E-07 3.72E-07 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 3.72€-07 2.15E-03 2.13€-03
County ~ Orange 2013 Annual  SBUS 3.66E-07 7.49E-06 5.34E-06 1.11E-08 1.17€-07 1.09€-08 5.50E-07 6.78E-07 1.08€-07 2.72E-09 2.36E-07 3.46E-07 9.35E-04 9.25E-04
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T6 Ag 3.89E-07 8.02E-06 1.55E-06 1.08E-08 3.136-07 1.20€-08 1.30E-07 4.56E-07 2.88E-07 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 3.47E-07 1.11E-03 1.10E-03
County ~ Orange 2013 Annual  T6 CAIRP heavy 1.49€-07 5.16E-06 6.45E-07 1.07€-08 1.07E-07 1.20E-08 1.30E-07 2.49E-07 9.80E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 1.57€-07 1.10E-03 1.09€-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T6 CAIRP small 1.50E-07 3.74E-06 6.41E-07 1.07€-08 1.07€-07 1.20€-08 1.30E-07 2.50E-07 9.87E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 1.58€-07 1.10E-03 1.09€-03
County ~ Orange 2013 Annual  T6 instate construction heavy 2.40E-07 7.57E-06 1.06E-06 1.07€-08 1.80E-07 1.20E-08 1.30E-07 3.236-07 1.66E-07 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 2.25€-07 1.10E-03 1.09€-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T6 instate construction small 1.99€-07 5.23€-06 8.69E-07 1.07€-08 1.53€-07 1.20€-08 1.30E-07 2.95E-07 1.41E-07 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 1.99€-07 1.10E-03 1.09€-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T6 instate heavy 2.32€-07 7.24E-06 1.02E-06 1.07€-08 1.73€-07 1.20E-08 1.30E-07 3.16E-07 1.59E-07 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 2.18E-07 1.10E-03 1.09€-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T6 instate small 1.89E-07 4.91E-06 8.27E-07 1.07€-08 1.44E-07 1.20E-08 1.30E-07 2.86E-07 1.32€-07 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 1.91€-07 1.10E-03 1.09€-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T6 00S heavy 1.49€-07 5.16E-06 6.45E-07 1.07€-08 1.07E-07 1.20E-08 1.30E-07 2.49E-07 9.80E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 1.57€-07 1.10E-03 1.09€-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T6 00S small 1.50E-07 3.74E-06 6.41E-07 1.07€-08 1.07€-07 1.20€-08 1.30E-07 2.50E-07 9.87E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 1.58€-07 1.10E-03 1.09€-03
County ~ Orange 2013 Annual  T6 Public 4.52€-08 7.71E-06 1.90E-07 1.09€-08 3.20E-08 1.20E-08 1.30E-07 1.74E-07 2.95E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 8.83E-08 1.12E-03 1.11€-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T6 utility 1.06E-07 5.37E-06 4.72E-07 1.07€-08 1.03€-07 1.20€-08 1.30E-07 2.45E-07 9.48E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 1.54E-07 1.10E-03 1.09€-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T6TS 2.22€-07 1.72E-06 4.61E-06 5.89E-09 1.49E-09 8,00E-09 3.67E-08 4.62E-08 1.36E-09 2,00E-09 1.57E-08 1.91€-08 4.75E-04 4.70E-04
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T7 Ag 5.25€-07 1.38E-05 3.04E-06 1.66E-08 4.32E-07 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 5.29E-07 3.97E-07 9.00E-09 2.65E-08 433607 1.72€-03 1.70E-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T7 CAIRP 4.02E-07 8.17E-06 1.91E-06 1.64E-08 2.49E-07 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 3.47E-07 2.29E-07 9,00E-09 2.65E-08 2.65E-07 1.70E-03 1.68E-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T7 CAIRP construction 4.09E-07 8.36E-06 1.95E-06 1.64E-08 2.55€-07 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 3.53€-07 2.34E-07 9.00E-09 2.65E-08 2.70E-07 1.70E-03 1.69E-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T7 NNOOS 2.62E-07 4.56E-06 1.22E-06 1.63E-08 1.34E-07 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 2.31E-07 1.23€-07 9,00E-09 2.65E-08 1.58E-07 1.69E-03 1.67€-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T7 NOOS 3.76€-07 8.17E-06 1.78E-06 1.64E-08 2.30E-07 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 3.28E-07 2.12€-07 9.00E-09 2.65E-08 2.47E-07 1.70E-03 1.69E-03
County ~ Orange 2013 Annual  T7 other port 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T7 POAK 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T7 POLA 3.01E-07 7.97E-06 1.39E-06 1.66E-08 7.62E-08 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 1.74E-07 7.01E-08 9,00E-09 2.65E-08 1.06E-07 1.73€-03 1.71€-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T7 Public 7.21E-08 1.44E-05 4.08E-07 1.68E-08 5.89E-08 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 1.57€-07 5.41E-08 9.00E-09 2.65E-08 8.96E-08 1.74E-03 1.72€-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T7 Single 3.37E-07 1.13E-05 1.88E-06 1.64E-08 2.43€-07 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 3.41E-07 2.23E-07 9,00E-09 2.65E-08 2.59E-07 1.70E-03 1.68E-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T7 single construction 3.42E-07 1.16E-05 1.90E-06 1.64E-08 2.47€-07 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 3.45E-07 2.28€-07 9.00E-09 2.65E-08 2.63E-07 1.70E-03 1.68E-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T7 SWCV 1.01E-07 1.32E-05 5.62E-07 1.68E-08 7.51E-08 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 1.73€-07 6.91E-08 9,00E-09 2.65E-08 1.05€-07 1.75E-03 1.73€-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T7 tractor 4.90E-07 1.12E-05 2.61E-06 1.64E-08 3.35€-07 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 433607 3.08E-07 9.00E-09 2.65E-08 3.44E-07 1.70E-03 1.69E-03
County ~ Orange 2013 Annual  T7 tractor construction 5.17E-07 1.17€-05 2.78E-06 1.64E-08 3.51E-07 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 4.49E-07 3.23€-07 9,00E-09 2.65E-08 3.59E-07 1.70E-03 1.69E-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T7 utility 1.95€-07 1.03€-05 1.04E-06 1.64E-08 1.70E-07 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 2.67E-07 1.56E-07 9.00E-09 2.65E-08 1.91E-07 1.70E-03 1.68E-03
County  Orange 2013 Annual  T7IS 6.97E-07 5.05E-06 2.39E-05 6.28E-09 8.26E-10 8.00E-09 3.67E-08 4.56E-08 7.07E-10 2,00E-09 1.57E-08 1.85E-08 4.75E-04 4.70E-04
County _ Orange 2013 Annual _UBUS 4.56E-07 8.87E-06 3.79E-06 1.96E-08 1.11E-07 8.00E-09 6.34E-07 7.53E-07 1.02E-07 2.00E-09 2.72E-07 3.76E-07 1.96E-03 1.94E-03
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Year 2020 MTons/Year

Based on EMFAC2011

Emission year  Annual VMT GWP GWP
2020 466,156,330 310 1 MTons MTons
Per\(/:’(\e/lr]rt of Adjust % VMT NOX N,O co, COoe COZWZI::T:vIey + CO2e tv(/:::;\vley +

All Other Buses 0.05% 0.05% 5.93E-01 0 2.32E+02 238 2.09E+02 215
LDA 50.89% 50.89% 1.49E+01 0 7.04E+04 70,536 4.85E+04 48,642
LDT1 5.64% 5.64% 4.07E+00 0 9.03E+03 9,066 6.58E+03 6,616
LDT2 19.32% 19.32% 8.76E+00 0 3.64E+04 36,458 2.74E+04 27,499
LHD1 4.19% 4.19% 1.48E+01 0 9.50E+03 9,646 8.55E+03 8,696
LHD2 0.59% 0.59% 3.20E+00 0 1.37E+03 1,405 1.24E+03 1,268
MCY 0.47% 0.47% 2.49E+00 0 3.04E+02 328 2.73E+02 298
MDV 15.08% 15.08% 1.32E+01 0 3.62E+04 36,368 2.87E+04 28,864
MH 0.23% 0.23% 1.47E+00 0 6.25E+02 640 5.63E+02 577
Motor Coach 0.05% 0.05% 7.23E-01 0 3.67E+02 374 3.30E+02 337
OBUS 0.05% 0.05% 1.62E-01 0 1.17E+02 119 1.06E+02 107
PTO 0.03% 0.03% 8.32E-01 0 2.97E+02 305 2.67E+02 275
SBUS 0.05% 0.05% 1.42E+00 0 2.16E+02 230 1.94E+02 208
T6 Ag 0.00% 0.00% 2.44E-02 0 8.85E+00 9 7.96E+00 8
T6 CAIRP heavy 0.00% 0.00% 7.62E-03 0 4.58E+00 5 4.12E+00 4
T6 CAIRP small 0.00% 0.00% 1.45E-02 0 1.56E+01 16 1.40E+01 14
T6 instate construction heavy 0.06% 0.06% 8.92E-01 0 3.09E+02 318 2.78E+02 287
T6 instate construction small 0.16% 0.16% 1.05E+00 0 8.30E+02 840 7.47E+02 757
T6 instate heavy 0.27% 0.27% 3.55E+00 0 1.36E+03 1,395 1.22E+03 1,259
T6 instate small 0.76% 0.76% 4.56E+00 0 3.83E+03 3,871 3.44E+03 3,489
T6 OOS heavy 0.00% 0.00% 4.37E-03 0 2.62E+00 3 2.36E+00 2
T6 OOS small 0.00% 0.00% 8.31E-03 0 8.94E+00 9 8.04E+00 8
T6 Public 0.03% 0.03% 6.00E-01 0 1.64E+02 170 1.47E+02 153
T6 utility 0.01% 0.01% 4.33E-02 0 2.87E+01 29 2.58E+01 26
T6TS 0.30% 0.30% 8.88E-01 0 6.58E+02 667 5.92E+02 601
T7 Ag 0.00% 0.00% 5.53E-02 0 1.71E+01 18 1.54E+01 16
T7 CAIRP 0.23% 0.23% 2.62E+00 0 1.80E+03 1,830 1.62E+03 1,649
T7 CAIRP construction 0.02% 0.02% 2.45E-01 0 1.66E+02 169 1.50E+02 152
T7 NNOOS 0.26% 0.26% 1.99E+00 0 2.03E+03 2,046 1.82E+03 1,843
T7 NOOS 0.08% 0.08% 9.54E-01 0 6.57E+02 666 5.91E+02 601
T7 other port 0.00% 0.00% 0.00E+00 0 0.00E+00 0 0.00E+00 o]
T7 POAK 0.00% 0.00% 0.00E+00 0 0.00E+00 0 0.00E+00 0
T7 POLA 0.32% 0.32% 1.09E+01 0 2.59E+03 2,702 2.33E+03 2,443
T7 Public 0.01% 0.01% 6.29E-01 0 1.17E+02 123 1.05E+02 111
T7 Single 0.12% 0.12% 2.53E+00 0 9.79E+02 1,004 8.81E+02 906
T7 single construction 0.06% 0.06% 1.16E+00 0 4.34E+02 446 3.91E+02 402
T7 SWCV 0.04% 0.04% 1.54E+00 0 3.15E+02 330 2.83E+02 298
T7 tractor 0.33% 0.33% 6.10E+00 0 2.56E+03 2,619 2.30E+03 2,363
T7 tractor construction 0.04% 0.04% 8.44E-01 0 3.23E+02 331 2.91E+02 299
T7 utility 0.00% 0.00% 2.99E-02 0 1.31E+01 13 1.18E+01 12
T71S 0.03% 0.03% 5.64E-01 0 6.45E+01 70 5.81E+01 64
UBUS 0.22% 0.22% 7.12E+00 0 1.92E+03 1,992 1.73E+03 1,799
TOTAL 100% 100% 116 4 186,261 187,401 142,030 143,170

N,O emissions were calculated using an off-model adjustment provided by CARB in AB 32 Technical Appendices. The off-model adjustment uses a linear regression correlating N,o with NO,. (N,O = 0.0167 + 0.0318 x NO,)

Daily vehicles miles traveled (VMT) multiplied by 347 days/year to account for reduced traffic on weekends and holidays. This assumption is consistent with the California Air Resources Board's (CARB) methodology within the Climate

Change Scoping Plan Measure Documentation Supplement.

Based on the emission factors for Orange County - South Coast Air Basin. % VMT based on EMFAC2011-SG for Orange County.
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Region_Ty PM2.5_RUN Co2(Pavley | + VMT from
pe Region Calyr  Season Veh ROG_RUNEX NOx_RUNEX CO_RUNEX  SOx_RUNEX PM10_RUN EX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW PM10_Total EX PM2.5_PMTW PM2.5_PMBW PM2_5_Total CO2_RUNEX LCFS)_RUNEX EMFACSG  %VMT
County  Orange 2020 Annual  All Other Buses 8.81E-02 2.79E+00 3.66E-01 1.06E-02 3.98E-02 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 1.82E-01 3.66E-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 9.55E-02 1.09E+03 9.83E+02 36,900 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  LDA 1.04E-02 6.29E-02 6.92E-01 3.50E-03 1.37€-03 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.61E-02 1.27€-03 2.00E-03 1.57€-02 1.90E-02 2.97E+02 2.04E+02 41,139,994 51%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  LDT1 2.95E-02 1.55E-01 1.60E+00 4.06E-03 2.37E-03 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.71E-02 2.20E-03 2.00E-03 1.57€-02 1.99E-02 3.43E+02 2.50E+02 4,561,398 6%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  LDT2 1.36E-02 9.73E-02 9.34E-01 4.76E-03 1.33€-03 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.61E-02 1.24€-03 2.00E-03 1.57€-02 1.90E-02 4.04E+02 3.04E+02 15,620,106 19%
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  LHD1 5.40E-02 7.58E-01 6.51E-01 5.70E-03 6.48E-03 8.95E-03 4.62E-02 6.16E-02 5.97E-03 2.24E-03 1.98€-02 2.80E-02 4.86E+02 4.37E+02 3,390,445 4%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  LHD2 6.15E-02 1.16E+00 4.89E-01 5.47E-03 1.25€-02 9.92E-03 6.19E-02 8.43E-02 1.15€-02 2.48E-03 2.65E-02 4.05E-02 4.97E+02 4.48E+02 478,737 1%
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  MCY 1.91E+00 1.13E+00 1.61E+01 1.94E-03 2.54E-04 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.50E-02 2.13€-04 2.00E-03 1.57€-02 1.80E-02 1.37€+02 1.236+02 383,754 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  MDV 3.11E-02 1.88E-01 1.61E+00 6.08E-03 1.50E-03 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.63E-02 1.39€-03 2.00E-03 1.57€-02 1.91E-02 5.15E+02 4.09E+02 12,194,196 15%
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  MH 5.44E-02 1.39E+00 1.17E+00 6.73€-03 2.12€-02 8.72€-03 5.35E-02 8.34E-02 1.95€-02 2.18E-03 2.29E-02 4.46E-02 5.89E+02 5.30E+02 184,105 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  Motor Coach 1.78E-01 3.326+00 8.25E-01 1.62E-02 5.90E-02 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 2.01E-01 5.43€-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 1.13€-01 1.68E+03 1.526+03 37,769 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  OBUS 6.06E-02 6.55E-01 1.23E+00 5.84E-03 3.43E-04 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.51E-02 3.18E-04 2.00E-03 1.57€-02 1.81E-02 4.75E+02 4.28E+02 42,862 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  PTO 2.45E-01 6.00E+00 7.73€-01 2.04E-02 5.04E-02 5.04E-02 4.64E-02 4.64E-02 2.14E+03 1.936+03 24,035 0%
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  SBUS 1.73€-01 6.10E+00 2.37E+00 1.09E-02 3.00E-02 1.08€-02 5.39E-01 5.80E-01 2.76E-02 2.71E-03 2.31E-01 2.61E-01 9.28E+02 8.35E+02 40,297 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 Ag 1.60E-01 3.01E+00 6.61E-01 1.06E-02 9.50E-02 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 2.37E-01 8.74E-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 1.46E-01 1.09E+03 9.84E+02 1,404 0%
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  T6 CAIRP heavy 7.72E-02 1.81E+00 3.19€-01 1.06E-02 3.25€-02 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 1.75E-01 2.99E-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 8.88E-02 1.09E+03 9.80E+02 729 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 CAIRP small 8.02E-02 1.01E+00 3.31E-01 1.05E-02 3.44E-02 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 1.77€-01 3.16€-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 9.05E-02 1.08E+03 9.76E+02 2,493 0%
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  T6 instate construction heavy 8.13€-02 3.16E+00 3.39E-01 1.07E-02 3.82E-02 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 1.81E-01 3.52€-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 9.40E-02 1.10E+03 9.86E+02 48,388 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 instate construction small 9.44E-02 1.38E+00 3.89E-01 1.06E-02 4.65E-02 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 1.89E-01 4.28E-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 1.02€-01 1.09E+03 9.78E+02 132,420 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 instate heavy 8.12E-02 2.86E+00 3.37E-01 1.06E-02 3.73€-02 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 1.80E-01 3.43€-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 9.32€-02 1.09E+03 9.85E+02 215,571 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 instate small 9.14E-02 1.29E+00 3.77E-01 1.06E-02 4.39E-02 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 1.86E-01 4.04E-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 9.92E-02 1.09E+03 9.77E+02 611,084 1%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 00S heavy 7.72E-02 1.81E+00 3.19€-01 1.06E-02 3.25€-02 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 1.75E-01 2.99E-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 8.88E-02 1.09E+03 9.80E+02 418 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 00S small 8.02E-02 1.01E+00 3.31E-01 1.05E-02 3.44E-02 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 1.77€-01 3.16E-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 9.05E-02 1.08E+03 9.76E+02 1,429 0%
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  T6 Public 5.62E-02 4.04E+00 2.35E-01 1.07E-02 2.80E-02 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 1.70E-01 2.58E-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 8.46E-02 1.10E+03 9.92E+02 25,771 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 utility 5.99E-02 1.65E+00 2.47E-01 1.06E-02 2.40E-02 1.20E-02 1.30E-01 1.66E-01 2.21E-02 3.00E-03 5.59E-02 8.09E-02 1.09E+03 9.82E+02 4,556 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6TS 7.12€-02 6.41E-01 1.43E+00 5.84E-03 4.78E-04 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.52E-02 4.42E-04 2.00E-03 1.57€-02 1.82E-02 4.75E+02 4.28E+02 240,160 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 Ag 2.65E-01 5.47E+00 1336400 1.63E-02 1.326-01 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 2.29E-01 1.21E-01 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 1.57E-01 1.69E+03 1.526+03 1,755 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 CAIRP 1.96E-01 2.43E+00 9.12€-01 1.62E-02 6.34E-02 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 1.61E-01 5.83E-02 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 9.38E-02 1.68E+03 1.51E+03 186,531 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 CAIRP construction 1.96E-01 2.47E+00 9.12€-01 1.62E-02 6.34E-02 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 1.61E-01 5.83€-02 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 9.38E-02 1.68E+03 1.51E+03 17,212 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 NNOOS 1.67E-01 1.64E+00 7.76€-01 1.62E-02 5.13€-02 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 1.49E-01 4.72E-02 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 8.27E-02 1.67E+03 1.51E+03 209,840 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 NOOS 1.96E-01 2.44E+00 9.12€-01 1.62E-02 6.33€-02 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 1.61E-01 5.83€-02 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 9.37E-02 1.68E+03 1.51E+03 67,930 0%
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  T7 other port 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 POAK 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 POLA 4.37E-01 7.26E+00 2,02E+00 1.66E-02 9.80E-02 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 1.96E-01 9,02€-02 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 1.26E-01 1736403 1.55E+03 260,698 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 Public 9.07€-02 9.27E+00 4.57E-01 1.66E-02 5.17€-02 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 1.49E-01 4.76E-02 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 8.31E-02 1.72E+03 1.55€+03 11,761 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 Single 1.41E-01 4.37E+00 6.55E-01 1.63E-02 4.87E-02 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 1.46E-01 4.48E-02 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 8.03E-02 1.69E+03 1.52E+03 100,343 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 single construction 1.41E-01 4.53E+00 6.55E-01 1.63E-02 4.91E-02 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 1.47€-01 4.52E-02 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 8.06E-02 1.69E+03 1.526+03 44,526 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 SWCV 1.19€-01 8.38E+00 6.03€-01 1.65E-02 5.87E-02 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 1.56E-01 5.40E-02 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 8.95E-02 1.71E+03 1.54E+03 31,867 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 tractor 1.94E-01 4.02E+00 9.01E-01 1.63E-02 6.58E-02 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 1.64E-01 6.05E-02 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 9.60E-02 1.69E+03 1.526+03 263,185 0%
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  T7 tractor construction 1.92E-01 4.41E+00 8.95E-01 1.63E-02 6.63E-02 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 1.64E-01 6.10E-02 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 9.65E-02 1.69E+03 1.526+03 33,197 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 utility 1.07€-01 3.87E+00 4.98E-01 1.63E-02 3.65E-02 3.60E-02 6.17E-02 1.34E-01 3.36E-02 9.00E-03 2.65E-02 6.90E-02 1.69E+03 1.526+03 1,343 0%
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7IS 3.94E-01 4.15E+00 2.10E+01 6.23€-03 2.43E-04 8.00E-03 3.67E-02 4.50E-02 2.25E-04 2.00E-03 1.57€-02 1.80E-02 4.75E+02 4.28E+02 23,553 0%
County _ Orange 2020 Annual _UBUS 3.65E-01 7.07E+00 2.58E+00 1.90E-02 9.18E-02 8.00E-03 6.34E-01 7.33E-01 8.44E-02 2.00E-03 2.72E-01 3.58E-01 1.91E+03 1.72€+03 174,562 0%
80,847,824 100%
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Orange County 2020 - all Model Years (40 M ##
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1.24E-04
1.32E-04
1.57E-04
5.84E-04
4.33E-04
4.33E-04
3.69E-04
4.33E-04
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
9.63E-04
2.00E-04
3.10E-04
3.10E-04
2.62E-04
4.27E-04
4.24E-04
2.36E-04
8.68E-04
8.04E-04

NOX_RUNEX
6.15E-03
1.39E-04
3.41E-04
2.15E-04
1.67E-03
2.56E-03
2.48E-03
4.15€-04
3.06E-03
7.32€-03
1.44E-03
1.32€-02
1.35€-02
6.64E-03
4.00E-03
2.22€-03
6.98E-03
3.03€-03
6.30E-03
2.85E-03
4.00E-03
2.22E-03
8.91E-03
3.63€-03
1.41E-03
1.21E-02
5.36E-03
5.45E-03
3.62E-03
5.37E-03
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
1.60E-02
2.04E-02
9.64E-03
9.98€-03
1.85E-02
8.86E-03
9.72€-03
8.52E-03
9.16E-03
1.56E-02

CO_RUNEX
8.08E-04
1.53€-03
3.53E-03
2.06E-03
1.44E-03
1.08€-03
3.56E-02
3.54E-03
2.58E-03
1.82E-03
2.71E-03
1.70E-03
5.22E-03
1.46E-03
7.04E-04
7.29E-04
7.46E-04
8.58E-04
7.44E-04
8.30E-04
7.04E-04
7.29E-04
5.18E-04
5.45E-04
3.15E-03
2.94E-03
2.01E-03
2.01E-03
1.71E-03
2.01E-03
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
4.45E-03
1.01E-03
1.44E-03
1.44E-03
1.33€-03
1.99E-03
1.97€-03
1.10E-03
4.63E-02
5.69E-03

SOx_RUNEX
2.34E-05
7.71E-06
8.95E-06
1.05€-05
1.26E-05
1.21E-05
4.27€-06
1.34E-05
1.48E-05
3.58E-05
1.29€-05
4.50E-05
2.41E-05
2.34E-05
2.33€-05
2.32E-05
2.35E-05
2.33€-05
2.35E-05
2.33€-05
2.33€-05
2.32E-05
2.36E-05
2.34E-05
1.29€-05
3.60E-05
3.57E-05
3.57E-05
3.56E-05
3.57E-05
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
3.67E-05
3.66E-05
3.60E-05
3.60E-05
3.64E-05
3.59E-05
3.59E-05
3.60E-05
1.37€-05
4.19E-05

PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW PM10_RUNEX PM10_Total

8.78E-05
3.01E-06
5.22E-06
2.94E-06
1.43E-05
2.75E-05
5.60E-07
3.32E-06
4.68E-05
1.30E-04
7.56E-07
1.11E-04
6.62E-05
2.10E-04
7.16E-05
7.58E-05
8.42E-05
1.03E-04
8.23E-05
9.68E-05
7.16E-05
7.58E-05
6.18E-05
5.29E-05
1.05E-06
2.90E-04
1.40E-04
1.40E-04
1.13E-04
1.40E-04
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
2.16E-04
1.14E-04
1.07E-04
1.08E-04
1.30E-04
1.45E-04
1.46E-04
8.05E-05
5.36E-07
2.02E-04

2.65E-05
1.76€E-05
1.76E-05
1.76€E-05
1.97€-05
2.19€-05
1.76E-05
1.76E-05
1.92E-05
2.65E-05
1.76E-05
0.00E+00
2.39E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
2.65E-05
1.76E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
7.94E-05
1.76E-05
1.76E-05

2.87E-04
8.10E-05
8.10E-05
8.10E-05
1.02E-04
1.36E-04
8.10E-05
8.10E-05
1.18E-04
2.87E-04
8.10E-05
0.00E+00
1.19€-03
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
2.87E-04
8.10E-05
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
1.36E-04
8.10E-05
1.40E-03

4.02E-04
1.02E-04
1.04E-04
1.02E-04
1.36E-04
1.86E-04
9.92E-05
1.02E-04
1.84E-04
4.44€E-04
9.94E-05
1.11E-04
1.28E-03
5.23E-04
3.85E-04
3.90E-04
3.98E-04
4.16E-04
3.96E-04
4.11E-04
3.85E-04
3.90E-04
3.76E-04
3.67E-04
9.97E-05
5.06E-04
3.55E-04
3.55E-04
3.29€-04
3.55E-04
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
4.32E-04
3.30E-04
3.23E-04
3.24E-04
3.45E-04
3.61E-04
3.62E-04
2.96E-04
9.92E-05
1.62E-03

PM2_5_PMT
w
8.08E-05
2.79E-06
4.84E-06
2.72E-06
1.32€-05
2.53E-05
4.70E-07
3.07E-06
4.30E-05
1.20E-04
7.01E-07
1.02E-04
6.09E-05
1.93E-04
6.59E-05
6.98E-05
7.75E-05
9.44E-05
7.57E-05
8.90E-05
6.59E-05
6.98E-05
5.686-05
4.87E-05
9.75€-07
2.67E-04
1.29€-04
1.29€-04
1.04€-04
1.28E-04
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
1.99E-04
1.05E-04
9.89E-05
9.96E-05
1.19E-04
1.33E-04
1.356-04
7.40E-05
4.96E-07
1.86E-04

PM2_5_PMB  PM2_5_RUNE

w

6.61E-06
4.41E-06
4.41E-06
4.41E-06
4.93E-06
5.47E-06
4.41E-06
4.41E-06
4.80E-06
6.61E-06
4.41E-06
0.00E+00
5.97E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
6.61E-06
4.41E-06
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
1.98E-05
4.41E-06
4.41E-06

X

1.23E-04
3.47E-05
3.47E-05
3.47E-05
4.37E-05
5.85E-05
3.47E-05
3.47E-05
5.05E-05
1.23€-04
3.47E-05
0.00E+00
5.09E-04
1.23€-04
1.23E-04
1.23€-04
1.23E-04
1.23€-04
1.23E-04
1.23€-04
1.23E-04
1.23€-04
1.23E-04
1.23€-04
3.47E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
5.83E-05
3.47E-05
5.99E-04

PM2_5_Total

2.11E-04
4.19E-05
4.40E-05
4.19E-05
6.18E-05
8.93E-05
3.96E-05
4.22E-05
9.84E-05
2.49E-04
3.98E-05
1.02E-04
5.76E-04
3.23E-04
1.96E-04
2.00E-04
2.07€-04
2.24E-04
2.05E-04
2.19e-04
1.96E-04
2.00E-04
1.87E-04
1.78E-04
4.01E-05
3.45E-04
2.07€-04
2.07E-04
1.82E-04
2.07E-04
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
2.77€-04
1.83E-04
1.77€-04
1.78E-04
1.97€-04
2.12E-04
2.13E-04
1.52E-04
3.96E-05
7.89E-04

CO2_RUNEX
2.41E+00
6.54E-01
7.57€-01
8.90E-01
1.07E+00
1.10E+00
3.036-01
1.14E+00
1.30E+00
3.71E+00
1.05E+00
4.72E+00
2.05E+00
2.41E+00
2.40E+00
2.39E+00
2.42E+00
2.40E+00
2.41E+00
2.39E+00
2.40E+00
2.39E+00
2.43E+00
2.41E+00
1.05E+00
3.73E+00
3.70E+00
3.70E+00
3.69E+00
3.70E+00
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
3.81E+00
3.80E+00
3.73E+00
3.73E+00
3.77E+00
3.72E+00
3.72E+00
3.73E+00
1.05E+00
4.21E+00

Co2(Pavley | +
LCFS)_RUNEX
2.17E+00
4.51E-01
5.51E-01
6.71E-01
9.64E-01
9.87E-01
2.72€-01
9.01E-01
1.17E+00
3.34E+00
9.43€-01
4.25E+00
1.84E+00
2.17E+00
2.16E+00
2.15E+00
2.17E+00
2.16E+00
2.17E+00
2.15E+00
2.16E+00
2.15E+00
2.19E+00
2.17E+00
9.43€-01
3.36E+00
3.33E+00
3.33E+00
3.32E+00
3.33E+00
0.00E+00
0.00E+00
3.42E+00
3.42E+00
3.36E+00
3.36E+00
3.40E+00
3.35E+00
3.35E+00
3.36E+00
9.43€-01
3.79E+00

C-41
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Region_Ty PM2_5_PMT PM2_5_ PMB PM2_5_RUNE Co2(Pavley | +
pe Region Calyr  Season Veh ROG_RUNEX  NOx_RUNEX CO_RUNEX  SOx_RUNEX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW PM10_RUNEX PM10_Total W w X PM2_5_Total CO2_RUNEX  LCFS)_RUNEX
County  Orange 2020 Annual  All Other Buses 8.81E-08 2.79E-06 3.66E-07 1.06E-08 3.98E-08 1.20E-08 1.30E-07 1.82E-07 3.66E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 9.55E-08 1.09E-03 9.83E-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  LDA 1.04E-08 6.29E-08 6.92E-07 3.50E-09 1.37E-09 8.00E-09 3.67E-08 4.61E-08 1.27€-09 2.00E-09 1.57E-08 1.90E-08 2.97E-04 2.04E-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  LDT1 2.95E-08 1.55€-07 1.60E-06 4.06E-09 2.37E-09 8.00E-09 3.67E-08 4.71E-08 2.20E-09 2,00E-09 1.57E-08 1.99€-08 3.43E-04 2.50E-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  LDT2 1.36E-08 9.73€-08 9.34E-07 4.76E-09 1.33€-09 8.00E-09 3.67E-08 4.61E-08 1.24E-09 2.00E-09 1.57E-08 1.90E-08 4.04E-04 3.04E-04
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  LHD1 5.40E-08 7.58E-07 6.51E-07 5.70E-09 6.48E-09 8.95E-09 4.62E-08 6.16E-08 5.97E-09 2.24E-09 1.98€-08 2.80E-08 4.86E-04 4.37€-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  LHD2 6.15E-08 1.16E-06 4.89E-07 5.47E-09 1.25€-08 9.92E-09 6.19E-08 8.43E-08 1.15E-08 2.48E-09 2.65E-08 4.05E-08 4.97E-04 4.48E-04
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  MCY 1.91E-06 1.13E-06 1.61E-05 1.94E-09 2.54E-10 8.00E-09 3.67E-08 4.50E-08 2.13€-10 2,00E-09 1.57E-08 1.80E-08 1.37E-04 1.236-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  MDV 3.11E-08 1.88E-07 1.61E-06 6.08E-09 1.50E-09 8.00E-09 3.67E-08 4.63E-08 1.39E-09 2.00E-09 1.57E-08 1.91€-08 5.15E-04 4.09E-04
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  MH 5.44E-08 1.39E-06 1.17E-06 6.73E-09 2.12E-08 8.72E-09 5.35E-08 8.34E-08 1.95E-08 2.18E-09 2.29E-08 4.46E-08 5.89E-04 5.30E-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  Motor Coach 1.78€-07 3.32E-06 8.25E-07 1.62E-08 5.90E-08 1.20€-08 1.30E-07 2.01E-07 5.43E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 1.13€-07 1.68E-03 1.52€-03
County  Orange 2020 Annual  OBUS 6.06E-08 6.55E-07 1.23E-06 5.84E-09 3.43€-10 8.00E-09 3.67E-08 4.51E-08 3.18E-10 2,00E-09 1.57E-08 1.81E-08 4.75E-04 4.28E-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  PTO 2.45E-07 6.00E-06 7.736-07 2.04E-08 5.04E-08 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 5.04E-08 4.64E-08 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 4.64E-08 2.14E-03 1.93€-03
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  SBUS 1.73€-07 6.10E-06 2.37E-06 1.09€-08 3.00E-08 1.08E-08 5.39E-07 5.80E-07 2.76E-08 2.71E-09 2.31E-07 2.61E-07 9.28E-04 8.35E-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 Ag 1.60E-07 3.01E-06 6.61E-07 1.06E-08 9.50E-08 1.20€-08 1.30E-07 2.37E-07 8.74E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 1.46E-07 1.09E-03 9.84E-04
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  T6 CAIRP heavy 7.72€-08 1.81E-06 3.19E-07 1.06E-08 3.25E-08 1.20E-08 1.30E-07 1.75€-07 2.99E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 8.88E-08 1.09E-03 9.80E-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 CAIRP small 8.02E-08 1.01E-06 3.31E-07 1.05€-08 3.44E-08 1.20€-08 1.30E-07 1.77€-07 3.16E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 9.05E-08 1.08€-03 9.76E-04
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  T6 instate construction heavy 8.13€-08 3.16E-06 3.39E-07 1.07€-08 3.82E-08 1.20E-08 1.30E-07 1.81E-07 3.52E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 9.40E-08 1.10E-03 9.86E-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 instate construction small 9.44E-08 1.38E-06 3.89E-07 1.06E-08 4.65E-08 1.20€-08 1.30E-07 1.89E-07 4.28E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 1.02€-07 1.09E-03 9.78E-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 instate heavy 8.12E-08 2.86E-06 3.37E-07 1.06E-08 3.73E-08 1.20E-08 1.30E-07 1.80E-07 3.43€-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 9.32€-08 1.09E-03 9.85E-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 instate small 9.14E-08 1.29E-06 3.77€-07 1.06E-08 4.39E-08 1.20E-08 1.30E-07 1.86E-07 4.04E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 9.92E-08 1.09E-03 9.77€-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 00S heavy 7.72€-08 1.81E-06 3.19E-07 1.06E-08 3.25E-08 1.20E-08 1.30E-07 1.75€-07 2.99E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 8.88E-08 1.09E-03 9.80E-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 00S small 8.02E-08 1.01E-06 3.31E-07 1.05€-08 3.44E-08 1.20€-08 1.30E-07 1.77€-07 3.16E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 9.05E-08 1.08€-03 9.76E-04
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  T6 Public 5.62E-08 4.04E-06 2.35E-07 1.07€-08 2.80E-08 1.20E-08 1.30E-07 1.70E-07 2.58E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 8.46E-08 1.10E-03 9.92E-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6 utility 5.99E-08 1.65E-06 2.47€-07 1.06E-08 2.40E-08 1.20€-08 1.30E-07 1.66E-07 2.21E-08 3.00E-09 5.59E-08 8.09E-08 1.09E-03 9.82E-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T6TS 7.12€-08 6.41E-07 1.43E-06 5.84E-09 4.78E-10 8,00E-09 3.67E-08 4.52€-08 4.42E-10 2,00E-09 1.57E-08 1.82E-08 4.75E-04 4.28E-04
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 Ag 2.65E-07 5.47E-06 1.33€-06 1.63E-08 1.32€-07 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 2.29E-07 1.21E-07 9.00E-09 2.65E-08 1.57€-07 1.69E-03 1.52€-03
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 CAIRP 1.96E-07 2.43E-06 9.12€-07 1.62E-08 6.34E-08 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 1.61E-07 5.83E-08 9,00E-09 2.65E-08 9.38E-08 1.68E-03 1.51€-03
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 CAIRP construction 1.96E-07 2.47E-06 9.12E-07 1.62E-08 6.34E-08 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 1.61E-07 5.83E-08 9.00E-09 2.65E-08 9.38E-08 1.68E-03 1.51€-03
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 NNOOS 1.67E-07 1.64E-06 7.76E-07 1.62E-08 5.136-08 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 1.49€-07 4.72E-08 9,00E-09 2.65E-08 8.27E-08 1.67E-03 1.51€-03
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 NOOS 1.96E-07 2.44E-06 9.12E-07 1.62E-08 6.33€-08 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 1.61E-07 5.83E-08 9.00E-09 2.65E-08 9.37E-08 1.68E-03 1.51€-03
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  T7 other port 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 POAK 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 POLA 4.37€-07 7.26E-06 2.02E-06 1.66E-08 9.80E-08 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 1.96E-07 9.02E-08 9,00E-09 2.65E-08 1.26E-07 1.73€-03 1.55€-03
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 Public 9.07E-08 9.27E-06 4.57E-07 1.66E-08 5.17E-08 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 1.49€-07 4.76E-08 9.00E-09 2.65E-08 8.31E-08 1.72€-03 1.55€-03
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 Single 1.41E-07 4.37E-06 6.55E-07 1.63E-08 4.87E-08 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 1.46E-07 4.48E-08 9,00E-09 2.65E-08 8.03E-08 1.69E-03 1.52€-03
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 single construction 1.41E-07 4.53E-06 6.55E-07 1.63E-08 4.91E-08 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 1.47€-07 4.52E-08 9.00E-09 2.65E-08 8.06E-08 1.69E-03 1.52€-03
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 SWCV 1.19€-07 8.38E-06 6.03E-07 1.65E-08 5.87E-08 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 1.56E-07 5.40E-08 9,00E-09 2.65E-08 8.95E-08 1.71E-03 1.54E-03
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 tractor 1.94E-07 4.02E-06 9.01E-07 1.63E-08 6.58E-08 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 1.64E-07 6.05E-08 9.00E-09 2.65E-08 9.60E-08 1.69E-03 1.52€-03
County ~ Orange 2020 Annual  T7 tractor construction 1.92€-07 4.41E-06 8.95E-07 1.63E-08 6.63E-08 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 1.64E-07 6.10E-08 9,00E-09 2.65E-08 9.65E-08 1.69E-03 1.52€-03
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7 utility 1.07€-07 3.87E-06 4.98E-07 1.63E-08 3.65E-08 3.60E-08 6.17E-08 1.34E-07 3.36E-08 9.00E-09 2.65E-08 6.90E-08 1.69E-03 1.52€-03
County  Orange 2020 Annual  T7IS 3.94E-07 4.15€-06 2.10E-05 6.23€-09 2.43E-10 8.00E-09 3.67E-08 4.50E-08 2.25E-10 2,00E-09 1.57E-08 1.80E-08 4.75E-04 4.28E-04
County _ Orange 2020 Annual _UBUS 3.65E-07 7.07E-06 2.58E-06 1.90E-08 9.18E-08 8.00E-09 6.34E-07 7.33€-07 8.44E-08 2.00E-09 2.72E-07 3.58E-07 1.91E-03 1.72€-03

C-42



Year 2035
Based on EMFAC2011-PL

Emission year Daily
2035 1,467,920 Ibs/day
Per\fa}t of  Adjust % VMT ROG NOX co Sox PM10 PM2.5

All Other Buses 0.06% 0.06% 1.63E-01 2.06E+00 6.71E-01 1.88E-02 3.23E-01 1.68E-01
LDA 47.75% 47.75% 1.11E+01 7.67E+01 8.40E+02 5.40E+00 7.17E+01 2.98E+01
LDT1 5.96% 5.96% 1.78E+00 1.14E+01 1.30E+02 7.83E-01 8.95E+00 3.72E+00
LDT2 20.40% 20.40% 5.92E+00 4.04E+01 4.28E+02 3.14E+00 3.06E+01 1.27E+01
LHD1 437% 4.37% 2.71E+00 4.35E+01 3.11E+01 8.03E-01 8.37E+00 3.65E+00
LHD2 0.63% 0.63% 5.96E-01 8.78E+00 5.57E+00 1.11E-01 1.62E+00 7.30E-01
MCY 0.30% 0.30% 1.81E+01 1.08E+01 1.48E+02 1.89E-02 4.37E-01 1.74E-01
MDV 15.90% 15.90% 6.72E+00 4.38E+01 4.62E+02 3.13E+00 2.38E+01 9.89E+00
MH 0.38% 0.38% 2.68E-01 8.88E+00 2.19E+00 8.31E-02 8.54E-01 3.88E-01
Motor Coach 0.06% 0.06% 3.20E-01 3.14E+00 1.48E+00 2.96E-02 3.62E-01 2.01E-01
OBUS 0.04% 0.04% 1.57E-02 2.48E-01 3.25E-01 8.03E-03 6.20E-02 2.47E-02
PTO 0.04% 0.04% 3.12E-01 2.44E+00 9.59E-01 2.38E-02 5.21E-02 4.79E-02
SBUS 0.05% 0.05% 2.07E-01 4.01E+00 1.39E+00 1.64E-02 8.48E-01 3.86E-01
T6 Ag 0.00% 0.00% 4.44E-03 5.48E-02 1.83E-02 5.27E-04 8.97E-03 4.64E-03
T6 CAIRP heavy 0.00% 0.00% 2.60E-03 3.02E-02 1.07E-02 3.54E-04 5.82E-03 2.93E-03
T6 CAIRP small 0.00% 0.00% 8.56E-03 9.60E-02 3.53E-02 1.22E-03 1.99E-02 9.92E-03
T6 instate construction heavy 0.05% 0.05% 1.47E-01 1.78E+00 6.05E-01 1.84E-02 3.09E-01 1.58E-01
T6 instate construction small 0.16% 0.16% 3.97E-01 4.58E+00 1.64E+00 5.44E-02 8.94E-01 4.49E-01
T6 instate heavy 0.29% 0.29% 7.97E-01 9.68E+00 3.29E+00 9.99E-02 1.68E+00 8.58E-01
T6 instate small 0.87% 0.87% 2.15E+00 2.48E+01 8.86E+00 2.95E-01 4.84E+00 2.43E+00
T6 00S heavy 0.00% 0.00% 1.49E-03 1.73E-02 6.15E-03 2.03E-04 3.34E-03 1.68E-03
T6 00S small 0.00% 0.00% 4.91E-03 5.50E-02 2.02E-02 7.02E-04 1.14E-02 5.69E-03
T6 Public 0.04% 0.04% 8.51E-02 1.14E+00 3.51E-01 1.37E-02 2.17E-01 1.06E-01
T6 utility 0.01% 0.01% 1.39E-02 1.36E-01 5.71E-0