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CITY OF FRESNO Filed with:
NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A
MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION ” L E

EA No. P22-00505/P22-00507 for .

Plan Amendment/Rezone Application No. P22-00507 and DEC 09 2022 e
Development Permit Application No. P22-00505 FRESNO COUNTY GLERK —Ldm
PROJECT APPLICANT: By ZQUN 7 DEPUTY
Roger Hurtado e

Centerline Design, LLC FRESNO COUNTY CLERK
1508 Tollhouse Road, Suite C 2220 Tulare Street, Fresno, CA 93721

Clovis, CA 9311

PROJECT LOCATION:

49 West Fir Avenue; Located west of North Sugar Pine Avenue|
between West Fir and West Beechwood Avenues in the City and
County of Fresno, California

Assessor’s Parcel Number(s): 303-161-48, 303-161-49, 303-
161-50, 303-161-51, 303-161-52, and 303-161-53

Site Latitude: 36°50°19.1" N
Site Longitude: 119°47'27.7" W

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Roger Hurtado of Centerline Design, LLC, on behalf of Valley Health Team, Inc, has filed
Development Permit Application No. P22-00505 and Plan Amendment Rezone Application No. P22-
00507 pertaining to six (6) parcels totaling + 1.23 acres located west of North Sugar Pine Avenue
between West Fire and West Beechwood Avenues.

Plan Amendment Application No. P22-00507 proposes to amend the Fresno General Plan and
Pinedale Specific Plan to change the planned land use designations for the subject property from
Residential — Medium Density (+ 1.23 acres) to Commercial General (x 1.23 acres). The rezone
application component proposes to amend the Official Zoning Map of the City of Fresno to rezone the
subject property from the RS-5 (Residential Single Family, Medium Density) (+ 1.23 acres) zone
district to the CG (Commercial General) (+ 1.23 acres) zone district in accordance with the Plan
Amendment Application.

Related Development Permit Application No. P22-00505 requests to construct an 11,664-square-foot,
28-foot-tall single-story medical clinic. The project proposes on and off-site improvements including
but not limited to: two (2) points of ingress and egress; curbs, gutters, and sidewalks; landscaping;
and guest, and employee parking. The project will also require the construction of public facilities and
infrastructure in accordance with the standards, specifications, and policies of the City of Fresno.

The City of Fresno has prepared an Initial Study of the above-described project and proposes to
adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration. The environmental analysis contained in the Initial Study is
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tiered from the PEIR State Clearinghouse No. 2019050005 prepared for the Fresno General Plan
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15152 and incorporates the PEIR by reference pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines § 15150.

Pursuant to the California Public Resources Code (PRC) §§ 21093 and 21094 and California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §§ 15070 to 15075, 15150, and 15152, this project has
been evaluated with respect to each item on the attached Appendix G/lnitial Study Checklist to
determine whether this project may cause any additional significant effect on the environment, which
was not previously examined in the PEIR. After conducting a review of the adequacy of the PEIR
pursuant to PRC § 21157.6(b)(1) and CEQA Guidelines §§ 15151 and 15179(b), the Planning and
Development Department, as lead agency, finds that no substantial changes have occurred with
respect to the circumstances under which the PEIR was certified and that no new information, which
was not known and could not have been known at the time that the PEIR was certified as complete,
has become available.

The completed Appendix G/lnitial Study Checklist, its associated narrative, technical studies and
mitigation measures reflect applicable comments of responsible and trustee agencies and research
and analyses conducted to examine the interrelationship between the proposed project and the
physical environment. The information contained in the project application and its related
environmental assessment application, responses to requests for comment, checklist, Initial Study
narrative, and any attachments thereto, combine to form a record indicating that an Initial Study has
been completed in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines and the CEQA.

All new development activity and many non-physical projects contribute directly or indirectly toward
cumulative impacts on the physical environment. It has been determined that the incremental effect
contributed by this project toward cumulative impacts is not considered substantial or significant in
itself and/or that cumulative impacts accruing from this project may be mitigated to less than
significant with application of feasible mitigation measures.

With mitigation imposed under the PEIR and project specific mitigation, there is no substantial
evidence in the record that this project may have additional significant, direct, indirect or cumulative
effects on the environment that are significant and that were not identified and analyzed in the PEIR.
The Planning and Development Department, as lead agency, finds that no substantial changes have
occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the PEIR was certified and that no new
information, which was not known and could not have been known at the time that the PEIR was
certified as complete has become available.

Based upon the evaluation guided by the Appendix G/Initial Study Checklist, it was determined that
there are project specific foreseeable impacts which require project level mitigation measures.

The Initial Study has concluded that the proposed project will not result in any adverse effects, which
fall within the "Mandatory Findings of Significance" contained in § 15065 of the State CEQA
Guidelines. The finding is, therefore, made that the proposed project will not have a significant
adverse effect on the environment.

Public notice has been provided regarding staff's finding in the manner prescribed by § 15072 of the
CEQA Guidelines and by § 21092 of the PRC Code (CEQA provisions).

Additional information on the proposed project, including the PEIR, proposed environmental finding of
a mitigated negative declaration and the initial study may be obtained from the Planning and
Development Department, Fresno City Hall, 2600 Fresno Street, 3rd Floor Fresno, Room 3043,
California  93721-3604. Please contact Enrique Aponte at (559) 621-8046 or
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Enrique.Aponte@fresno.gov for more information.

ANY INTERESTED PERSON may comment on the proposed environmental finding. Comments must
be in writing and state (1) the commentor's name and address; (2) the commentor’s interest in, or
relationship to, the project; (3) the environmental determination being commented upon; and (4) the
specific reason(s) why the proposed environmental determination should or should not be made. Any
comments may be submitted at any time between the publication date of this notice and 5 p.m. on
January 9, 2022. Please direct comments to Enrique Aponte, City of Fresno Planning and
Development, 2600 Fresno Street, Room 3043, Fresno, CA, 93726; or by email to
Enrigue.Aponte@fresno.gov or PublicCommentsPlanning@fresno.gov.

INITIAL STUDY PREPARED SUBMITTED BY:
BY: Enrique Aponte, Planner Il ﬁ A/ 5, ’ .
Phillip Siegrist, PIWMW
DATE: Décember 2, 2022 CITY OF FRESNO PLANNING AND
DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
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PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Environmental Assessment No.
P22-00505/P22-00507 prepared for
Plan Amendment/Rezone
Application No. P22-00507 and
Development Permit Application
No. P22-00505

PROPERTY ADDRESS

49 West Fir Avenue

Existing Planned Land Use: Residential — Medium
Density
Proposed Planned Land Use: Commercial
General

Existing Zone District: RS-5 (Residential Single
Family, Medium Density.

Proposed Zone District: CG (Commercial
General)

By: E. Aponte
December 8, 2022




APPENDIX G
INITIAL STUDY FOR A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Environmental Checklist Form for:
Development Permit Application No. P22-00505 & Plan Amendment Rezone
Application No. P22-00507

Project title:
Development Permit Application No. P22-00505 & Plan Amendment Rezone
Application No. P22-00507

Lead agency name and address:

City of Fresno

Planning and Development Department
2600 Fresno Street

Fresno, CA 93721

Contact person and phone number:
Enrique Aponte, Planner I

City of Fresno

Planning and Development Department
(559) 621-8084

Project location:

The 1.23-acre project site (Assessor’s Parcel Numbers [APN]: 303-161-48, 303-161-
49, 303-161-50, 303-161-51, 303-161-52, and 303-161-53) is located at the northwest
quadrant of Blackstone Avenue and Herndon Avenue and is bounded to the north by
West Fir Avenue, to the east by North Sugar Pine Avenue, to the south by West
Beechwood Avenue, and to the west by residential uses.

Figure 1 shows the site’'s regional and local context. Figure 2 depicts an aerial
photograph of the project site and surrounding land uses.

Project sponsor's name and address:
Soyla A. Reyna-Griffin

Valley Health Team, Inc.

Pinedale Community Health Center
P.O. Box 737

21890 West Colorado Avenue

San Joaquin, CA 93660

General & Community plan land use designation:
Existing Land Use: Residential — Medium Density
Planned Land Use: Residential — Medium Density
Bullard Community Plan

Pinedale Specific Plan

Proposed Land Use: Offices — Medical and Dental
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Zoning:
Existing Zoning: RS-5 (Residential Single-Family, Medium Density)
Proposed Zoning: CG (General Commercial)

Description of project:

Development Permit Application No. P22-00505 and Plan Amendment Rezone
Application No. P22-00507 was filed by Valley Health Team, Inc. The applicant
proposes to construct an 11,664-square-foot medical clinic and associated parking,
circulation, and infrastructure improvements on the approximately 1.23-acre site.

Project Characteristics

The proposed project would include the demolition of two existing on-site structures,
including a 923-square-foot single-family dwelling unit and a 464-square-foot
unattached garage (APN-303-161-48).

The proposed project would consist of the development of an approximately 11,664-
square-foot, 28-foot-tall single-story medical clinic in the Pinedale community. The
proposed project would include a total of 21,494 square feet of paved area and 15,626
square feet of landscaped area. The proposed project would also include a concrete
masonry unit (CMU) along the western project site boundary. Figure 3 shows the
project site plan.

The hours of operation for the proposed project would be Monday through Friday, from
8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. The proposed project would employ approximately 40 staff
members. The proposed project would contain the following rooms and offices: exam,
treatment, labs, x-ray, behavioral health, dental, and chiropractic. The proposed project
is anticipated to serve 5,000 patients and provide 21,450 visits per year or 82 clients
per day, including telemedicine. It is assumed that telemedicine appointments would
account for approximately 25 percent of all appointments.

The proposed project would include new on-site exterior lighting, with approximately
48 new lights on the project site and would install approximately 7,128 square feet of
future solar panels on the roof area of the proposed clinic building. In addition, the
proposed project would comply with the latest CALGreen standard building measures
and Title 24 standards.

The proposed project would require a General Plan amendment from Residential —
Medium Density to General Commercial and a rezone to from RS-5 (Residential Single
Family, Medium Density) to CG (General Commercial).
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Access, Circulation, and Parking

Vehicle access to the project site would be provided through two 27-foot-wide ingress
and egress driveways located along West Beechwood Avenue and North Sugar Pine
Avenue. Vehicle circulation within the project site would be provided by a network of
two-way, 27-foot-wide driveways. The proposed project would include 56 vehicle
parking spaces, including two accessible parking stalls, one van accessible parking
stall, and six stalls in the future would be designated for electric vehicle charging
stations. In addition, the proposed project would provide six bicycle parking spaces,
including three long-term bicycle lockers and three short-term bicycle racks.

Landscaping
As identified above, the proposed project would include approximately 15,626 square

feet of landscaped area.

Utilities and Infrastructure

The project site is located in an urban area and is currently served by existing utilities,
including: water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, electricity, and natural gas
infrastructure. Proposed utility connections are discussed below.

Water and Wastewater

Water supply and wastewater services for the proposed project would be provided by
the Pinedale County Water District (PCWD). The proposed project would connect to
existing water and wastewater service lines located along North Sugar Pine Avenue
and West Beechwood Avenue.

Stormwater

The Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (FMFCD) would provide flood control
and urban storm water services to the project site. Stormwater from the project site
would be drained through surface drainage infrastructure along North Sugar Pine
Avenue and West Beechwood Avenue and redirected southwest of the site towards a
nearby ponding basin.

Electricity and Natural Gas

Electricity and natural gas services to the site are provided by Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E). Existing underground utility connections and gas mains provide
electricity and gas to the project site. The proposed project would connect to existing
service lines in the vicinity of the project site.

Grading and Construction

Construction of the proposed project is expected to occur over a period of 12 to 14
months starting in July 2023. As discussed above, the proposed project would include
the demolition of two existing on-site structures, totaling 1,387 square feet. Site
preparation would include removal of rocks, debris, and vegetation from the project
site. Construction of the proposed project would comply with City standards, including
the City’s current building code, landscape standards, and lighting standards. In
addition, the project site would be graded similar to other developments throughout the
City.

6




APPROVALS/PERMITS

The following approvals are required by the City of Fresno:

e Rezone from Residential Single-Family District (RS-5) to Commercial-General
District (CG)

e General Plan Amendment
e Adoption of the IS/MND
e Water connection(s)
e Sanitary sewer connection(s)
9. | Surrounding land uses and setting:
- Planned Land Use Existing Zoning Existing Land Use
North Public Facility — ) o Public Facility —
o Elementary School P1 (Public and Institutional) Elementary School
East | Corridor — Center CMX (Corridor/Center Mixed General Heavy
Mixed Use Use) Commercial
Residential — _ o
Medium Density/ RS-5 (Residential Single Residential —
South | Corridor — Center Family, Medium Density)/ Medium Density/
Mixed Use CMX/EA (Corridor — Center General Heavy
(immediate Mixed Use/ Express Way Area) Commercial
parcels)
West Residential - RS-5 (Residential Single- Residential -
Medium Density Family, Medium Density) Medium Density
10. | Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing
approval, or participation agreement):
e Pacific Gas & Electric, electrical and natural gas connection
e Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan
11. | Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with

the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code
(PRC) Section 21080.3.17? If so, has consultation begun?

The State requires lead agencies to consider the potential effects of proposed projects
and consult with California Native American tribes during the local planning process for
the purpose of protecting Traditional Tribal Cultural Resources through the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Pursuant to PRC Section 21080.3.1,
the lead agency shall begin consultation with the California Native American tribe that
is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographical area of the proposed
project. Such significant cultural resources are either sites, features, places, cultural
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landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a tribe which is either on
or eligible for inclusion in the California Historic Register or local historic register, or,
the lead agency, at its discretion, and support by substantial evidence, choose to treat
the resources as a Tribal Cultural Resources (PRC Section 21074(a)(1-2)). According
to the most recent census data, California is home to 109 currently recognized Indian
tribes. Tribes in California currently have nearly 100 separate reservations or
Rancherias. Fresno County has a number of Rancherias such as Table Mountain
Rancheria, Millerton Rancheria, Big Sandy Rancheria, Cold Springs Rancheria, and
Squaw Valley Rancheria. These Rancherias are not located within the city limits.

Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead
agencies, and project proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify
and address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, and reduce the
potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See PRC Section
21083.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American
Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File per PRC Section 5097.96 and the California
Historical Resources Information System administered by the California Office of
Historic Preservation. Please also note that PRC Section 21082.3(c) contains
provisions specific to confidentiality.

Currently, the Table Mountain Rancheria Tribe and the Dumna Wo Wah Tribe have
requested to be notified pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52). A certified letter was
mailed to the above-mentioned tribes on September 19, 2022. The 30-day comment
period ended on October 19, 2022. Both tribes did not request consultation.

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.

O | Aesthetics J | Agriculture and Forestry Resources
O | Air Quality O | Biological Resources

O | Cultural Resources J | Energy

0 | Geology/Soils [0 | Greenhouse Gas Emissions
O | Hazards and Hazardous Materials O | Hydrology/Water Quality

O | Land Use/Planning J | Mineral Resources

O | Noise O | Population/Housing

O | Public Services O | Recreation

O | Transportation [ | Tribal Cultural Resources

O | Utilities/Service Systems O | Wildfire

O | Mandatory Findings of Significance




DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
X 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.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment,
— | and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) is required.

| 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 EIR is required, but it must
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| 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 or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

iﬁfﬁ;ﬁf 12/9/2022

EnriquelAponte, Planner I| Date

EVALUATION OF ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1. For purposes of this Initial Study, the following answers have the corresponding
meanings:

a. “No Impact” means the specific impact category does not apply to the project, or
that the record sufficiently demonstrates that project specific factors or general
standards applicable to the project will result in no impact for the threshold under
consideration.

b. “Less Than Significant Impact” means there is an impact related to the threshold
under consideration, but that impact is less than significant.



c. “Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation” means there is a potentially
significant impact related to the threshold under consideration, however, with the
mitigation incorporated into the project, the impact is less than significant.

d. “Potentially Significant Impact” means there is substantial evidence that an effect
may be significant related to the threshold under consideration.

. 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 will 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 (mitigation measures from, "Earlier Analyses," as described
in (6) below, may be cross-referenced).

. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, 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 Analysis 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 earlier 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.

7. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to
information sources 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.

8. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources
used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

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
significance.



Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant I No
e .- mpact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

I. AESTHETICS — Except as provided in PRC Section 21099, would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

A scenic vista is generally defined as a public vantage point with an expansive view of a
significant landscape feature. An impact on scenic vistas is considered significant if it
substantially diminishes, blocks, or impedes an expansive view of a significant landscape
feature from a public vantage point.

The project site is located in a developed area in the Pinedale community and is not
located in an area with expansive or far field views. The proposed project would include
the construction of an approximately 11,664-square-foot, 28-foot-tall single-story medical
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clinic. Adjacent parcels primarily consist of single-family residential and commercial uses
and Pinedale Elementary School. There are no significant trees, rock outcroppings,
and/or historic buildings located on the subject property that have been identified as
important scenic resources or would otherwise constitute significant landscape features.
Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially diminish any scenic vistas within
or near the project area and would likewise not substantially block or impede surrounding
views. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact
related to a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, and no mitigation is required.

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

There are no trees, rock outcroppings, and/or historic buildings located on the subject
property that have been identified as important scenic resources or would otherwise
constitute significant landscape features. Additionally, there are no officially designated
State Scenic Highways in the immediate vicinity of the project site. According to the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) mapping of State Scenic Highways,’
the County of Fresno has one officially designated State Scenic Highways located along
State Route (SR-) 180, east of the City of Fresno. Three eligible State Scenic Highways
are also located within the County of Fresno, the nearest which is located along SR-168
east of the City of Clovis. Since there are no eligible or officially designated State Scenic
Highways within the immediate vicinity of the project site, the project would not impact a
designated State Scenic Highway. Furthermore, the eligibility of the three State Scenic
Highways, scenic resources located within the highway segments or its viewshed would
not be impacted by the proposed project. Therefore, no impact on scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State
Scenic Highway would occur as a result of the proposed project. No mitigation is required.

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

The project site is primarily flat and developed with two existing on-site structures,
including a 923-square-foot single-family dwelling unit and a 464-square-foot unattached
garage. As identified above, nearby parcels consist mostly of single-family residential and
commercial uses and Pinedale Elementary School. The proposed project would include
a new single-story medical clinic and although the proposed project would change the
visual characteristics of the project site by redeveloping the site, the design of the project
would be consistent with the visual character within the project area. The project site is
zoned Residential Single-Family Medium Density (RS-5) and would require a General
Plan amendment and rezone to General Commercial (CG). However, the character of the

' California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Mapping of State Scenic Highways. Website:
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-
scenic-highways (accessed May 2022).



proposed medical clinic would be compatible with the surrounding uses in the project
vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the visual
character or quality of the project site and its surroundings, and as a result, a less-than-
significant impact would occur. No mitigation is required.

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

The project site is located in an urbanized area, which is subject to preexisting exterior
lighting from surrounding development and existing street lighting. As described in the
Project Description, the proposed project would include new on-site exterior lighting, with
approximately 48 new lights on the project site and would install approximately 7,128
square feet of future solar panels on the roof area of the proposed clinic building. As such,
the proposed project would introduce new sources of light and glare to the area in the
form of exterior lighting and solar panels. As identified above, nearby parcels consist
mostly of single-family residential and commercial uses and Pinedale Elementary School,
as such, the project area contains many existing sources of nighttime illumination. These
include street and parking area lights, security lighting, and exterior lighting on existing
residential, commercial, and school buildings. Therefore, new sources of light and glare
associated with the project would not be substantial in the context of existing lighting
sources. Solar panels can reflect sunlight when the sun is at an angle to the solar panel
in relationship to the viewer. However, the reflectance would be temporary and not occur
at night. Compliance with California Building Code (Title 24, California Code of
Regulations [CCR]) standards would ensure that light and glare impacts from the
proposed project would be less than significant. As such, the proposed project would not
create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the surrounding urban area, and impacts would be less than significant.
No mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
aesthetics, and no mitigation is required.
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Il. 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 Monito-ring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to
non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson X
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 X
Resources Code section 4526), or
timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by
Government Code section
51104(g))?

d) Result in the loss of forest land
or conversion of forest land to non- X
forest use?
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant No
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Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

DISCUSSION

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?

The project site is located within an urbanized area of the Pinedale community within the
City of Fresno. The project site is classified as “Urban and Built-Up Land” by the California
Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP).2 The
development of the project site would not result in the conversion of Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use. The
proposed project would result in no impact to the conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use, and no
mitigation is required.

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

The project site is designated Residential Single-Family, Medium Density (RS-5). The
project site is not zoned for agricultural use and is not subject to a Williamson Act contract.
Therefore, development of the proposed project would not conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, the proposed project would have
no impact on existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract, and no
mitigation is required.

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))?

2 California Department of Conservation, 2016. California Important Farmland Finder. Available online

at: https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/ (accessed May 2022).
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The project site is located within an existing urban area and is zoned within the Residential
Single-Family, Medium Density (RS-5) district within the City of Fresno. The project site
is not currently used for timberland production, nor is it zoned for forest land or timberland.
Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact to existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(qg)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g)), and no
mitigation is required.

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

The proposed project would not convert forest land to non-forest use and would result in
no impact to the loss or conversion of forest land to a non-forest use, and no mitigation is
required.

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?

Please refer to discussions a) and c) of this section. The project site is located within an
existing urban environment and would not result in the conversion of farmland to non-
agricultural uses or forest land to non-forest uses. Therefore, no impact to 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 would
occur, and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
agriculture and forestry resources, and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
s s Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

lll. 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:
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s s Impact
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a) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable
air quality plan (e.g., by having
potential emissions of regulated

criterion pollutants which exceed X
the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control Districts

(SJVAPCD) adopted thresholds for
these pollutants)?

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

c) Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant X
concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such
as those leading to odors) X
adversely affecting a substantial
number of people?

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

The City of Fresno is part of the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB), which is within
the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). The
SJVAPCD is responsible for air quality regulation within the eight-county San Joaquin
Valley region. Both the State and the federal government have established health-based
Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) for six criteria air pollutants: carbon monoxide
(CO), ozone (0Os), nitrogen dioxide (NOz2), sulfur dioxide (SOz2), lead, and suspended
particulate matter (PMz25 and PM10). The SJVAB is designated as non-attainment for O3
and PMzs for federal standards and non-attainment for Os, PM10, and PM2s for State

standards.
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CEQA requires that certain proposed projects be analyzed for consistency with the
applicable air quality plan. An air quality plan describes air pollution control strategies to
be implemented by a city, county, or region classified as a non-attainment area. The main
purpose of the air quality plan is to bring the area into compliance with the requirements
of the federal and State air quality standards. To bring the SJVAB into attainment, the
SJVAPCD adopted the 2016 Plan for the 2008 8-Hour Ozone Standard in June 2016 to
satisfy Clean Air Act requirements and ensure attainment of the 75 parts per billion (ppb)
8-hour ozone standard.

To ensure the SJVAB’s continued attainment of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) PM1o standard, the SJVAPCD adopted the 2007 PM1o Maintenance
Plan in September 2007. SJVAPCD Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM1o Prohibitions) is
designed to reduce PM1o emissions generated by human activity. The SUIVAPCD adopted
the 2018 plan for the 1997, 2006, and 2012 PM25s standards to address the USEPA
federal annual PM2s standard of 12 pug/m?, established in 2012.

For a project to be consistent with SUIVAPCD air quality plans, the pollutants emitted from
a project should not exceed the SUIVAPCD emission thresholds or cause a significant
impact on air quality. In addition, emission reductions achieved through implementation
of offset requirements are a major component of the SJVAPCD air quality plans. As
discussed below, construction of the proposed project would not result in the generation
of criteria air pollutants that would exceed SJVAPCD thresholds of significance.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 would further reduce construction dust
impacts. As discussed below, long-term operational emissions associated with the
proposed project, including area, energy, and mobile source emissions, would also not
exceed SJVAPCD established significance thresholds. Therefore, impacts related to the
proposed project’s potential to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable
air quality plan would be less than significant with mitigation.

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

The SJVAB is designated as non-attainment for Os and PM2: for federal standards and
non-attainment for Os, PM1o, and PM2s for State standards. The SJVAPCD’s non-
attainment status is attributed to the region’s development history. Past, present, and
future development projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality impacts on a
cumulative basis. By its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. No single
project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in non-attainment of ambient air quality
standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to existing cumulatively
significant adverse air quality impacts. If a project’s contribution to the cumulative impact
is considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be considered significant.

In developing thresholds of significance for air pollutants, the SUIVAPCD considered the
emission levels for which a project's individual emissions would be cumulatively
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considerable. If a project exceeds the identified significance thresholds, its emissions
would be cumulatively considerable, resulting in significant adverse air quality impacts to
the region’s existing air quality conditions. Therefore, additional analysis to assess
cumulative impacts is unnecessary. The following analysis assesses the potential project-
level construction- and operation-related air quality impacts.

Short-Term Construction Emissions. During construction, short-term degradation of
air quality may occur due to the release of particulate emissions generated by grading,
paving, building, and other activities. Emissions from construction equipment are also
anticipated and would include CO, NOx, reactive organic gases (ROG), directly emitted
particulate matter (PM2.s5 and PM1o), and toxic air contaminants (TACs) such as diesel
exhaust particulate matter.

Project construction activities would include demolition, site preparation, grading, building
construction, paving, and architectural coating activities. Construction-related effects on
air quality from the proposed project would be greatest during the site preparation phase
due to the disturbance of soils. If not properly controlled, these activities would temporarily
generate particulate emissions. Sources of fugitive dust would include disturbed soils at
the construction site. Unless properly controlled, vehicles leaving the site would deposit
dirt and mud on local streets, which could be an additional source of airborne dust after it
dries. PM1o emissions would vary from day to day, depending on the nature and
magnitude of construction activity and local weather conditions. PM1o emissions would
depend on soil moisture, silt content of soil, wind speed, and the amount of operating
equipment. Larger dust particles would settle near the source, while fine particles would
be dispersed over greater distances from the construction site.

Water or other soil stabilizers can be used to control dust, resulting in emission reductions
of 50 percent or more. The SJVAPCD has implemented Regulation VIII measures for
reducing fugitive dust emissions (PM1o0). With the implementation of Regulation VI
measures, fugitive dust emissions from construction activities would not result in adverse
air quality impacts.

In addition to dust-related PM1o emissions, heavy trucks and construction equipment
powered by gasoline and diesel engines would generate CO, SOz, NOx, ROG, and some
soot particulate (PMz2.5 and PM10) in exhaust emissions. If construction activities were to
increase traffic congestion in the area, CO and other emissions from traffic would increase
slightly while those vehicles idle in traffic. These emissions would be temporary in nature
and limited to the immediate area surrounding the construction site.

The SJVAPCD has established construction emissions thresholds on an annual basis as
shown in Table 1 below. Construction emissions for the proposed project were analyzed
using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2020.4.0.
Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in July 2023 and continue for
a period or 12 to 14 months, ending in 2024. Other precise details of construction activities
are unknown at this time; therefore, default assumptions (e.g., construction worker and
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truck trips and fleet activities) from CalEEMod were used. Construction-related emissions

are presented in Table 1. CalEEMod output sheets are included in Appendix A.

Table 1: Project Construction Emissions (Tons per Year)

Construction Year ROG NOx CcoO SOx PM1o PM2.5
2023 0.1 1.2 0.9 <0.1 0.1 0.1
2024 0.1 1.1 0.9 <01 0.1 <0.1
Ma)_um_um Annual Construction 0.1 1.2 0.9 <01 0.1 0.1
Emissions
SJVAPCD Significance Threshold 10.0 10.0 100.0 27.0 15.0 15.0
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No

Source: LSA (May 2022).
CO = carbon monoxide
NOx = nitrogen oxides

PM, 5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size

ROG = reactive organic gas
SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

SOx = sulfur oxides

PMy, = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size

As shown in Table 1, construction emissions would not exceed the SJVAPCD threshold
for annual construction emissions for the proposed project. In addition to the construction
period thresholds of significance, the SJVAPCD has implemented Regulation VIl
measures for dust control during construction. These control measures are intended to
reduce the amount of PM1o emissions during the construction period. Implementation of
the fugitive dust control measures outlined in Mitigation Measure AIR-1 would ensure that
the proposed project complies with Regulation VIII and further reduces the short-term
construction period air quality impacts. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation
Measure AIR-1, construction of the proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant impact related to a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or
State AAQS.

Long-Term Operational Emissions. Long-term air pollutant emission impacts
associated with the proposed project are those related to mobile sources (e.g., vehicle
trips), energy sources (e.g., electricity and natural gas), and area sources (e.g.,
architectural coatings and the use of landscape maintenance equipment).

PM1o emissions result from running exhaust, tire and brake wear, and the entrainment of
dust into the atmosphere from vehicles traveling on paved roadways. Entrainment of PM1o
occurs when vehicle tires pulverize small rocks and pavement and the vehicle wakes
generate airborne dust. The contribution of tire and brake wear is small compared to the
other PM emission processes. Gasoline-powered engines have small rates of particulate
matter emissions compared with diesel-powered vehicles.

Energy source emissions result from activities in buildings for which electricity and natural
gas are used. The quantity of emissions is the product of usage intensity (i.e., the amount
of electricity or natural gas) and the emission factor of the fuel source. Major sources of
energy demand include building mechanical systems, such as heating and air
conditioning, lighting, and plug-in electronics, such as refrigerators or computers. Greater
building or appliance efficiency reduces the amount of energy for a given activity and thus
lowers the resultant emissions. The emission factor is determined by the fuel source, with
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cleaner energy sources, like renewable energy, producing fewer emissions than
conventional sources.

Typically, area source emissions consist of direct sources of air emissions located at the
project site, including architectural coatings and the use of landscape maintenance
equipment. Area source emissions associated with the project would include emissions
from the use of landscaping equipment and the use of consumer products.

Emission estimates for operation of the proposed project were calculated using
CalEEMod. Model results are shown in Table 2. Trip generation rates for the proposed
project were based on the project’s trip generation estimate, as identified in Section XVII,
Transportation. As discussed in Section XVII, Transportation, the proposed project would
generate approximately 406 average daily trips.

The primary emissions associated with the proposed project are regional in nature,
meaning that air pollutants are rapidly dispersed on release or, in the case of vehicle
emissions associated with the proposed project; emissions are released in other areas of
the Air Basin. The annual emissions associated with project operational trip generation,
energy, and area sources are identified in Table 2.

Table 2: Project Operation Emissions (Tons per Year)

ROG NOx (of0) SOx PMio PM2.5
Area Source Emissions 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
Energy Source Emissions <0.1 <01 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Mobile Source Emissions 0.2 0.2 14 <0.1 0.3 0.1
Total ~ Project  Operation |, 0.3 1.4 <0.1 0.3 0.1
Emissions
SJVAPCD Significance 10.0 10.0 100.0 27.0 15.0 15.0
Threshold
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No
Source: LSA (May 2022).
CO = carbon monoxide ROG = reactive organic gas
NOx = nitrogen oxides SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
PM, s = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size SOy = sulfur oxides

PM;, = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size

The results shown in Table 2 indicate the proposed project’s operational emissions would
not exceed the significance criteria for annual CO, NOx, ROG, SOx, PM1o, or PM2s
emissions. Therefore, operation of the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the proposed project region
is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or State AAQS. As a result, impacts
would be less than significant with mitigation.

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Construction of the proposed project may expose surrounding sensitive receptors to
airborne particulates, as well as a small quantity of construction equipment pollutants (i.e.,
usually diesel-fueled vehicles and equipment). However, construction contractors would
be required to implement measures to reduce or eliminate emissions by following the
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Regulation VIII, Fugitive PM1o Prohibitions as required by Mitigation Measure AIR-1.
Project construction emissions would be below the SJIVAPCD significance thresholds.
Once the proposed project is constructed, the proposed project would not be a significant
source of long-term operational emissions. Therefore, sensitive receptors would not be
exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations during project operation. Impacts would
be less than significant with mitigation.

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

During construction, the various diesel-powered vehicles and equipment in use on the
site would create localized odors. These odors would be temporary and are not likely to
be noticeable for extended periods of time beyond the project site. The potential for diesel
odor impacts is therefore considered less than significant. In addition, the proposed uses
that would be developed within the project site are not expected to produce any offensive
odors that would result in frequent odor complaints. The proposed project would not
create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people during project
construction or operation, and this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is
required.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure AIR-1: Consistent with SUVAPCD Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM1o
Prohibitions), the following controls are required to be included as specifications for
the proposed project and implemented at the construction site:

e All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized for
construction purposes, shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions using water,
chemical stabilizer/suppressant, covered with a tarp or other suitable cover or
vegetative ground cover.

e All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads shall be effectively
stabilized of dust emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant.

e Allland clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut and fill,
and demolition activities shall be effectively controlled of fugitive dust emissions
utilizing application of water or by presoaking.

e When materials are transported off site, all material shall be covered, or effectively
wetted to limit visible dust emissions, and at least 6 inches of freeboard space from
the top of the container shall be maintained.

e All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt
from adjacent public streets at the end of each workday. (The use of dry rotary
brushes is expressly prohibited except where preceded or accompanied by
sufficient wetting to limit the visible dust emissions. Use of blower devices is
expressly forbidden.)
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e Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the surface
of out-door storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of fugitive dust
emission utilizing sufficient water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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?

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 US Fish and Wildlife
Service?

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?

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?
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant No
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Impact Mitigation Impact
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e) Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological X
resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

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

DISCUSSION

Project Setting. The project site is located along the eastern portion of the San Joaquin
Valley floor in the Fresno County in the northeastern quarter of the United States
Geological Survey (USGS) Fresno North, California, 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle
map (refer to Figure 1).

The project site is located within the San Joaquin Valley Sub-region of the California
Floristic Province and within the Gates Lake watershed (Hydrologic Unit Code #
180300090701). The project site is flat with almost no topographic variation and is at
approximately 350 feet (92 meters) above mean sea level in elevation. There are no
natural drainage features, depressional wetlands, or riparian areas present within the
project site.

Methods. LSA biologists conducted a literature review and records search to identify the
existence and potential for occurrence of sensitive or special-status plant and animal
species in the vicinity of the project site. Federal and State lists of sensitive species were
also examined. Current electronic database records reviewed included the following:

e California Natural Diversity Data Base information (CNDDB), which is administered
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), formerly known as the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). This database covers sensitive
plant and animal species as well as sensitive natural communities that occur in
California. Records from nine United States Geological Survey (USGS)
quadrangles surrounding the project site (Fresno South, Malaga, Conejo,
Caruthers, Raisin, Kearney Park, Herndon, Fresno North, and Clovis) were
obtained from this database to inform the field survey.

e California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) Electronic Inventory of Rare and
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Endangered Vascular Plants, which utilizes four specific categories or “lists” of
sensitive plant species to assist with the conservation of rare or endangered
botanical resources. All the plants constituting California Rare Plant Ranks (CRPR)
1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B are intended to meet the status definitions of “threatened” or
“‘endangered” in the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and the California
Fish and Game Code and are considered by CNPS to be eligible for State listing.
At the discretion of the CEQA lead agency, impacts to these species may be
analyzed as such, pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15125(c) and
15380. Plants in Rank 3 (limited information; review list), Rank 4 (limited
distribution; watch list), or that are considered Locally Unusual and Significant may
be analyzed under CEQA if there is sufficient information to assess potential
significant impacts. Records from the nine USGS quadrangles surrounding the
project site were obtained from this database to inform the field survey.

United States Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) Information for Planning and
Conservation (IPaC) Online System, which lists all proposed, candidate,
threatened, and endangered species managed by the Endangered Species
Program of the USFWS that have the potential to occur on or near a particular site.
This database also lists all known critical habitats, national wildlife refuges, and
migratory birds that could potentially be impacted by activities from a proposed
project. An IPaC Trust Resource Report was generated for the project area.

Designated and Proposed USFWS Critical Habitat Polygons were reviewed to
determine whether critical habitat has been designated or proposed within or in the
vicinity of the project site.

The USFWS National Wetlands Inventory was reviewed to determine whether any
wetlands or surface waters of the United States have been previously identified in
the survey area.

eBird: eBird is a real-time, online checklist program launched in 2002 by the
Cornell Lab of Ornithology and National Audubon Society. It provides rich data
sources for basic information on bird abundance and distribution at a variety of
spatial and temporal scales. eBird occurrence records within the project site and a
5-mile radius around the project site were reviewed in April 2022.

In addition to the databases listed above, historic and current aerial imagery, existing
environmental reports for developments in the project vicinity, and local land use policies
related to biological resources were reviewed.

Field Survey. A general biological survey of the project site was conducted by LSA
Biologist Kelly McDonald on April 8, 2022. The project site was surveyed on foot, and all
biological resources observed were noted and mapped. The field survey took place on a
sunny day with weather conditions conducive to the detection of plant and animal species.
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Vegetation. The project site is strictly upland in nature with scattered ruderal/invasive
plant species and is mostly disturbed/barren ground. No trees or shrubs are present within
the site. Ongoing soil disturbance and the resulting competitive exclusion by invasive
nonnative plants limit the potential for native flora to occur within the project site. No native
or special-status vegetation communities exist within the project site.

A total of 10 vascular plant species were identified within the project site during the April
2022 field survey. All 10 plant species represent nonnative taxa, reflecting a high level of
disturbance within the project site.

Wildlife. A total of three wildlife species were observed, killdeer (Charadrius vociferus),
mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), and northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos),
within the project site. Each of these species commonly occur in and around urban
developments.

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 Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Special-Status Natural Communities. No special-status natural communities or
conservation areas exist within the project site or in adjacent parcels. The project site is
completely isolated and distant from all special-status natural communities that occur in
the region. Therefore, no special-status natural community would be impacted by the
proposed project.

Special-Status Plants. Fourteen special-status vascular plant species are known to
occur in general project vicinity. No special-status plants have been documented within
the project site or in adjacent parcels. The rare plant species that were identified in the
literature review have specialized habitat requirements (i.e., they occur on predominantly
alkaline soils, woodland, riparian, or wetland habitats, etc.) that do not occur within the
project site.

Historic anthropogenic disturbances have greatly altered the natural hydrologic regimes
and have either eliminated or greatly impacted the pre-settlement habitats needed to
support the special-status plant species identified in the CNDDB and CNPS queries. As
such, the specific habitats, soil substrates or “micro-climates” necessary for special-status
plant species to occur are absent within the boundaries of the project site. Based on site
observations coupled with the habitat suitability analysis, no special-status plant species
are expected to occur within the project site. It is also unlikely that any source populations
exist in adjacent or nearby parcels. Therefore, special-status plants would not be
impacted by the proposed project.

Special-Status Animals. Thirty-five special-status animal species are known to occur in
the region and are considered absent or unlikely to occur on the project site. The historic
anthropogenic disturbances within the project site and adjacent parcels (i.e., roads,
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residential development, etc.) have greatly altered, eliminated, or impacted the pre-
settlement habitats needed to support the special-status animal species identified in the
CNDDB and USFWS queries. There are no known occurrences of any special-status
animal species within the project site, and none were observed during the April 2022 field
survey.

The project site has the potential to support the ground-nesting and disturbance-tolerant
bird species such as killdeer and mourning dove, which were observed within project site
during the April 2022 survey. Nearly all native birds are protected by the Federal Migratory
Bird Treaty Act, the California Migratory Bird Protection Act, and the California Fish and
Game Code. Construction activities that occur during the nesting bird season (typically
February 1 through August 31) have potential to result in the mortality/disturbance of
nesting birds.

If unmitigated or unavoided, potential impacts on nesting birds could be considered
potentially significant. However, conducting a pre-construction survey and avoiding
disturbance to any active bird nest(s) would ensure that no impacts to protected nesting
birds would occur. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2
would effectively mitigate any impacts on special-status species to less-than-significant
levels.

Critical Habitat. The project site is not located within or adjacent to critical habitat.
Therefore, the project would not result in any impacts to critical habitat, and no mitigation
is required.

Summary. No special-status plant or animal species would be impacted the proposed
project. However, the proposed project has potential to impact nesting birds, which are
protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code. With
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 impacts on nesting birds would
be avoided and the project would not 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 Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

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

No riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulation by the CDFW or USFWS is present on the site. The project
would be constructed within previously disturbed and barren areas surrounded by urban
development. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would have no impact
related to a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the CDFW or
the USFWS. No mitigation is required.
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c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

The project site is strictly upland in nature and there are no records of wetlands or
potential jurisdictional drainage features existing within the project site or within the
vicinity of the project site. There would be no impact on state or federally protected
wetlands, and no mitigation is required.

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?

The project site is isolated from natural areas and is surrounded by existing residential
developments, roads, and other anthropogenic land uses. Furthermore, the site does not
contain habitat that would serve as an important corridor for animals moving locally,
regionally, or in broader migrations. The wildlife species that could occur in the project
vicinity are adapted to the urban-wildland interface. The noise, vibration, light, dust, or
human disturbance within construction areas would only temporarily deter wildlife from
using areas in the immediate vicinity of construction activities. These indirect effects could
temporarily alter migration behaviors, territories, or foraging habitats in select areas.
However, because these are temporary effects, it is likely that wildlife already living and
moving in close proximity to urban development would alter their normal functions for the
duration of the project construction and then reestablish these functions once all
temporary construction effects have been removed. The proposed project would not place
any permanent barriers within any known wildlife movement corridors or interfere with
habitat connectivity. No adverse effects on wildlife movement are anticipated, and this
impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

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

No sensitive species or habitat are located within the project site. Trees subject to local
ordinances are also absent from the project site. Therefore, the project would not conflict
with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, and no mitigation is
required.

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?

The PG&E San Joaquin Valley Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Habitat Conservation
Plan (HCP) was approved in 2007 and covers portions of nine counties, including Fresno
County and the City of Fresno. This HCP covers PG&E activities which occur as a result
of ongoing O&M that would have an adverse impact on any of the 65 covered species
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and provides incidental take coverage from the USFWS and CDFW. The project site is
not located within a designated HCP reserve area and the project would not impact any
covered species. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the provisions of the PG&E
HCP or any other regional conservation plan. No mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: If project construction activities occur during nesting
season (between February 1 and August 31), a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-
construction surveys for active bird nests at the project site within 14 days of the onset

of these activities.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Should any active nests be discovered in or near
proposed construction zones, the biologist shall identify a suitable construction-free
buffer around the nest. This buffer shall be identified with flagging or fencing (or
otherwise clearly demarcated) and shall be maintained until the biologist has
determined that the nest is no longer active.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
s s Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact

Incorporated
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a X
historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.57?
b) Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an X
archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.57
c) Disturb any human remains, X

including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?
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DISCUSSION

A Cultural Resource Assessment® was prepared for the proposed project by Peak &
Associates, Inc., which is included as Appendix B. The Cultural Resource Assessment
included a records search at the California Historical Resources Information System
(CHRIS) Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center (SSJVIC) to identify prior
cultural resource studies and previously recorded cultural resources in the project area,
additional background research, and a pedestrian field survey of the project area. The
analysis in this Cultural Resources section is based on the results of the Cultural
Resource Assessment.

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?

A historical resource defined by CEQA includes one or more of the following criteria: 1)
the resource is listed, or found eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR); 2) listed in a local register of historical resources as defined by Public
Resources Code (PRC) Section 5020.1(k); 3) identified as significant in a historical
resources survey meeting the requirements of PRC Section 5024.1(g); or 4) determined
to be a historical resource by the project’s lead agency (PRC Section 21084.1; CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.(a)). Under CEQA, historical resources include built-
environment resources and archaeological sites.

The proposed project would include the demolition of two existing on-site structures,
including a 923-square-foot single-family dwelling unit and a 464-square-foot unattached
garage at 49 West Fir Street. As discussed in the Cultural Resource Assessment, these
buildings are over 50 years of age; therefore, they are recorded and evaluated for
significance under the criteria of the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).

For the purposes of CEQA, an historical resource is a resource listed in, or determined
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. When a project will
impact a site, it needs to be determined whether the site is an historical resource. The
criteria are set forth in Section 15064.5(a) (3) of the CEQA Guidelines, and are defined
as any resource that does any of the following:

A. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California's history and cultural heritage;

B. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

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

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

3 Peak & Associates, Inc., 2022. Cultural Resource Assessment for the Valley Health Team Project Area,

Pinedale, County of Fresno, California. March 3.
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In addition, the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(a) (4) states that the fact that a
resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register
of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant
to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or identified in an historical resources
survey (meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code) does not
preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource
as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.

Under CRHR Criterion A, the site must “be associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage.”
The Cultural Resource Assessment found that the residence and detached garage do not
appear to be associated with any specific, significant contribution.

For a property to be eligible under Criterion B of the CRHR, the features must be
associated with persons important in the past. The Cultural Resource Assessment
determined that there is no evidence to suggest that the residence and detached garage
were ever associated with a significant person in our past.

For CRHR Criterion C, the resource must embody “the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, region, or method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative
individual, or possesses high artistic values.” As discussed in the Cultural Resource
Assessment, Minimal Traditional Style homes represented the one of the most
economical to build residential unit layouts available and was widely advertised as such
during the 1930s and 1940s. The Cultural Resource Assessment concluded that the
residence at 49 West Fir Avenue is a slightly less typical, but still very common, example
of this widely built subtype.

For Criterion D, there were no associated archeological deposits observed during the field
inspection and recordation and it is unlikely given the degree of ground disturbance
surrounding the buildings that a buried, undiscovered deposit would be present.

As such, based on Criteria A through D, the Cultural Resource Assessment found that
the residence and garage do not meet the CRHR criteria to be considered a historical
resource. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. Impacts would be
less than significant. No mitigation is required.

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

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, “When a project will impact an archaeological
site, a lead agency shall first determine whether the site is an historical resource” (State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(1)). Those archaeological sites that do not qualify
as historical resources shall be assessed to determine if these qualify as “unique
archaeological resources” (California PRC Section 21083.2).
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The Cultural Resource Assessment found that there were no associated archeological
deposits observed during the field inspection and recordation and it is unlikely given the
degree of ground disturbance surrounding the buildings that a buried, undiscovered
deposit would be present. However, there is a potential for unknown archaeological
resources to be discovered during construction. Mitigation Measure CUL-1 requires that
if unknown archaeological resources are discovered during construction, work in the area
would halt and a qualified archaeologist would be contacted and consulted regarding how
to appropriately address the situation. This would minimize or eliminate any potential for
an adverse change to the significance of any discovered archaeological resources.
Therefore, adherence to the requirements in Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would reduce
potential impacts to a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5 to less than significant with mitigation.

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

Disturbance of human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries would result in a
significant impact. As discussed in the Cultural Resource Assessment, in the event of
discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a dedicated
cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby
area suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the Fresno County Coroner has
determined that the remains are not subject to any provisions of law concerning
investigation of the circumstances, manner and cause of 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. The coroner shall make his or her determination within two working days
from the time the person responsible for the excavation, or his or her authorized
representative, notifies the coroner of the discovery or recognition of the human remains.

If the Fresno County Coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his or her
authority and if the Coroner recognizes the human remains to be those of a Native
American or has reason to believe that they are those of a Native American, he or she
shall contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC).

After notification, the NAHC will follow the procedures outlined in Public Resources Code
Section 5097.98, that include notification of most likely descendants (MLDs), and
recommendations for treatment of the remains. The MLDs will have 24 hours after
notification by the NAHC to make their recommendations (PRC Section 5097.98).
Adherence to the requirements in Mitigation Measure CUL-2 would reduce potential
impacts to unknown human remains to less than significant with mitigation.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: In the event the event that archaeological resources are
identified during project activities, work should be halted immediately within 50 feet of
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the find until a qualified professional archaeologist is contacted to assess the nature
and significance of the find and determine if any additional study or treatment of the
find is warranted. The archaeologist should develop proper mitigation measures
required for the discovery per California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3,
Section 15064.5(f). Additional studies could include, but would not be limited to,
collection and documentation of artifacts, documentation of the cultural resources on
State of California Department of Parks and Recreation Series 523 forms, or
subsurface testing. If determined appropriate by the qualified archaeologist,
archaeological monitoring should commence and continue until grading and
excavation are complete or until the monitoring archaeologist determines, based on
field observations and in consultation with the qualified archaeologist, that there is little
likelihood of encountering additional archaeological cultural resources. Archaeological
monitoring may be reduced from full-time to part-time or spot-checking if determined
appropriate by the qualified archaeologist based on monitoring results. Upon
completion of any monitoring activities, the archaeologist should prepare a report to
document the methods and results of monitoring activities. The final version of this
report should be submitted to the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center.

Mitigation Measure CUL-2: In the event that human remains are unearthed during
excavation and grading activities of any future development project, all activity shall
cease immediately. Pursuant to Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 7050.5, no
further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary
findings as to origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98(a). If the
remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the coroner shall within 24
hours notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC shall then
contact the most likely descendent of the deceased Native American, who shall then
serve as the consultant on how to proceed with the remains. Pursuant to PRC Section
5097.98(b), upon the discovery of Native American remains, the landowner shall
ensure that the immediate vicinity, according to generally accepted cultural or
archaeological standards or practices, where the Native American human remains are
located is not damaged or disturbed by further development activity until the
landowner has discussed and conferred with the most likely descendants regarding
their recommendations, if applicable, taking into account the possibility of multiple
human remains. The landowner shall discuss and confer with the descendants all
reasonable options regarding the descendants' preferences for treatment.
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VI. ENERGY — Would the project:

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

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state
or local plan for renewable energy X
or energy efficiency?

DISCUSSION

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

The proposed project would increase the demand for electricity, natural gas, and
gasoline. The discussion and analysis provided below is based on data included in the
CalEEMod output, which is included in Appendix A.

Construction-Period Energy Use. The anticipated construction schedule assumes that
the proposed project would be built over approximately 12 to 14 months. The proposed
project would require demolition, grading, site preparation, and building activities during
construction.

Construction of the proposed project would require energy for the manufacture and
transportation of construction materials, preparation of the site for demolition and grading
activities, and construction of the residences. Petroleum fuels (e.g., diesel and gasoline)
would be the primary sources of energy for these activities. Construction activities are not
anticipated to result in an inefficient use of energy as gasoline and diesel fuel would be
supplied by construction contractors who would conserve the use of their supplies to
minimize their costs on the project. Energy usage on the project site during construction
would be temporary in nature and would be relatively small in comparison to the State’s
available energy sources. Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant impact during project construction.

Operational Energy Use. Energy use consumed by the proposed project would be
associated with natural gas use, electricity consumption, and fuel used for vehicle and
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truck trips associated with the project. Energy and natural gas consumption was
estimated for the project using default energy intensities by land use type in CalEEMod.
In addition, the proposed building would be constructed to 2019 Title 24 standards, which
was included in CalEEMod inputs. Electricity and natural gas usage estimates associated
with the proposed project are shown in Table 3.

In addition, the proposed project would result in energy usage associated with gasoline
to fuel project-related trips. Based on the CalEEMod analysis, the proposed project would
result in approximately 794,624 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per year. The average fuel
economy for light-duty vehicles (autos, pickups, vans, and SUVs) in the United States
has steadily increased from about 14.9 miles per gallon (mpg) in 1980 to 22.9 mpg in
2020.4 Therefore, using the average fuel economy estimates for 2020 the proposed
project would result in the consumption of approximately 34,699 gallons of fuel (gasoline
and diesel) per year. Table 3 shows the estimated potential increased electricity and
natural gas demand, and fuel consumption associated with the proposed project.

Table 3: Estimated Annual Energy Use of Proposed Project

Electricity Use

Natural Gas Use

Fuel Consumption

Land Use (kWh per year) (therms per year) (gallons per year)
Medical Office Building 103,428 1,512 34,699
Parking Lot 7,840 0 0
Total 111,268 1,512 34,699

Source: LSA (May 2022).
kWh = kilowatt-hours

As shown in Table 3, the estimated potential increased electricity demand associated with
the proposed project is 111,268 kilowatt-hours (kWh) per year. In 2020, California
consumed approximately 279,510 gigawatt-hours (GWh) or 279,510,007,246 kWh.> Of
this total, Fresno County consumed 8,017 GWh or 8,017,830,742 kWh.® Therefore,
electricity demand associated with the proposed project would only be approximately <0.1
percent of Fresno County’s total electricity demand.

The estimated potential increased natural gas demand associated with the proposed
project is 1,512 therms per year, as shown in Table 3. In 2020, California consumed
approximately 12,331,530,178 therms, while Fresno County consumed approximately
325 million therms or approximately 325,915,257 therms.” Therefore, natural gas
demand associated with the proposed project would only be approximately <0.1 percent
of Fresno County’s total natural gas demand.

4 U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT). “Table 4-23: Average Fuel Efficiency of U.S. Light Duty
Vehicles.” Website: https://www.bts.gov/content/average-fuel-efficiency-us-light-duty-vehicles
(accessed May 2022).

5 California Energy Commission (CEC), 2021. Energy Consumption Data Management Service.
Electricity Consumption by County. Website: www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/elecbycounty.aspx (accessed
May 2022).

6 Ibid.

7 CEC, 2021. Energy Consumption Data Management Service. Gas Consumption by County. Website:

www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/gasbycounty.aspx (accessed May 2022).
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In addition, the proposed project would result in energy usage associated with gasoline
and diesel to fuel project-related trips. As shown above in Table 3, vehicle trips associated
with the proposed project would consume approximately 34,699 gallons of fuel per year.
Based on fuel consumption obtained from EMFAC2021, approximately 157 million
gallons of diesel and approximately 375 million gallons of gasoline will be consumed from
vehicle trips in Fresno County in 2022. Therefore, gasoline and diesel fuel demand
generated by vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would be a minimal
fraction of gasoline and diesel fuel consumption in California.

In addition, proposed new development would be constructed using energy efficient
modern building materials and construction practices, and the proposed project also
would use new modern appliances and equipment, in accordance with the Appliance
Efficiency Regulations (Title 20, CCR Sections 1601 through 1608). The expected energy
consumption during construction and operation of the proposed project would be
consistent with typical usage rates for medical uses.

PG&E is the private utility that would supply the proposed project’s electricity and natural
gas services. In 2021, a total of 50 percent of PG&E’s delivered electricity came from
renewable sources, including solar, wind, geothermal, small hydroelectric and various
forms of bioenergy.? PG&E reached California’s 2020 renewable energy goal in 2017,
and is positioned to meet the State’s 60 percent by 2030 renewable energy mandate set
forth in Senate Bill (SB) 100. In addition, PG&E plans to continue to provide reliable
service to their customers and upgrade their distribution systems as necessary to meet
future demand.

Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact during
project operation. As such, the proposed project would not result in a potential significant
impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources
during project construction or operation. No mitigation is required.

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

In 2002, the Legislature passed Senate Bill 1389, which required the California Energy
Commission (CEC) to develop an integrated energy plan every two years for electricity,
natural gas, and transportation fuels, for the California Energy Policy Report. The plan
calls for the State to assist in the transformation of the transportation system to improve
air quality, reduce congestion, and increase the efficient use of fuel supplies with the least
environmental and energy costs. To further this policy, the plan identifies a number of
strategies, including assistance to public agencies and fleet operators in implementing
incentive programs for zero emission (ZE) vehicles and their infrastructure needs, and

8 PG&E, 2021. Exploring Clean Energy Solutions. https://www.pge.com/en_US/about-pge/environment/
what-we-are-doing/clean-energy-solutions/clean-energy-solutions.page?WT.mc_id=Vanity _clean

energy (accessed May 2022).
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encouragement of urban designs that reduce VMT and accommodate pedestrian and
bicycle access.

The most recently CEC adopted energy reports are the 2021 Integrated Energy Policy
Report® and 2022 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update'®. The Integrated Energy
Policy Reports provide the results of the CEC’s assessments of a variety of energy issues
facing California. Many of these issues will require action if the State is to meet its climate,
energy, air quality, and other environmental goals while maintaining energy reliability and
controlling costs. The Integrated Energy Policy Reports cover a broad range of topics,
including implementation of Senate Bill 350, integrated resource planning, distributed
energy resources, transportation electrification, solutions to increase resiliency in the
electricity sector, energy efficiency, transportation electrification, barriers faced by
disadvantaged communities, demand response, transmission and landscape-scale
planning, the California Energy Demand Preliminary Forecast, the preliminary
transportation energy demand forecast, renewable gas (in response to Senate Bill 1383),
updates on Southern California electricity reliability, natural gas outlook, and climate
adaptation and resiliency.

As indicated above, the proposed project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation.
Because California’s energy conservation planning actions are conducted at a regional
level, and because the proposed project’s total impact to regional energy supplies would
be minor, the proposed project would not conflict with California’s energy conservation
plans as described in the CEC'’s Integrated Energy Policy Reports. Impacts would be less
than significant, and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
energy, and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
s s Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the project:

a) Directly or Indirectly cause
potential  substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving:

9 California Energy Commission, 2021. 2021 Integrated Energy Policy Report. California Energy
Commission. Docket # 21-IEPR-01.
10 California Energy Commission, 2022. 2022 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update. California Energy

Commission. Docket # 22-IEPR-01.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

i) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

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

c) 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?

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?

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

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

39




DISCUSSION

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

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

Fault ruptures are generally expected to occur along active fault traces that have
exhibited signs of recent geological movement (i.e., 11,000 years). Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones delineate areas around active faults with
potential surface fault rupture hazards that would require specific geological
investigations prior to approval of certain kinds of development within the
delineated area. The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zone. In addition, no known active or potentially active faults
or fault traces are located in the project vicinity. The closest active faults are the
Nunez Fault, located approximately 56 miles from the project site, and the
Ortigalita Fault, located approximately 61 miles from the project site. Due to the
distance of these known faults, no people or structures would be exposed to
potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
from the rupture of a known earthquake fault as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. Therefore, a less-than-significant
impact related to 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
would occur. No mitigation is required.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

The City of Fresno is located in an area with historically low to moderate level
of seismicity. However, strong ground shaking could occur within the project site
during seismic events and occurrences have the possibility to result in significant
impacts. Major seismic activity along the Nunez Fault or the Ortigalita Fault, or
other associated faults, could affect the project site through seismic ground
shaking. Strong seismic ground shaking could potentially cause structural
damage to the proposed project. However, due to the distance to the known
faults, hazards due to ground shaking would be minimal. In addition, compliance
with the California Building Code (Title 24, California Code of Regulations)
would ensure that the geotechnical design of the proposed project would reduce
potential impacts related to strong seismic ground shaking to a less-than-
significant impact. No mitigation is required.
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iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Soil liquefaction is a phenomenon primarily associated with saturated soil layers
located close to the ground surface. During ground shaking, these soils lose
strength and acquire “mobility” sufficient to permit both horizontal and vertical
movements. Soils that are most susceptible to liquefaction are clean, loose,
uniformly graded, saturated, fine-grained sands that lie relatively close to the
ground surface. However, loose sands that contain a significant amount of fines
(silt and clay) may also liquefy. Based on the predicted seismic accelerations,
and soil and groundwater conditions typically encountered in the region, seismic
settlement, lateral spread, and general liquefaction potential is low in the Fresno
Planning Area. Furthermore, compliance with the Fresno Municipal Code and
the California Building Code would ensure potential impacts associated with
seismic-related ground failure would be less than significant. No mitigation is
required.

iv. Landslides?

A landslide generally occurs on relatively steep slopes and/or on slopes
underlain by weak materials. The City of Fresno Planning Area is located within
an area that consists of mostly flat topography within the Central Valley.
Accordingly, there is no risk of large landslides in the majority of the Planning
Area. However, there is the potential for landslides and slumping along the steep
banks of rivers, such as the San Joaquin River bluff, creeks, drainage basins
and the many unlined basins and canals that trend throughout the Planning
Area. The project site is located on a relatively flat area and is not located next
to any hills or within 300 feet of the San Joaquin River bluff, unlined basins, or
canals. Therefore, the potential for the proposed project to expose people or
structures to risk as a result of landslides would be less than significant. No
mitigation is required.

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

The total project site is 1.23 acres, which would be disturbed/developed during proposed
grading and construction activities. Grading and earthmoving during project construction
has the potential to result in erosion and loss of topsoil. Exposed soils could be entrained
in stormwater runoff and transported off the project site. However, this impact would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level through compliance with water quality control
measures, which include preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
(refer to Section X, Hydrology and Water Quality). Although designed primarily to protect
stormwater quality, the SWPPP would incorporate Best Management Practices (BMPs)
to minimize erosion. Additional details regarding the SWPPP are provided in Section X,
Hydrology and Water Quality of this Initial Study. Impacts related to substantial soil
erosion or the loss of topsoil would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
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c) 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?

As described in discussion a) in this section, soils on the project site would not be subject
to liquefaction, lateral spreading, or landslides. Additionally, the proposed project would
be required to conform with the California Building Code, which would reduce risks related
to unstable soils. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant
impact related to the potential to 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. No mitigation is
required.

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

Expansive soils are characterized by the potential for shrinking and swelling as the
moisture content of the soil decreases and increases, respectively. Shrink-swell potential
is influenced by the amount and type of clay minerals present and can be measured by
the percent change of the soil volume. The project site contains San Joaquin loam, a soil
with relatively low clay content and shrink-swell potential.'" Furthermore, compliance with
the California Building Code requirements would ensure that geotechnical design of the
proposed project would reduce potential impacts related to expansive soils to a less-than-
significant level. As such, the risk of expansive soil affecting the proposed project is
considered low. Impacts to expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994, as updated), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or
property would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

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?

Wastewater services for the proposed project would be provided by the PCWD.
Development of the proposed project would not involve the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, the proposed project would have no
impact related to soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal
of wastewater. No mitigation is required.

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

" Natural Resources Conservation Service. Web Soil Survey. Available online at: https://websoilsurvey.

sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx (accessed May 2022).
42



No paleontological resources or unique geological features are known to exist within or
near the project site, and the proposed project is not expected to alter or destroy a
paleontological resource, site, or unique geologic feature. Furthermore, the proposed
project would not require excavation to depths that have not already been disturbed by
previous construction. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected to directly or
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature.
Impacts would be considered less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
geology and soils, and no mitigation is required.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
s s Impact
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VIlIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS — Would the project:

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

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

DISCUSSION

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

Greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) are present in the atmosphere naturally, and are
released by natural sources, or are formed from secondary reactions taking place in the
atmosphere. However, over the last 200 years, human activities have caused substantial
quantities of GHGs to be released into the atmosphere. These extra emissions are
increasing GHG concentrations in the atmosphere, and enhancing the natural
greenhouse effect, which is believed to be causing global climate change. The gases that
are widely seen as the principal contributors to human-induced global climate change are:

e Carbon dioxide (COz2)
e Methane (CH4)
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Nitrous oxide (N20)
Hydrofluorocarbons
Perfluorocarbons

Sulfur Hexafluoride

Certain gases, such as water vapor, are short-lived in the atmosphere. Others remain in
the atmosphere for significant periods of time, contributing to climate change in the long
term. Water vapor is excluded from the list of GHGs above because it is short-lived in the
atmosphere and its atmospheric concentrations are largely determined by natural
processes, such as oceanic evaporation.

These gases vary considerably in terms of Global Warming Potential (GWP), which is a
concept developed to compare the ability of each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere
relative to another gas. GWP is based on several factors, including the relative
effectiveness of a gas to absorb infrared radiation and the length of time that the gas
remains in the atmosphere (“atmospheric lifetime”). The GWP of each gas is measured
relative to COz, the most abundant GHG; the definition of GWP for a particular GHG is
the ratio of heat trapped by one unit mass of the GHG to the ratio of heat trapped by one
unit mass of CO2 over a specified time period. GHG emissions are typically measured in
terms of pounds or tons of “COz2 equivalents” (COze).

The State CEQA Guidelines indicate that a project would normally have a significant
adverse green-house gas emission impact if the project would:

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

e Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reduction the emissions of greenhouse gases.

Section 15064.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that: “A lead agency should make
a good-faith effort, based to the extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe,
calculate or estimate the amount of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project.”
In performing that analysis, the lead agency has discretion to determine whether to use
a model or methodology to quantify GHG emissions, or to rely on a qualitative analysis
or performance-based standards. In making a determination as to the significance of
potential impacts, the lead agency then considers the extent to which the project may
increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting,
whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency
determines applies to the project, and the extent to which the project complies with
regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for
the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions.

Therefore, consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15183.5, if a project is
consistent with an adopted qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy that meets the
standards, it can be presumed that the project would not have significant GHG emission
impacts.
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The City of Fresno’s GHG Reduction Plan was adopted in December 2014 to reduce local
community GHG emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2020, consistent with the State
objectives set forth in AB 32. The City’'s 2014 GHG Reduction Plan meets the
requirements for a Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and is designed to
streamline environmental review of future development projects in the City, consistent
with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5.

The City of Fresno updated its 2014 GHG Reduction Plan in the year 2021 to conform
with existing applicable State climate change policies and regulations to reduce local
community GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2030, consistent
with the State objectives set by SB 32. The GHG Plan Update outlines strategies that the
City will undertake to achieve its proportional share of GHG emission reductions. The
GHG Reduction Plan Update includes a Consistency Checklist to help the City provide a
streamlined review process for new development projects that are subject to discretionary
review pursuant to CEQA. This analysis evaluates the proposed project’s consistency
with the City’s GHG Reduction Plan Update.

The GHG Reduction Plan Update includes a Consistency Checklist to help the City
provide a streamlined review process for new development projects that are subject to
discretionary review pursuant to CEQA. The City’s GHG Reduction Plan Update has not
yet been adopted; however, for purposes of this analysis, the proposed project's GHG
emissions would not be considered a significant impact if the proposed project would be
consistent with the City’s GHG Reduction Plan Update.

Projects that meet the requirements of the Consistency Checklist will be deemed to be
consistent with the Fresno GHG Reduction Plan Update and will be found to have a less-
than-significant contribution to cumulative GHG emissions (i.e., the project’s incremental
contribution to cumulative GHG effects is not cumulatively considerable), pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(3), 15130(d), and 15183(b). Projects that do not
meet the requirements in the Consistency Checklist will be deemed to be inconsistent
with the Fresno GHG Reduction Plan Update and must prepare a project-specific analysis
of GHG emissions, including quantification of existing and projected GHG emissions and
incorporation of the measures in the Consistency Checklist to the extent feasible.

In addition, as the proposed project would require a General Plan Amendment and
rezone, the GHG Reduction Plan requires the estimated GHG emissions under both the
proposed project and the maximum buildout of the existing designation. Based on the
existing Residential Single-Family, Medium Density (RS-5) designation, the maximum
buildout of the existing designation would be 11 single-family residential units. Table 4
provides a comparison of the estimated CO2e per year from the proposed project’s
operational activities under the maximum buildout of the existing single-family homes and
the proposed project.
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Table 4: Comparison of Project and Existing Designation GHG Emissions

L. GHG Emissions (Metric Tons COze per Year)
Emissions Source — . - -
Existing Designation Proposed Project
Area Source Emissions 10.5 <0.1
Energy Source Emissions 22.4 18.5
Mobile Source Emissions 110.4 292.9
Waste Source Emissions 5.6 63.6
Water Source Emissions 1.5 3.0
Total Operational Emissions 150.4 377.9

Source: LSA (May 2022).
COye = carbon dioxide equivalents
GHG = greenhouse gas

As shown in Table 4, the proposed project’s estimated maximum buildout of the existing
single-family homes annual GHG emissions is approximately 150.4 metric tons of CO2e
and the proposed project’s estimated annual GHG emissions are approximately 377.9
metric tons of COz2e. GHG emissions associated with proposed project would be greater
than the estimated project emissions at maximum buildout of the existing designation;
however, the proposed project would result in development on an infill site and would
provide medical, physical, psychological services in an underserved area of Pinedale
resulting in shorter trip lengths and increased access to essential services. In addition, by
locating the proposed Valley Health Team facility within the community of Pinedale, it is
assumed that patients and visitors would walk to the proposed project. In addition, the
proposed project would be located within 1,000 feet of the City of Fresno bus rapid transit
system (BRT). Furthermore, it is assumed that telemedicine appointments would account
for approximately 25 percent of all appointments. Therefore, the proposed project would
support the ability to use alternative modes of transportation, would promote initiatives to
reduce vehicle trips and VMT, and would increase the use of alternate means of
transportation.

Table 5 shows the estimated emissions considering 10 percent bus trips, 25 percent
telemedicine appointments, and assuming a two-mile trip length as the community of
Pinedale is approximately two square miles. As shown in Table 5, with consideration of
reduced vehicle trips and VMT, the proposed project’s estimated annual GHG emissions
are approximately 140.3 metric tons of COze, which is less than the proposed project’s
estimated maximum buildout of the existing single-family homes annual GHG emissions
is approximately 150.4 metric tons of COze.

Table 5: Project GHG Emissions - Reduced Vehicle Trips and Vehicle Miles

Traveled
Emissions Source GHG Emissions (Metric Tons CO:ze per Year)
Area Source Emissions <0.1
Energy Source Emissions 18.5
Mobile Source Emissions 55.2
Waste Source Emissions 63.6
Water Source Emissions 3.0
Total Operational Emissions 140.3

Source: LSA (August 2022).
CO,e = carbon dioxide equivalents
GHG = greenhouse gas
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In addition, as stated above, the GHG Reduction Plan Update includes a Consistency
Checklist to help the City provide a streamlined review process for new development
projects that are subject to discretionary review pursuant to CEQA. The project’s
Consistency Checklist is included in Appendix C. As shown in the Consistency Checklist,
the proposed project would be consistent with the applicable strategies from the GHG
Reduction Plan Update. Therefore, the proposed project would not generate GHG
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant effect on the
environment and impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

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

The SJVAPCD has adopted a Climate Change Action Plan (CCAP), which includes
suggested best performance standards (BPS) for proposed development projects.
However, the SJVAPCD’s CCAP was adopted in 2009 and was prepared based on the
State’s 2020 GHG targets, which are now superseded by State policies (i.e., the 2019
California Green Building Code) and the 2030 GHG targets, established in SB 32. As
discussed above, the proposed project is consistent with the City’s GHG Reduction Plan
Update. In addition, the proposed project was analyzed for consistency with the goals of
AB 32 and the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The following discussion evaluates the proposed
project according to the goals of AB 32, the AB 32 Scoping Plan, Executive Order (EO)
B 30 15, SB 32, and AB 197.

AB 32 is aimed at reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 requires the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) to prepare a Scoping Plan that outlines the main
State strategies for meeting the 2020 deadline and to reduce GHGs that contribute to
global climate change. The AB 32 Scoping Plan has a range of GHG reduction actions,
which includes direct regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, monetary and
non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions, market-based mechanisms such as a cap-
and-trade system, and an AB 32 implementation fee to fund the program.

EO B-30-15 added the immediate target of reducing GHG emissions to 40 percent below
1990 levels by 2030. CARB released a second update to the Scoping Plan, the 2017
Scoping Plan, to reflect the 2030 target set by EO B-30-15 and codified by SB 32. SB 32
affirms the importance of addressing climate change by codifying into statute the GHG
emissions reductions target of at least 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 contained
in EO B-30-15. SB 32 builds on AB 32 and keeps the State on the path toward achieving
the 2050 objective of reducing emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. The companion
bill to SB 32, AB 197, provides additional direction to the CARB related to the adoption of
strategies to reduce GHG emissions. Additional direction in AB 197 intended to provide
easier public access to air emissions data that are collected by CARB was posted in
December 2016.

As identified above, the AB 32 Scoping Plan contains GHG reduction measures that work
towards reducing GHG emissions, consistent with the targets set by AB 32, EO B-30-15
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and codified by SB 32 and AB 197. The measures applicable to the proposed project
include energy efficiency measures, water conservation and efficiency measures, and
transportation and motor vehicle measures, as discussed below.

Energy efficient measures are intended to maximize energy efficiency building and
appliance standards, pursue additional efficiency efforts including new technologies and
new policy and implementation mechanisms, and pursue comparable investment in
energy efficiency from all retail providers of electricity in California. In addition, these
measures are designed to expand the use of green building practices to reduce the
carbon footprint of California’s new and existing inventory of buildings. The proposed
project would be required to comply with the latest Title 24 standards of the CCR,
established by the CEC, regarding energy conservation and green building standards.
Therefore, the proposed project would comply with applicable energy measures.

Water conservation and efficiency measures are intended to continue efficiency programs
and use cleaner energy sources to move and treat water. Increasing the efficiency of
water transport and reducing water use would reduce GHG emissions. As noted above,
the proposed project would be required to comply with the latest Title 24 standards of the
CCR, which includes a variety of different measures, including reduction of wastewater
and water use. In addition, the proposed project would be designed to include drought
tolerant landscaping. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any of the
water conservation and efficiency measures.

The goal of transportation and motor vehicle measures is to develop regional GHG
emissions reduction targets for passenger vehicles. The second phase of Pavley
standards will reduce GHG emissions from new cars by 34 percent from 2016 levels by
2025, resulting in a 3 percent decrease in average vehicle emissions for all vehicles by
2020. Vehicles traveling to the project site would comply with the Pavley Il (LEV llI)
Advanced Clean Cars Program. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with
the identified transportation and motor vehicle measures.

As such, the proposed project would comply with existing State regulations adopted to
achieve the overall GHG emissions reduction goals identified in AB 32 and would be
consistent with applicable plans and programs designed to reduce GHG emissions.
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs and impacts would
be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
GHG emissions, and no mitigation is required.
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS

MATERIAL — Would the project:

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

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

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

e) For a project located within an
airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the
project result in

a safety hazard for people residing
or working in the project area?

f) Impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
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g) Expose people or structures,
either directly or indirectly, to a X
significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires?

DISCUSSION

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

Applicable laws and regulations ensure that transport, use, and disposal of hazardous
materials do not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Therefore,
a proposed project’s routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials is
potentially significant if unusual circumstances are present, such as an unusually high
frequency of use, use of an unusually large amount of hazardous substances, or use of
particularly hazardous materials. Construction activities associated with the proposed
project would involve the use of limited amounts of potentially hazardous materials,
including but not limited to, solvents, paints, fuels, oils, and transmission fluids. However,
all materials used during construction would be contained, stored, and handled in
compliance with applicable standards and regulations established by the Department of
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the USEPA, and the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA). No uses utilizing large amounts of hazardous materials are
anticipated to occur within the project site. Project operation would involve the use of
small quantities of commercially available hazardous materials (e.g., paint, cleaning
supplies) that could be potentially hazardous if handled improperly or ingested. However,
these products are not considered acutely hazardous and are not generally considered
unsafe. All storage, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials during project
construction and operation would comply with applicable standards and regulations. The
proposed commercial uses would not generate significant amounts of any hazardous
materials. The proposed project would comply with all applicable laws and regulations
related to the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials and no unusual
circumstances are present. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-
significant impact to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials, and no mitigation is required.

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?

See discussion a) above. The proposed project would not result in a significant impact to
the hazard to the public or the environment through a reasonably foreseeable upset or
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accident condition related to the release of hazardous materials. This impact would be
considered less than significant. No mitigation is required.

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

The closest existing school is Pinedale Elementary School, located approximately 60 feet
north of the project site. As previously stated, no unusual circumstances are present. The
proposed project would not result in the use or emission of substantial quantities of
hazardous materials that would pose a human or environmental health risk. In addition,
all materials would be handled, stored, and disposed of in accordance with applicable
standards and regulations. Therefore, because the proposed project does not involve
activities that would result in the emission of hazardous materials or acutely hazardous
substances, implementation of the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant
impact related to the potential to emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing
or proposed school. No mitigation is required.

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?

According to the DTSC EnviroStor database,'? the project site is not located on a federal
superfund site, State response site, voluntary cleanup site, school cleanup site,
evaluation site, school investigation site, military evaluation site, tiered permit site, or
corrective action site. Additionally, the project site is not included on the list of hazardous
waste sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5."3 As a result, no
hazards to the public or environment are anticipated, and there would be no impact. No
mitigation is required.

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

The nearest airports include the Sierra Sky Park Airport, located approximately 4.1 miles
west of the project site, the Fresno Yosemite International Airport, located approximately
5.2 miles southeast of the project site, and the Fresno Chandler Executive Airport, located
approximately 7.4 miles southwest of the project site. In addition, the nearest medical
center helipads include the Saint Agnes Medical Center, located 1.5 miles southeast of

2 California Department of Toxic Substances Control, 2007. EnviroStor. Available online at:
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/map/?myaddress=fresno (accessed November May 2022).

13 California Environmental Protection Agency, 2018. Government Code Section 65962.5(a) Hazardous
Waste and Substances Site List. https://calepa.ca.gov/sitecleanup/corteselist/section-65962-5a/

(accessed May 2022).
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the project site, and the Valley Children’s Hospital located approximately 3.1 miles
northwest of the project site. ' Although the project site is within 2 miles of the Saint Agnes
Medical Center heliport, operations at this facility and other local airports are not expected
to pose a safety hazard to people working or visiting the project site. Therefore, the
proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project area. No mitigation is required.

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

The proposed project would not result in any alterations of existing roadways. Therefore,
the proposed project would not interfere with the implementation of or physically interfere
with any adopted emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plan, and this
impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

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

Wildland fires occur in geographic areas that contain the types and conditions of
vegetation, topography, weather, and structure density susceptible to risks associated
with uncontrolled fires that can be started by lightning, improperly managed campfires,
cigarettes, sparks from automobiles, and other ignition sources. According to the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) Map for Fresno County, the project site is not located within a
High or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.'® Therefore, the proposed project would
not expose people or structures to a significant loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires and the impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
hazards and hazardous materials, and no mitigation is required.

4 California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 2019. Caltrans HeliPlates. Available online at:
https://heliplates.dot.ca.gov/# (accessed June 2022).
'S Cal Fire, 2007. Fresno County Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA. Kune. Available online at:

https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/6673/fhszI06_1_map10.pdf (accessed November 24, 2021).
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QU

ALITY — Would the project:

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

quality

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

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

i) Result in a substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site;

i) Substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site:

iif) create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or
seiche zones, risk release of
pollutants due to project
inundation?
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e) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of a water quality X
control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

DISCUSSION

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

The State Water Resources Control Board and nine Regional Water Quality Control
Boards regulate the water quality of surface water and groundwater bodies throughout
California. The proposed project is within the jurisdiction of the Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

Construction. Pollutants of concern during construction include sediments, trash,
petroleum products, concrete waste (dry and wet), sanitary waste, and chemicals. During
project construction, there would be an increased potential to expose soils to wind and
water erosion, which could result in temporary minimal increases in sediment load in
nearby water bodies.

Because the project would disturb greater than 1 acre of soil, it is required to comply with
the State Water Resources Control Board’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, as amended
by 2010-0014-DWG and 2012-0006-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002) (Construction
General Permit). The project is also subject to Article 7, Urban Storm Water Quality
Management and Discharge Control, Section 6-714, Requirement to Prevent, Control,
and Reduce Storm Water Pollutants of the City’s Municipal Code.

The Construction General Permit requires the preparation of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and implement Construction Best Management Practices
(BMPs). Construction BMPs would include, but not be limited to, erosion and sediment
control, designed to minimize erosion and retain sediment on site, and good
housekeeping practices to prevent spills, leaks, and discharge of construction debris and
waste into receiving waters. Section 6-714 of the City’s Municipal Code also requires the
implementation of BMPs to the maximum extent technologically and economically
feasible to prevent and reduce pollutants from entering stormwater during construction.
Therefore, adherence to the required SWPPP and the City’s Municipal Code and
implementation of construction BMPs, would reduce the potential for the discharge of
pollutants into nearby water bodies during construction and impacts associated with the
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violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements would be less than
significant.

During construction, it is likely that dewatering would be required. If groundwater is
encountered during construction, the project would be required to obtain coverage under
the California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System Waste Discharge Requirements Limited Threat
Discharges to Surface Water (Order R5-2022-0006, NPDES No. CAG995002). With
adherence to the Waste Discharge Requirements pertaining to Limited Threat Discharges
to Surface Water, project construction would not violate groundwater quality standards or
waste discharge requirements and impacts would be less than significant.

Operation. Operation of the proposed project could result in surface water pollution
associated with chemicals, liquid products, petroleum products (such as paints, solvents,
and fuels), and waste that may be spilled or leaked and have the potential to be
transported via runoff during periods of heavy precipitation into nearby water bodies.

The City of Fresno operates under the California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Valley Regional National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit and
Waste Discharge Requirements General Permit for Discharges from Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) (Order No. R5-2016-0040-014, NPDES No. CAS0085324).
Consistent with the City of Fresno’s MS4 Permit, the project would implement storm water
quality controls recommended in the Fresno-Clovis Storm Water Quality Management
Construction and Post-Construction Guidelines. If applicable, the project would also be
subject to the Statewide General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with
Industrial Activities (Order 2014-0057-DWQ as amended in 2015 and 2018) (Industrial
General Permit) and would be required to develop and implement a storm water pollution
prevention plan, eliminate non-stormwater discharges, conduct routine site inspections,
train employees in permit compliance, sample storm water runoff and test if for pollutant
indicators, and submit an annual report to the State Water Resources Control Board.

Adherence to the City of Fresno’s MS4 Permit, including implementation of the
Stormwater Management Post-Construction Guidelines, as specified in the Industrial
General Permit, would reduce the potential for the discharge of pollutants during project
operations and impacts associated with the violation of water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements would be less than significant.

Infiltration of stormwater could have the potential to affect groundwater quality. The
majority of the project site would be impervious surface; and therefore, it is not expected
that stormwater would infiltrate during project operations. Because stormwater would be
collected and diverted to the storm drain system, there is not a direct path for pollutants
to reach groundwater. Therefore, project operations would not violate groundwater quality
standards or waste discharge requirements and impacts would be less than significant.
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Conclusion. The proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater
quality. Therefore, the project’'s impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is
required.

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

Water supply for the proposed project would be provided by PCWD. The PCWD service
area encompasses nearly 1,270 acres or 2 square miles, in both the City of Fresno and
unincorporated Fresno County. PCWD provides water to 2,400 residential and 550
commercial accounts. PCWD delivers water through wells dispersed across the district.
Presently, demands only require the district to run three wells of the five wells; the other
two are on standby. PCWD does have other wells; however, these wells are currently
offline because of trichloroethylene contamination. As undeveloped lands within the
district urbanize one of the standby wells will serve as the water source for the added
demand.®

Temporary dewatering from excavations could be necessary during construction.
Construction-related dewatering would be temporary and limited to the area of
excavations on the project site and would not substantially contribute to depletion of
groundwater supplies.

Operation of the project would not require groundwater extraction. Following project
implementation, there would be a minor increase in impervious surface area. An increase
in impervious surface area decreases infiltration, which can decrease the amount of water
that is able to recharge the aquifer/groundwater. However, the small increase in
impervious area would not substantially decrease any infiltration that currently may occur
on the site. Therefore, the project would not impede the Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Control Board’s ability to manage groundwater. Thus, this project would not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project would impede sustainable management of the Kings
Subbasin. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

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

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
During construction, excavated soil would be exposed and disturbed, drainage

patterns would be temporarily altered, and there would be an increased potential
for soil erosion and sedimentation compared to existing conditions. Additionally,

6 Pinedale County Water District, n.d. About Us. Available online: https://pcwdonline.com/index.php?

option=com_content&view=article&id=15&ltemid=16 (accessed August 2022).
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during a storm event, soil erosion and siltation could occur at an accelerated rate.
As discussed previously, the Construction General Permit requires preparation of
a SWPPP to identify construction BMPs to be implemented as part of the project
to reduce impacts to water quality during construction, including those impacts
associated with soil erosion and siltation. With compliance with the requirements
in the Construction General Permit and implementation of the construction BMPs,
and with compliance with the City’s Municipal Code, construction impacts related
to on- or off-site erosion or siltation would be less than significant.

The project would increase the amount of impervious surface, which would
increase the volume of runoff during a storm, and which can more effectively
transport sediments to receiving waters. At project completion, much of the project
site would be impervious surface area and not prone to on-site erosion or siltation
because no exposed soil would be present in these areas. The remaining portion
of the site would consist of pervious surface area, which would contain landscaping
that would minimize on-site erosion and siltation by stabilizing the soil. Additionally,
the project applicant would be required to establish and maintain existing drainage
patterns. Therefore, the proposed project would not alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that
would result in an impact related to substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site.

Compliance with existing regulatory requirements would reduce or eliminate the
proposed project’s potential to substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner,
which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

During construction, soil would be disturbed and compacted, and drainage
patterns would be temporarily altered, which can increase the volume and velocity
of stormwater runoff and increase the potential for localized flooding compared to
existing conditions. As discussed above, the Construction General Permit requires
the preparation of a SWPPP and implementation of construction BMPs to control
and direct surface runoff on site. With adherence to the Construction General
Permit, construction impacts related to altering the existing drainage pattern of the
site or area or increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would
result in flooding on site or off site would be less than significant.

While the project would permanently increase the impervious surface area, the
project would be required to direct drainage towards Fir Avenue, Sugar Pine
Avenue and/or Beechwood Avenue. In addition, prior to final development
approval, the project applicant shall submit a Grading Plan and Drainage Report
to the FMFCD for review and approval. According to the City’s preliminary review,
permanent drainage service is available for the project area, provided that the
project applicant can verify to the satisfaction of the City that runoff can be safely
conveyed to the Master Plan inlet. The FMFCD existing Master Plan drainage
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system is designed to serve medium density residential uses and the existing
Master Plan storm drainage facilities do not have capacity to serve the proposed
commercial land use. As such, the project applicant would be required to mitigate
the impacts of the increased runoff from the proposed commercial land use to a
rate that would be expected if developed to medium density residential. As
required by HYDRO-1, the project applicant would mitigate the increased runoff by
either making improvements to the existing pipeline system to provide additional
capacity or may use some type of permanent peak reducing facility in order to
eliminate adverse impacts on the existing system. Should the project applicant
choose to construct a permanent peak-reducing facility, such a system would be
required to reduce runoff from a ten-year storm produced by a commercial
development to a two-year discharge, which would be produced by the property if
developed medium density residential. Additionally, the project applicant would be
required to pay for all necessary improvement costs. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1, the project would not alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area or increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site and impacts would be
considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

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

Construction. The proposed project would result in an increase in impervious
surfaces given that the project site would be mostly built out aside from planting
areas located in the parking lot and the perimeter of the project site. However,
compliance with pre-existing regulatory requirements, including compliance with
the Construction General Permit and implementation of a SWPPP, would reduce
or eliminate the potential for project construction to cause substantial additional
polluted runoff or runoff in excess of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems. Therefore, construction would not result in additional sources of polluted
runoff to be discharged to the storm drain system and impacts would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.

Operations. As discussed above, the proposed project would result in a minimal
increase in impervious surfaces and therefore would not substantially increase
runoff from the site. However, compliance with existing regulatory requirements,
including the MS4, as specified in the Industrial General Permit, would reduce or
eliminate the potential for project operations to cause substantial additional
polluted runoff or runoff in excess of existing or planned stormwater drainage
systems. Therefore, project operations would not result in additional sources of
polluted runoff to be discharged to the storm drain system and impacts would be
less than significant. No mitigation is required.
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iv. Impede or redirect flood flows?

The proposed project is not located within the 100-year flood hazard area as
mapped by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).!” Therefore,
the proposed project would not impede or redirect potential flood flows, and the
proposed project would have no impact. No mitigation is required.

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?

The project site is not located in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones. Refer to
discussion a) in Section IX, Hazards and Hazardous Materials regarding the use of
hazardous materials within the project site. As a result, a less-than-significant impact
would occur related to the release of pollutants due to project inundation in flood hazard,
tsunami, or seiche zones. No mitigation is required.

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

Water supply for the proposed project would be provided by PCWD, which provides water
through wells dispersed across the district. Presently, demands only require the district
to run three wells of the five wells; the other two are on standby. PCWD does have other
wells; however, these wells are currently offline because of trichloroethylene
contamination. As undeveloped lands within the district urbanize one of the standby wells
will serve as the water source for the added demand.'® In addition, as noted above, the
proposed project would be required to adhere to NPDES drainage control requirements
during construction and operation as well as to FMFCD drainage control requirements.
As a result, the proposed project would not include any other waste discharges that could
conflict with a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan.
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan and impacts
would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1: The project applicant shall mitigate the increased
runoff associated with the proposed project by either making improvements to the
existing pipeline system to provide additional capacity or use some type of permanent
peak reducing facility in order to eliminate adverse impacts on the existing system.
Should the project applicant choose to construct a permanent peak-reducing facility,
such a system would be required to reduce runoff from a ten-year storm produced by
a commercial development to a two-year discharge, which would be produced by the
property if developed medium density residential.

7 Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2020. FEMA Flood Map Service Center: Search By
Address. Available online at: https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery#searchresultsanchor
(accessed May 2022).

8 Pinedale County Water District, n.d. Op. cit.
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant No
s s Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING — Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established X

community?

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

DISCUSSION
a) Physically divide an established community?

The physical division of an established community typically refers to the construction of a
physical feature (such as an interstate highway or railroad tracks) or removal of a means
of access (such as a local road or bridge) that would impair mobility within an existing
community, or between a community and outlying areas. For instance, the construction
of an interstate highway through an existing community may constrain travel from one
side of the community to another; similarly, such construction may also impair travel to
areas outside of the community.

The proposed project would consist of the development of an approximately 11,664-
square-foot, 28-foot-tall single-story medical clinic, and associated circulation, parking,
and infrastructure improvements. Adjacent parcels primarily consist of single-family,
residential, commercial uses and Pinedale Elementary School. The proposed project
would not construct features that would divide an established community or remove
means of access that would impair mobility in a community. Therefore, the proposed
project would have no impact related to physically dividing an established community,
and no mitigation is required.

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

The project site is designated Medium Density Residential in the City of Fresno General
Plan. This land use designation covers developments of 5 to 12 units per acre and is
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intended for areas with predominantly single-family residential development, but can also
accommodate a mix of housing types, including small-lot starter homes, zero-lot line
developments, duplexes, and townhouses. Much of the City’s established neighborhoods
fall within this designation.

The project site is zoned Residential Single-Family, Medium Density (RS-5), which is
intended to provide for a variety of single-family residences built to urban or suburban
standards to suit a spectrum of individual lifestyles and needs, and to ensure availability
throughout the city of the range of housing types necessary for all segments of the
community, consistent with densities established in the General Plan.

The proposed project would require a General Plan amendment and rezone to General
Commercial (CG).

General Plan

The City’s General Plan is the fundamental policy document of the City of Fresno.
Within the General Plan, the Urban Form, Land Use, and Design Element is the
principal document guiding land use and development within the City. As identified
above, without a General Plan amendment, the proposed project is inconsistent with
the policies of the General Plan as they pertain to the existing Office designation. The
proposed project would amend the General Plan to General Commercial.

The General Commercial district is intended for a range of retail and service uses that
are not appropriate in other areas because of higher volumes of vehicle traffic and
potential adverse impacts on other uses. Development such as strip malls fall into this
designation. Examples of allowable uses include building materials, storage facilities
with active storefronts, equipment rental, wholesale businesses, and specialized retail
not normally found in shopping centers. The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) is 2.0.

The proposed project would be consistent with applicable Urban Form, Land Use, and
Design Element policies:

¢ Implementing Policy LU-2-a: Infill Development and Redevelopment.
Promote development of vacant, underdeveloped, and re-developable land
within the City Limits where urban services are available by considering the
establishment and implementation of supportive regulations and programs.

e Implementing Policy LU-5-g: Scale and Character of New Development.
Allow new development in or adjacent to established neighborhoods that is
compatible in scale and character with the surrounding area by promoting a
transition in scale and architectural character between new buildings and
established neighborhoods, as well as integrating pedestrian circulation and
vehicular routes.

As described above, the project site is located in a primarily developed area of Fresno.
The project site is primarily flat and developed with two existing on-site structures,
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including a 923-square-foot single-family dwelling unit and a 464-square-foot
unattached garage. As identified above, nearby parcels consist mostly of single-family
residential and commercial uses and Pinedale Elementary School. The proposed
project would include a new single-story medical clinic and although the proposed
project would change the visual characteristics of the project site by developing the
site, the design of the project would be consistent with the visual character within the
project area. In addition, the proposed project would result in a more intensive land
use on an infill site and would provide medical, physical, psychological services in an
underserved area of Pinedale. In addition, by locating the proposed Valley Health
Team facility within the community of Pinedale, it is would allow for patients and
visitors to walk to the proposed project by utilizing an integrated pedestrian circulation
system. Additionally, vehicle routes would be easily accessible to the site from the
surrounding areas. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with
Implementing Policy LU-2-a and Implementing Policy LU-5-g.

Zoning Code

The current zoning for the project site is Residential Single-Family, Medium Density
(RS-5); however, the proposed project would require a rezone to General Commercial
(CG). This zoning district is intended to accommodate a range of retail and service
uses that are not appropriate in other areas because of higher volumes of vehicle
traffic and potential impacts on other uses. Examples of allowable uses include:
building materials, storage facilities with active storefronts, equipment rental,
wholesale businesses, and specialized retail not normally found in shopping centers.
The focus of district development standards is to ensure structures fit into the
surrounding development pattern and architectural or traffic conflicts are minimized.

As discussed above, the proposed project would include a new single-story medical
clinic on an infill site and would provide medical, physical, psychological services in
an underserved area of Pinedale. Therefore, the proposed project would be consistent
with the intent of the General Commercial (CG) zoning district.

Summary

Although the proposed project would require a General Plan Amendment and Rezone
Change, the project applicant would be required to comply with all of the City’s associated
requirements and fees. In addition, the proposed project would be consistent with the
General Commercial (CG) designation. Therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with proposed General Plan and zoning designations and would not conflict
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect. This impact would be less than significant. No
mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to land
use and planning, and no mitigation is required.
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant No
s s Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

~—

Xll. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

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

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

DISCUSSION

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

The project site is located within an urban area on a previously developed site. There are
no known mineral resources within or in the vicinity of the project site. The principal area
for mineral resources in the City of Fresno Planning Area is located along the San Joaquin
River Corridor. The California Department of Mines and Geology classifies lands along
the San Joaquin River Corridor as Mineral Resource Zones (MRZ) 1, MRZ-2, and MRZ-
3. The project site is not located in the vicinity of the San Joaquin River Corridor and does
not contain mineral resources. Furthermore, no mineral extraction operations occur in the
project vicinity. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability
of known mineral resources, would result in no impact. No mitigation is required.

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?

Please refer to the discussion for a). The proposed project would not result in the loss of
availability of any known locally important mineral resource recovery sites. Therefore, the
proposed project would result in no impact. No mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
mineral resources, and no mitigation is required.
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XIIl. NOISE — Would the project result in:

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

b) Generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or X
groundborne noise levels?

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

DISCUSSION

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

Noise is usually defined as unwanted sound. Noise consists of any sound that may
produce physiological or psychological damage and/or interfere with communication,
work, rest, recreation, or sleep. Several noise measurement scales exist that are used to
describe noise in a particular location. A decibel (dB) is a unit of measurement that
indicates the relative intensity of a sound. Sound levels in dB are calculated on a
logarithmic basis. An increase of 10 dB represents a 10-fold increase in acoustic energy,
while 20 dB is 100 times more intense and 30 dB is 1,000 times more intense. Each 10
dB increase in sound level is perceived as approximately a doubling of loudness; and
similarly, each 10 dB decrease in sound level is perceived as half as loud. Sound intensity

is normally measured through the A-weighted sound level (dBA). This scale gives greater
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weight to the frequencies of sound to which the human ear is most sensitive. The A-
weighted sound level is the basis for 24-hour sound measurements that better represent
human sensitivity to sound at night.

As noise spreads from a source, it loses energy so that the farther away the noise receiver
is from the noise source, the lower the perceived noise level would be. Geometric
spreading causes the sound level to attenuate or be reduced, resulting in a 6 dB reduction
in the noise level for each doubling of distance from a single point source of noise to the
noise sensitive receptor of concern.

There are many ways to rate noise for various time periods, but an appropriate rating of
ambient noise affecting humans also accounts for the annoying effects of sound.
Equivalent continuous sound level (Leq) is the total sound energy of time-varying noise
over a sample period. However, the predominant rating scales for human communities in
the State of California are the Leq, the community noise equivalent level (CNEL), and the
day-night average level (Ldn) based on dBA. CNEL is the time varying noise over a 24-
hour period, with a 5 dBA weighting factor applied to the hourly Leq for noises occurring
from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. (defined as relaxation hours) and 10 dBA weighting factor
applied to noise occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (defined as sleeping hours). Ldn
is similar to the CNEL scale, but without the adjustment for events occurring during the
evening relaxation hours. CNEL and Ldn are within one dBA of each other and are
normally exchangeable. The noise adjustments are added to the noise events occurring
during the more sensitive hours.

A project would have a significant noise effect if it would substantially increase the
ambient noise levels for adjoining areas or conflict with adopted environmental plans and
goals of applicable regulatory agencies, including, as appropriate, the City of Fresno.

The City of Fresno addresses noise in the Noise Element of the General Plan and in
Chapter 10, Article 1 (Noise Regulations), of the Fresno Municipal Code. Listed below
are objectives and policies related to noise that are presented in the Noise Element of the
General Plan. In addition, the Noise Element sets noise standards for transportation and
stationary noise sources as shown in Table 6 and Table 7, below.

65



Table 6: Transportation (Non-Aircraft) Noise Sources

Outdoor Activity Interior Spaces
Noise-Sensitive Land Use' Areas? P
L4n/CNEL, dB L4n/CNEL, dB Leq dB?
Residential 65 45 -
Transient Lodging 65 45 -
Hospitals, Nursing Homes 65 45 -
Theaters, Auditoriums, Music Halls - - 35
Churches, Meeting Halls 65 - 45
Office Buildings - - 45
Schools, Libraries, Museums - - 45

Source: City of Fresno General Plan (2014).

' Where the location of outdoor activity areas is unknown or is not applicable, the exterior noise level standard shall be
applied to the property line of the receiving land use.

2 As determined for a typical worst-case hour during periods of use.

CNEL = community noise equivalent level

dB = decibel(s)

Lgn = day-night average noise level

Leq = equivalent continuous sound level

Table 7: Stationary Noise Sources

Daytime Nighttime
(7:00 a.m. to (10:00 p.m. to
10:00 p.m.) 7:00 a.m.)
Hourly Equivalent Sound Level (Leq), dBA 50 45
Maximum Sound Level (Lmax), dBA 70 60

Source: City of Fresno General Plan (2014).

1 The Planning and Development Director, on a case-by-case basis, may designate land uses other than those shown in
this table to be noise-sensitive, and may require appropriate noise mitigation measures.

As determined at outdoor activity areas. Where the location of outdoor activity areas is unknown or not applicable, the
noise exposure standard shall be applied at the property line of the receiving land use. When ambient noise levels
exceed or equal the levels in this table, mitigation shall only be required to limit noise to the ambient plus five dB.

dB = decibel(s)

dBA = A-weighted decibel(s)

L4n = day-night average noise level

Leq = equivalent continuous sound level

Lmax = maximum A-weighted sound level

2

e Policy NS-1-a: Desirable and Generally Acceptable Exterior Noise
Environment. Establish 65 dBA Ldn or CNEL as the standard for the desirable
maximum average exterior noise levels for defined usable exterior areas of
residential and noise-sensitive uses for noise, but designate 60 dBA Lan or
CNEL (measured at the property line) for noise generated by stationary sources
impinging upon residential and noise-sensitive uses. Maintain 65 dBA Ladn Or
CNEL as the maximum average exterior noise levels for non-sensitive
commercial land uses, and maintain 70 dBA Lan or CNEL as maximum average
exterior noise level for industrial land uses, both to be measured at the property
line of parcels where noise is generated which may impinge on neighboring
properties.

e Policy NS-1-c: Generally Unacceptable Exterior Noise Exposure Range.

Establish the exterior noise exposure of greater than 65 dB Lan or CNEL to be
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generally unacceptable for residential and other noise sensitive uses for noise
generated by sources in Policy NS-1-a, and study alternative less noise-
sensitive uses for these areas if otherwise appropriate. Require appropriate
noise reducing mitigation measures as determined by a site-specific acoustical
analysis to comply with the generally desirable or generally acceptable exterior
noise level and the required 45 dB interior noise level standards set in Table 6
as conditions of permit approval.

Policy NS-1-g: Noise mitigation measures which help achieve the noise level
targets of this plan include, but are not limited to, the following:
o Facades with substantial weight and insulation;

o Installation of sound-rated windows for primary sleeping and activity
areas;

o Installation of sound-rated doors for all exterior entries at primary
sleeping and activity areas;

o Greater building setbacks and exterior barriers;

o Acoustic baffling of vents for chimneys, attic and gable ends;

o Installation of mechanical ventilation systems that provide fresh air
under closed window conditions.

NS-1-i Mitigation by New Development. Require an acoustical analysis
where new development of industrial, commercial, or other noise generating
land uses (including transportation facilities such as roadways, railroads, and
airports) may result in noise levels that exceed the noise level exposure criteria
established by Tables 6 and 7 to determine impacts, and require developers to
mitigate these impacts in conformance with Tables 6 and 7 as a condition of
permit approval through appropriate means.

Noise mitigation measures may include:

o The screening of noise sources such as parking and loading facilities,
outdoor activities, and mechanical equipment;

o Providing increased setbacks for noise sources from adjacent dwellings;

o Installation of walls and landscaping that serve as noise buffers;

o Installation of soundproofing materials and double-glazed windows; and

o Regulating operations, such as hours of operation, including deliveries
and trash pickup.

Alternative acoustical designs that achieve the prescribed noise level reduction
may be approved by the City, provided a qualified Acoustical Consultant
submits information demonstrating that the alternative designs will achieve and
maintain the specific targets for outdoor activity areas and interior spaces. As
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a last resort, developers may propose to construct noise walls along roadways
when compatible with aesthetic concerns and neighborhood character. This
would be a developer responsibility, with no City funding.

e Policy NS-1-: Significance Threshold. Establish, as a threshold of
significance for the City’s environmental review process, that a significant
increase in ambient noise levels is assumed if the project would increase noise
levels in the immediate vicinity by 3 dB Ldn or CNEL or more above the ambient
noise limits established in this General Plan Update.

Chapter 10, Article 1 (Noise Regulations), of the Fresno Municipal Code establishes
excessive noise guidelines and exemptions. Section 10-109 states that construction noise
is exempted from City noise regulations provided such work takes place between the
hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. on any day except Sunday.

Certain land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others. Examples of these
land uses include residential areas, educational facilities, hospitals, childcare facilities,
and senior housing. Adjacent parcels primarily consist of single-family residential and
commercial uses and Pinedale Elementary School. The closest sensitive receptors
include single-family residences located directly adjacent to the western border of the
project site, Pinedale Elementary school located approximately 60 feet north of the project
site across West Fir Avenue, and single-family residences located approximately 60 feet
south of the project site across West Beechwood Avenue.

The following section describes how the short-term construction and long-term
operational noise impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant with
mitigation.

Short-Term (Construction) Noise Impacts. Project construction would result in short-
term noise impacts on the nearby sensitive receptors. Maximum construction noise would
be short-term, generally intermittent depending on the construction phase, and variable
depending on receiver distance from the active construction zone. The duration of noise
impacts generally would be from one day to several days depending on the phase of
construction. The level and types of noise impacts that would occur during construction
are described below.

Short-term noise impacts would occur during grading and site preparation activities.
Table 8 lists typical construction equipment noise levels (Lmax) recommended for noise
impact assessments, based on a distance of 50 feet between the equipment and a noise
receptor, obtained from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Roadway
Construction Noise Model. Construction-related short-term noise levels would be higher
than existing ambient noise levels currently in the project area but would no longer occur
once construction of the proposed project is completed.

Two types of short-term noise impacts could occur during construction of the proposed
project. The first type involves construction crew commutes and the transport of

construction equipment and materials to the site, which would incrementally increase
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noise levels on roads leading to the site. As shown in Table 8, there would be a relatively
high single-event noise exposure potential at a maximum level of 84 dBA Lmax with trucks
passing at 50 feet.

The second type of short-term noise impact is related to noise generated during grading
and construction on the project site. Construction is performed in discrete steps, or
phases, each with its own mix of equipment and, consequently, its own noise
characteristics. These various sequential phases would change the character of the noise
generated on site. Therefore, the noise levels vary as construction progresses. Despite
the variety in the type and size of construction equipment, similarities in the dominant
noise sources and patterns of operation allow construction-related noise ranges to be
categorized by work phase.

Table 8: Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels

Acoustical Usage Factor (%) Maximum Noise Level (Lmax) at
Equipment Description 50 Feet'
Backhoes 40 80
Compactor (ground) 20 80
Compressor 40 80
Cranes 16 85
Dozers 40 85
Dump Trucks 40 84
Excavators 40 85
Flat Bed Trucks 40 84
Forklift 20 85
Front-end Loaders 40 80
Graders 40 85
Impact Pile Drivers 20 95
Jackhammers 20 85
Pick-up Truck 40 55
Pneumatic Tools 50 85
Pumps 50 77
Rock Drills 20 85
Rollers 20 85
Scrapers 40 85
Tractors 40 84
Welder 40 73

Source: Roadway Construction Noise Model (FHWA 2006).

Note: Noise levels reported in this table are rounded to the nearest whole number.

T Maximum noise levels were developed based on Spec 721.560 from the Central Artery/Tunnel (CA/T) program to be
consistent with the City of Boston’s Noise Code for the “Big Dig” project.

Lmax = maximum instantaneous sound level

Table 8 lists maximum noise levels recommended for noise impact assessments for
typical construction equipment, based on a distance of 50 feet between the equipment
and a noise receptor. Typical noise levels range up to 88 dBA Lmax at 50 feet during the
noisiest construction phases. The site preparation phase, which includes excavation and
grading of the project site, tends to generate the highest noise levels because the noisiest
construction equipment is earthmoving equipment. Earthmoving equipment includes
excavating machinery such as backfillers, bulldozers, draglines, and front loaders.
Earthmoving and compacting equipment includes compactors, scrapers, and graders.
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Typical operating cycles for these types of construction equipment may involve 1 or 2
minutes of full-power operation followed by 3 or 4 minutes at lower power settings.

Construction details (e.g., construction fleet activities) are not yet known; therefore, this
analysis assumes that scrapers, bulldozers, and water trucks/pickup trucks would be
operating simultaneously during construction of the proposed project. As discussed
above, noise levels associated with this equipment operating simultaneously would be
approximately 88 dBA Lmax at 50 feet.

As noted above, the closest sensitive receptors include single-family residences located
directly adjacent to the western border of the project site, Pinedale Elementary school
located approximately 60 feet north of the project site across West Fir Avenue, and single-
family residences located approximately 60 feet south of the project site across West
Beechwood Avenue. Based on building setbacks, the closest sensitive receptor is the
adjacent single-family residential building, which is approximately 20 feet from project
construction activities. Based on a reduction in noise of 6 dBA per doubling of distance,
there would be in increase of approximately 8 dBA from the active construction area to
the nearest residence. In addition, the proposed project would construct a concrete
masonry unit (CMU) wall, which would reduce noise levels by approximately 10 dBA.
Therefore, the closest off-site sensitive receptor may be subject to short-term construction
noise reaching 86 dBA Lmax (88 dBA Lmax + 8 dBA — 10 dBA) when construction is
occurring.

However, construction equipment would operate at various locations within the 1.23-acre
project site and would only generate maximum noise levels when operations occur
closest to the receptor. To ensure that the project’s potential construction-related noise
impacts are less than significant, Mitigation Measure NOI-1 requires the project to equip
all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly operating and maintained
mufflers consistent with manufacturers’ standards, which would reduce the potential
impacts associated with construction equipment. Additionally, Mitigation Measure NOI-1
requires the project to designate a “disturbance coordinator” at the City who would be
responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction noise. The
disturbance coordinator would determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting
too early, bad muffler) and would determine and implement reasonable measures
warranted to correct the problem. These measures would ensure that the project’s
potential construction-related noise impacts are mitigated to less-than-significant levels.

With implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1, the proposed project would result in a
less-than-significant impact associated with the generation of a substantial temporary
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or in other applicable local, State,
or federal standards.

Long-Term (Operational) Noise Impacts. Motor vehicles with their distinctive noise
characteristics are the dominant noise source in the project vicinity. The amount of noise
varies according to many factors, such as volume of traffic, vehicle mix (percentage of
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cars and trucks), average traffic speed, and distance from the observer. Implementation
of the proposed project would result in new daily trips on local roadways in the project site
vicinity. A characteristic of sound is that a doubling of a noise source is required in order
to result in a perceptible (3 dBA or greater) increase in the resulting noise level.

As discussed below in Section XVII, Transportation, the proposed project would generate
approximately 406 daily trips, which would not result in a doubling of traffic volumes along
any roadway segment in the project vicinity and would not result in a perceptible increase
in traffic noise levels at receptors in the project vicinity.

In addition, with implementation of the proposed project, there would be an increase in
activity at the project site. The project site itself is located in a primarily developed area
surrounded by single-family residential and commercial uses and Pinedale Elementary
School. Noise from the proposed project would be similar to existing conditions and would
generally include noise from vehicles, air conditioner units, and other similar equipment.
It is not expected that the proposed project would result in a perceptible increase in noise
to surrounding land uses. Therefore, it is not expected that the proposed project would
substantially increase noise levels over existing conditions. Operation of the proposed
project would result in similar noise levels as existing conditions and, therefore, it is not
expected that the proposed project would substantially increase noise levels over existing
conditions, and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.

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

Vibration refers to groundborne noise and perceptible motion. Groundborne vibration is
almost exclusively a concern inside buildings and is rarely perceived as a problem
outdoors. Vibration energy propagates from a source, through intervening soil and rock
layers, to the foundations of nearby buildings. The vibration then propagates from the
foundation throughout the remainder of the structure. Building vibration may be perceived
by the occupants as the motion of building surfaces, rattling of items on shelves or
hanging on walls, or as a low-frequency rumbling noise. The rumbling noise is caused by
the vibrating walls, floors, and ceilings radiating sound waves. Annoyance from vibration
often occurs when the vibration exceeds the threshold of perception by 10 dB or less.
This is an order of magnitude below the damage threshold for normal buildings.

Typical sources of groundborne vibration are construction activities (e.g., pavement
breaking and operating heavy-duty earthmoving equipment), and occasional traffic on
rough roads. In general, groundborne vibration from standard construction practices is
only a potential issue when within 25 feet of sensitive uses. Groundborne vibration levels
from construction activities very rarely reach levels that can damage structures; however,
these levels are perceptible near the active construction site. With the exception of old
buildings built prior to the 1950s or buildings of historic significance, potential structural
damage from heavy construction activities rarely occurs. When roadways are smooth,
vibration from traffic (even heavy trucks) is rarely perceptible.
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The streets surrounding the project area are paved, smooth, and unlikely to cause
significant groundborne vibration. In addition, the rubber tires and suspension systems of
buses and other on-road vehicles make it unusual for on-road vehicles to cause
groundborne noise or vibration problems. It is, therefore, assumed that no such vehicular
vibration impacts would occur and, therefore, no vibration impact analysis of on-road
vehicles is necessary. Therefore, once constructed, the proposed project would not
contain uses that would generate groundborne vibration. This impact would be less than
significant.

Construction Vibration. Construction of the proposed project could result in the
generation of groundborne vibration. This construction vibration impact analysis
discusses the level of human annoyance using vibration levels in VdB and will assess the
potential for building damages using vibration levels in peak particle velocity (PPV)
(in/sec) because vibration levels calculated in root-mean-square (RMS) are best for
characterizing human response to building vibration, while vibration level in PPV is best
used to characterize potential for damage. The Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment guidelines indicate that a vibration level
up to 102 VdB (an equivalent to 0.5 in/sec in PPV) is considered safe for buildings
consisting of reinforced concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster), and would not result in any
construction vibration damage. For a non-engineered timber and masonry building, the
construction vibration damage criterion is 94 VdB (0.2 in/sec in PPV).

Table 9 shows the PPV and VdB values at 25 feet from a construction vibration source.
As shown in Table 9, bulldozers and other heavy-tracked construction equipment (except
for pile drivers and vibratory rollers) generate approximately 87 VdB of groundborne
vibration when measured at 25 feet, based on the Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment. At this level, groundborne vibration would result in potential annoyance to
residents and workers but would not cause any damage to the buildings.

Table 9: Vibration Source Amplitudes for Construction Equipment

Equipment Reference PPVI/Lv at 25 feet
PPV (in/sec) Lv (VdB)'

Pile Driver (Impact), Typical 0.644 104
Pile Driver (Sonic), Typical 0.170 93
Vibratory Roller 0.210 94
Hoe Ram 0.089 87
Large Bulldozer 0.089 87
Caisson Drilling 0.089 87
Loaded Trucks 0.076 86
Jackhammer 0.035 79
Small Bulldozer 0.003 58
Pile Driver (Impact), Typical 0.644 104

Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA 2018).
Note: Noise levels reported in this table are rounded to the nearest whole number.
' RMS vibration velocity in decibels (VdB) is 1 pin/sec.

din/sec = micro-inches per second PPV = peak particle velocity
FTA = Federal Transit Administration RMS = root-mean-square
in/sec = inches per second VdB = vibration velocity decibels

Ly = velocity in decibels
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Construction vibration, similar to vibration from other sources, would not have any
significant effects on outdoor activities (e.g., those outside of residences and commercial/
office buildings in the project vicinity). Outdoor site preparation for the proposed project
is expected to include the use of bulldozers and loaded trucks. The greatest levels of
vibration are anticipated to occur during the site preparation phase. All other phases are
expected to result in lower vibration levels. The distance to the nearest buildings for
vibration impact analysis is measured between the nearest off-site buildings and the
project boundary (assuming the construction equipment would be used at or near the
project boundary) because vibration impacts occur normally within the buildings. The
formula for vibration transmission is provided below.

LB (D) = LvdB (25 ft) — 30 Log (D/25)
PPVequip= PPVrer x (25/D)15

As shown in Table 9, for typical construction activity, the equipment with the highest
vibration generation potential is the large bulldozer, which would generate 87 VdB at
25 feet. The closest building to the project site includes the single-family residence
immediately west of the project site boundary. Based on building setbacks, this receptor
is approximately 20 feet from project construction activities. At 20 feet, this single-family
residence would experience vibration levels of up to 90 VdB (0.124 PPV [in/sec]), which
would not exceed the FTA threshold of 94 VdB (0.2 in/sec PPV) for non-engineered timber
and masonry building damage when bulldozers and loaded trucks operate at or near the
project construction boundary. Although construction vibration levels at surrounding uses
would have the potential to result in annoyance, these vibration levels would no longer
occur once construction of the project is completed and impacts would be considered less
than significant. No mitigation is required.

c) 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?

The nearest airports include the Sierra Sky Park Airport, located approximately 4.1 miles
west of the project site, the Fresno Yosemite International Airport, located approximately
5.2 miles southeast of the project site, and the Fresno Chandler Executive Airport, located
approximately 7.4 miles southwest of the project site. In addition, the nearest medical
center helipads include the Saint Agnes Medical Center, located 1.5 miles southeast of
the project site, and the Valley Children’s Hospital H located approximately 3.1 miles
northwest of the project site. Although aircraft-related noise is occasionally audible on the
project site, the site does not lie within the 55 dBA CNEL noise contours of any of these
airports or helipads. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels due to the proximity of a public
airport. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
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Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure NOI-1: The project contractor shall implement the following
measures during construction of the project:

Construction of the masonry wall on the western property line shall be constructed
during the first phase of the construction project.

Equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with properly operating and
maintained mufflers consistent with manufacturers’ standards.

Place all stationary construction equipment so that emitted noise is directed away
from sensitive receptors nearest the active project site.

Locate equipment staging in areas that would create the greatest possible distance
between construction-related noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors nearest
the active project site during all construction activities.

Ensure that all general construction-related activities are restricted to between the
hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday. No construction shall
occur on Sunday.

Designate a “disturbance coordinator” at the City who would be responsible for
responding to any local complaints about construction noise. The disturbance
coordinator would determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting too
early, bad muffler) and would determine and implement reasonable measures
warranted to correct the problem.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
e e Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSIN

G — Would the project:

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

74




Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant No
s s Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

DISCUSSION

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

The proposed project would consist of the development of an approximately 11,664-
square-foot, 28-foot-tall single-story medical clinic, and associated circulation, parking,
and infrastructure improvements in the approximately 1.23-acre project site. The project
site is designated Medium Density Residential in the City of Fresno General Plan and is
located within the Residential Single-Family Zoning District (RS-5) of the City of Fresno.
The project site would require a change in zoning and land use designation to introduce
a commercial use into the project site. The proposed project would not include a
residential component that would result in population growth. Furthermore, the proposed
project would not require the extension of existing roads or other infrastructure that could
lead to unplanned population growth. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.
No mitigation is required.

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

The proposed project would require the demolition of one existing single-family dwelling
unit; however, it is assumed that there would be sufficient replacement residences that
are equal to or better than the displacement property available for rent or purchase.
Therefore, there would be a less-than-significant impact related to the displacement of
substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere, and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to land
use and planning, and no mitigation is required.
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No
Impact

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the project:

a) 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 obijectives for
any of the public services:

Fire protection? X

Police protection? X

Schools? X

Parks? X

Other public facilities? X

DISCUSSION

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

i. Fire protection?

The City of Fresno Fire Department (FFD) would provide fire protection services
to the proposed project. There are 23 FFD fire stations in Fresno, with the closest
fire station, Fire Station 13, located approximately 2 miles from the project site.
Planned growth under the General Plan would increase calls for fire protection
service in the City. The project is consistent with the site’s General Plan
designation and does not represent unplanned growth given that the project site
would be developed consistent with its land use and zoning designations. The
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iv.

project could result in an incremental increase in the demand for fire protection
services as a result of additional employees to the project site. However, the
proposed project would be required to comply with all applicable codes for fire
safety and emergency access. In addition, the project applicant would be required
to submit plans to the FFD for review and approval prior to the issuance of building
permits to ensure the project would conform to applicable building codes.

The FFD would continue providing services to the project site and would not
require additional firefighters to serve the proposed project. The construction of a
new or expanded fire station would not be required. The proposed project would
not result in a significant impact on the physical environment due to the
incremental increase in demand for fire protection and life safety services. The
incremental increase in demand for services is not expected to adversely affect
existing responses times to the site or within the City. Therefore, construction and
operation of the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on
fire protection. No mitigation is required.

Police protection?

The City of Fresno Police Department (FPD) provides police protection to the
project site. The FPD headquarters are located at 2323 Mariposa Street,
approximately 8.1 miles from the project site. Planned growth under the General
Plan would increase calls for police protection service in the City. The project is
consistent with the site’s General Plan designation and does not represent
unplanned growth. The project could result in an incremental increase in the
demand for police protection services. The FPD would continue to provide
services to the project site and would not require additional officers to serve the
project site. The construction of new or expanded police facilities would not be
required. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a substantial adverse
impact associated with the provision of additional police facilities or services, and
impacts to police protection would represent a less-than-significant impact. No
mitigation is required.

Schools?

The proposed project would not generate student demand or otherwise impact
school services given that there is no housing or a residential component. As
such, there would be no impact related to schools, and no mitigation is required.

Parks?

Demand for parks generated by the project is within planned services levels of
the City of Fresno Parks and Community Services Department and the applicant
would be required to pay any required impact fees at the time building permits are
obtained or receive credits for construction as may be memorialized within a
subdivision or development agreement. Maintenance would be afforded through
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annexation into a Community Facilities District (CFD). Therefore, impacts to parks
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

v. Other public facilities?

Development of the proposed project is not expected increase demand for other
public services, including libraries, community centers, and public health care
facilities. Further, the proposed project would provide medical, physical,
psychological services in an underserved area of Pinedale. In addition, by locating
the proposed Valley Health Team facility within the community of Pinedale. As
such, the proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in the use of
these facilities, such that new facilities would be needed to maintain service
standards, as these facilities are not currently overused and have capacity to
serve new demand. Therefore, impacts to other public facilities would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
public services, and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant I
Impact | Mitigation | Impact | ™Pact
pac g P
Incorporated
XVI. RECREATION - Would the project:
a) Increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such X

that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

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

a) 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?

The proposed project would consist of the development of a medical clinic and would not
generate population growth that would result in an increase in the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities. Therefore, there would
be no impact related to the increase in 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. No mitigation is required.

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

The proposed project would consist of the development of a medical clinic and does not
include or require the construction or expansion of existing public recreational facilities;
therefore, development of the proposed project and associated recreational opportunities
for use by users of the project site would not result in additional environmental effects
beyond those described in this document. As a result, no impact would occur to
recreational facilities and the proposed project would not require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment. No mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
recreational facilities, and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
s s Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

XVIl. TRANSPORTATION — Would the project:

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

79



Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than
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b) Conflict or be inconsistent with
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3, X
subdivision (b)?

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

d) Result in inadequate X
emergency access?

DISCUSSION

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

A Trip Generation Analysis (TGA)'® was prepared for the proposed project, which is
included in Appendix D. The TGA evaluates the potential difference in traffic generation
of the proposed project compared to the General Plan designation. As identified in the
TGA, trip generation rates for the proposed project were obtained from the 10th Edition
of the Trip Generation Manual published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers
(ITE). Table 10 presents the trip generation for the proposed project. As shown in Table
10, the proposed project is estimated to generate a maximum of 406 daily trips, 32 AM
peak hour trips and 40 PM peak hour trips.

Table 10: Project Trip Generation

Land Use Units Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Trips In Out Total In Out | Total
Medical-Dental Office | 11.664 406 25 7 32 11 29 40
Building ksf

Source: JLB Traffic Engineering, Inc. (April 2022).
Note: Rates per ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition; Land Use Code (720) Medical-Dental Office Building.
ksf = thousand square feet

The General Plan proposes that the project site be developed with Single-family detached
housing units under the Medium Density Residential land use (5.0 to 12.0 dwelling units
per acre). For purposes of this comparison, it is assumed that the project site be

9 JLB Traffic Engineering, Inc., 2022. Trip Generation Analysis for the Medical Clinic located in the City
of Fresno. April 8.
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developed according to the median density range allowable for Medium Density
Residential of 8.5 ((56 + 12) + 2 = 8.5) dwelling units per acre. Table 11 presents the trip
generation of that which could otherwise be developed consistent with the General Plan
with trip generation rates for 11 single-family detached housing units. Consistent with the
General Plan, the project site would be anticipated to generate a maximum of 104 daily
trips, 8 AM peak hour trips and 11 PM peak hour trips.

Table 11: General Plan Trip Generation

Land Use Units Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Trips In Out Total In Out | Total
Single-Family Detached 11 du 104 2 6 8 7 4 11
Housing

Source: JLB Traffic Engineering, Inc. (April 2022).
Note: Rates per ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition; Land Use Code (210) Single-Family Detached Housing.
du = dwelling units

Compared to that which could be developed consistent with the General Plan, the
proposed project is estimated to generate a net increase of 302 daily trips, 24 AM peak
hour trips and 29 PM peak hour trips. The trip generation comparison between the
proposed project and the General Plan is shown in Table 12.

Table 12: General Plan Trip Generation

Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Trips In Out Total In Out | Total
Proposed Project 406 25 7 32 11 29 40
General Plan 104 2 6 8 7 4 11
Difference in Trip Generation 302 23 1 24 4 25 29

Source: JLB Traffic Engineering, Inc. (April 2022).
Note: Rates per ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition; Land Use Code (210) Single-Family Detached Housing.

Per the Fresno Traffic Impact Study Report Guidelines, a Transportation Impact Study
(T1S) Report for a Project may be required when the following thresholds are met:

1. When project-generated traffic is expected to be greater than 100 vehicle trips
during any peak hour.

2. When a project includes a General Plan Amendment (GPA) which changes the
land use.

3. When the project traffic will substantially affect an intersection or roadway segment
already identified as operating at an unacceptable level of service.

4. When the project will substantially change the off-site transportation system or
connection to it, as determined by the Traffic Engineering Manager.

Moreover, the Fresno General Plan has established four (4) Traffic Impact Zones (TIZs)
within the City of Fresno to assist with areas being incentivized for development. In the
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City of Fresno, all developments within TIZ-I maintain a Level of Service (LOS) standard
of F and require a TIS when projected to generate greater than 200 peak hour new vehicle
trips. In addition, all developments within TIZ-Il maintain a LOS standard of E and require
a TIS when projected to generate greater than 200 peak hour new vehicle trips. Also, all
developments within TIZ-Ill maintain a LOS standard of D and require a TIS when
projected to generate greater than 100 peak hour new vehicle trips. Lastly, all
developments within TIZ-IV maintain a LOS standard of E and require a TIS when
projected to generate greater than 200 peak hour new vehicle trips.

Considering the proposed project is located within TIZ-Ill and its anticipated trip
generation would not exceed 40 peak hour trips, a TIS would not be required. Additionally,
the project site is located in an area where all major streets have been developed to meet
or exceed the planned number of lanes. Also, all major street-to-major street intersections
near the vicinity of the project site are currently signalized and further improvements to
these intersections are not anticipated by City of Fresno or Caltrans agencies.

Due to the limited addition of project-related traffic, the proposed project is not anticipated
to generate a significant number of trips that would result in the deficiency of existing
intersections within the project vicinity. As such, the addition of project traffic is not
anticipated to exceed the City’s level of significance threshold of LOS (LOS E or better).
In addition, the project-related traffic would not result in a deficiency to existing transit,
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would not
conflict with any plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system or congestion management program. Impacts
would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.

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

Senate Bill (SB) 743 requires that relevant CEQA analysis of transportation impacts be
conducted using a metric known as VMT instead of Level of Service (LOS). VMT
measures how much actual auto travel (additional miles driven) a proposed project would
create on California roads. If the project adds excessive car travel onto roads, the project
may cause a significant transportation impact.

The State CEQA Guidelines were amended to implement SB 743, by adding Section
15064.3. Among its provisions, Section 15064.3 confirms that, except with respect to
transportation projects, a project’s effect on automobile delay shall not constitute a
significant environmental impact. Therefore, LOS measures of impacts on traffic facilities
are no longer relevant CEQA criteria for transportation impacts.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(4) states that “[a] lead agency has discretion to
evaluate a project’s vehicle miles traveled, including whether to express the change in
absolute terms, per capita, per household or in any other measure. A lead agency may
use models to estimate a project’s vehicle miles traveled and may revise those estimates
to reflect professional judgment based on substantial evidence. Any assumptions used to
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estimate used to estimate vehicle miles traveled and any revision to model outputs should
be documented and explained in the environmental document prepared for the project.
The standard of adequacy in Section 15151 shall apply to the analysis described in this
section.”

On June 25, 2020, the City of Fresno adopted CEQA Guidelines for Vehicle Miles
Traveled Thresholds, dated June 25, 2020, pursuant to Senate Bill 743 to be effective of
July 1, 2020. The thresholds described therein are referred to herein as the City of Fresno
VMT Thresholds. The City of Fresno VMT Thresholds document was prepared and
adopted consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.3 and
15064.7. The December 2018 Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts
in CEQA (Technical Advisory) published by the Governor's Office of Planning and
Research (OPR), was utilized as a reference and guidance document in the preparation
of the Fresno VMT Thresholds.

The City of Fresno VMT Thresholds adopted a screening standard and criteria that can
be used to screen out qualified projects that meet the adopted criteria from needing to
prepare a detailed VMT analysis.

The City of Fresno VMT Thresholds Section 3.1 regarding Development Projects states
that if a project constitutes a General Plan Amendment or a Rezone, none of the
screening criteria may apply, and that the City must evaluate such projects on a case-by-
case basis.

Although the proposed project would include a General Plan Amendment and a Rezone,
the proposed project would result in a more intensive land use on an infill site and would
provide medical, physical, psychological services in an underserved area of Pinedale.
The proposed location was selected due to its proximity to Pinedale Elementary School
and Pinedale Community Center, which are located north of the project site across West
Fir Avenue. As such, by locating the proposed Valley Health Team facility within the
community of Pinedale, the proposed project would allow patients and visitors the ability
to walk to the project site. Further, the proposed project is located within 1,000 feet of the
City of Fresno BRT, which is expected to reduce vehicle trips and VMT. In addition, it is
assumed that telemedicine appointments would account for approximately 25 percent of
all appointments. Therefore, the proposed project would support the ability to use
alternative modes of transportation, would promote initiatives to reduce vehicle trips and
VMT, and would increase the use of alternate modes of transportation.

Based on all these project features, the proposed project would result in a less-than-
significant VMT impact and is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b). No
mitigation is required.

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp

curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
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The proposed project would not include any sharp curves or other roadway design
elements that would create dangerous conditions. Therefore, the proposed project would
not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature, and there would be no impact.
No mitigation is required.

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

Emergency vehicles would have access to the project site via driveways on Sugar Pine
Avenue and Beechwood Avenue. Further, the proposed project’s site plan would be
subject to review and approval by the FFD to ensure the project includes adequate
emergency access. In addition, as discussed in Section IX, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, project implementation would not physically interfere with emergency
evacuation or the FFD access to and from the project site. Therefore, the proposed project
would result in less-than-significant impacts related to inadequate emergency access,
and no mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
transportation, and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant |Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
e o Impact
Impact Mitigation | Impact
Incorporated

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, defined in
PRC section 21074 as either a
site, feature, place, -cultural
landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and
scope of the landscape, sacred
place, or object with cultural value
to a California Native American
tribe, and that is:

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of X
historical resources as defined in
PRC section 5020.1(k), or,
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

ii) A resource determined by the
lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evi-
dence, to be significant pursuant
to criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of PRC section 5024.1. In
applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of PRC section
5024.1, the lead agency shall
consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native
American tribe.

DISCUSSION

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

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

The State requires lead agencies to consider the potential effects of proposed
projects and consult with California Native American tribes during the local
planning process for the purpose of protecting Traditional Tribal Cultural
Resources through the CEQA Guidelines. Pursuant to PRC Section 21080.3.1,
the lead agency shall begin consultation with the California Native American
tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographical area of the
proposed project. Such significant cultural resources are either sites, features,
places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a
tribe which is either on or eligible for inclusion in the California Historic Register
or local historic register.

Additional information may also be available from the California Native
American Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File per PRC Section 5097.96
and the California Historical Resources Information System administered by the
California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that PRC Section
21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality.

85



Pursuant to Senate Bill 18 (SB 18), Native American tribes traditionally and
culturally affiliated with the project area were invited to consult regarding the
proposed project based on a list of contacts provided by the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC). These tribes included: Chicken Ranch
Rancheria of Me-Wuk Indians; Dunlap Band of Mono Indians; Nashville
Enterprise Miwok- Maidu-Nishinam Tribe; North Fork Mono Tribe; North Fork
Rancheria of Mono Indians; Salinan Tribe of Monterey, San Luis Obispo
Counties; Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi Yokut Tribe; Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk
Indians; Xolon-Salinan Tribe; Big Sandy Rancheria of Western Mono Indians;
Dumna Wo-Wah Tribal Government; Kings River Choinumni Farm Tribe; North
Valley Yokuts Tribe; Picayune Rancheria of Chukchansi Indians; Wuksache
Indian Tribe/Eshom Valley Band; Table Mountain Rancheria; Traditional
Choinumni Tribe; and the Tule River Indian Tribe.

Assembly Bill (AB) 52, which became law January 1, 2015, requires that, as part
of the CEQA review process, public agencies provide early notice of a project
to California Native American Tribes to allow for consultation between the tribe
and the public agency. The purpose of AB 52 is to provide the opportunity for
public agencies and tribes to consult and consider potential impacts to Tribal
Cultural Resources (TCR’s), as defined by the Public Resources Code (PRC)
Section 2107(a). Under AB 52, public agencies shall reach out to California
Native American Tribes who have requested to be notified of projects in areas
within or which may have been affiliated with their tribal geographic range.
Pursuant to Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52), the Table Mountain Rancheria Tribe and
the Dumna Wo-wah Tribe were invited to consult under AB 52. Under invitations
to consult under SB 18 and AB 52, no tribes requested consultation.

Based on the Cultural Resources Assessment®® prepared by Peak &
Associates, Inc., there are no known Native American resources in the project
site that are listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k). Additionally, no specific tribal cultural
resources were identified in the project site as a result of Native American
consultation conducted for the project per Senate Bill 18 and Assembly Bill 52.

As such, the project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that is
listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or
in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code
section 5020.1(k). No mitigation is required.

20 Peak & Associates, Inc., 2022. Cultural Resource Assessment for the Valley Health Team Project Area,

Pinedale, County of Fresno, California. March 3.
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A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to
a California Native American tribe.

Under invitations to consult under SB 18 and AB 52, no tribes requested
consultation. The City, as lead agency, has not identified any potential tribal
cultural resources at the project site. As such, the project would not cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section

5024.1. No mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to tribal
cultural resources, and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant I
Impact | Mitigation | Impact | MPact
pac g P
Incorporated
XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the project:
a) Require or result in the
relocation or construction of new or
expanded water, wastewater
treatment or storm water drainage,
electric power, natural gas, or X
telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which
could cause significant
environmental effect?
b) Have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future X
development during normal, dry
and multiple dry years?
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant No
e o Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

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

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

DISCUSSION

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

As identified in the Project Description, utilities required to serve the proposed project
would include water, sanitary sewer, storm water drainage, electricity, natural gas, and
telecommunications infrastructure.

Water. Water supply for the proposed project would be provided by the PCWD. The
PCWD service area encompasses nearly 1,270 acres or 2 square miles, in both the City
of Fresno and unincorporated Fresno County. PCWD provides water to 2,400 residential
and 550 commercial accounts. PCWD delivers water through wells dispersed across the
district. Presently, demands only require the district to run three wells of the five wells; the
other two are on standby. PCWD does have other wells; however, these wells are
currently offline because of trichloroethylene contamination. As undeveloped lands within
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the district urbanize one of the standby wells will serve as the water source for the added
demand.?!

Short-term demand for water may occur during excavation, grading, and construction
activities on site. Construction activities would require water primarily for dust mitigation
purposes. Water from the existing potable water lines in the vicinity of the project site
would be used. Overall, short-term construction activities would require minimal water
and are not expected to have any adverse impacts on the existing water system or
available water supplies. The proposed project would not require the construction of new
or expanded water conveyance, treatment, or collection facilities with respect to
construction activities.

Based on the nature of the proposed project, the project-generated increase in water
demand would be minimal and would fall within the PCWD’s existing capacity and
available supply. As such, the proposed project would not necessitate new or expanded
water entitlements, and the PCWD would be able to accommodate the increased demand
for potable water. As such, the proposed project would not necessitate new or expanded
water entitlements, and the City would be able to accommodate the increased demand
for potable water.

Wastewater. Wastewater services would also be provided by PCWD. No significant
increase in wastewater flows is anticipated as a result of construction activities on the
project site. Sanitary services during construction would be provided by portable toilet
facilities, which transport waste off site for treatment and disposal.

In addition, wastewater generation associated with the proposed project is not anticipated
to exceed wastewater treatment requirements or exceed the available capacity to
accommodate the increased wastewater flows from the proposed project. The project
would be adequately served by the capacity and the existing wastewater conveyance
system. As such, the proposed project would not necessitate new or expanded water
entittements, and the PCWD would be able to accommodate the increased demand for
potable water.

Stormwater and Drainage Facilities. While the project would permanently increase the
impervious surface area, the project would be required to direct drainage towards Fir
Avenue, Sugar Pine Avenue and/or Beechwood Avenue. In addition, prior to final
development approval, the project applicant shall submit a Grading Plan and Drainage
Report to the FMFCD for review and approval. According to the City’s preliminary review,
permanent drainage service is available for the project area, provided that the project
applicant can verify to the satisfaction of the City that runoff can be safely conveyed to
the Master Plan inlet. The FMFCD existing Master Plan drainage system is designed to
serve medium density residential uses and the existing Master Plan storm drainage
facilities do not have capacity to serve the proposed commercial land use. As such, the
project applicant would be required to mitigate the impacts of the increased runoff from

2! Pinedale County Water District, n.d. About Us. Available online: https://pcwdonline.com/index.

php?option=com_content&view=article&id=15&ltemid=16 (accessed August 2022).
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the proposed commercial land use to a rate that would be expected if developed to
medium density residential. As required by HYDRO-1, the project applicant would
mitigate the increased runoff by either making improvements to the existing pipeline
system to provide additional capacity or may use some type of permanent peak reducing
facility in order to eliminate adverse impacts on the existing system. Should the project
applicant choose to construct a permanent peak-reducing facility, such a system would
be required to reduce runoff from a ten-year storm produced by a commercial
development to a two-year discharge, which would be produced by the property if
developed medium density residential. Additionally, the project applicant would be
required to pay for all necessary improvement costs. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure HYDRO-1, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant impacts
related to the construction or expansion of stormwater drainage facilities. No additional
mitigation is required.

Electricity, Natural Gas, and Telecommunication Facilities. Electric power, natural
gas, and telecommunication facilities would require connections to the project site.
However, because the project site is located within an urbanized area with existing
facilities in close proximity, connection to these facilities would not cause significant
environmental effects. In addition, as discussed in Section VI, Energy, energy usage on
the project site during construction would be temporary in nature and would be relatively
small in comparison to the State’s available energy sources. Once operational, electricity
and natural gas usage would be a minimal fraction of Fresno County’s total electricity and
natural gas demand. As a result, the project would result in a less-than-significant impact
related to the relocation or construction or new or expanded utilities.

Summary. With implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1, the proposed project
would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded facilities
for water, wastewater treatment, storm drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications which could cause significant environmental effects. Impacts would
be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

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

As discussed above, sufficient water supply would be available to serve the project site.
As a result, the project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to water
supply and there are sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years. As
such, impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

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

Refer to discussion a) above. Wastewater generation associated with the proposed
project is not anticipated to exceed wastewater treatment requirements or exceed the
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available capacity to accommodate the increased wastewater flows from the proposed
project. The project would be adequately served by the capacity and the existing
wastewater conveyance system. In addition, the proposed project is not expected to
exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board. As such, the proposed project would not result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate
capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’'s existing
commitments and impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

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

Garbage disposed in the City of Fresno is taken to the Cedar Avenue Recycling and
Transfer Station. Once trash has been off-loaded at the transfer station, it is sorted, and
non-recyclable solid waste is loaded onto large trucks and taken to the American Avenue
Landfill located approximately 6 miles southwest of Kerman.

The American Avenue Landfill (i.e., American Avenue Disposal Site 10-AA-0009) has a
maximum permitted capacity of 32,700,000 cubic yards and a remaining capacity of
29,358,535 cubic yards, with an estimated closure date of August 31, 2031. The
maximum permitted throughput is 2,200 tons per day.??

Other landfills within the County of Fresno include the Clovis Landfill (City of Clovis
Landfill 10-AA-0004) with a maximum remaining permitted capacity of 7,740,000 cubic
yards, a maximum permitted throughput of 2,000 tons per day, and an estimated closure
date of 2047.%3

Based on CalEEMod, operation of the proposed project would generate approximately
23.1 pounds of solid waste per day or about 126.4 tons of solid waste per year. Given the
capacity at the landfills, the additional solid waste generated by the proposed project is
not anticipated to cause the facility to exceed its daily permitted capacity. As such, the
project would be served by a landfill with sufficient capacity to accommodate the project’s
waste disposal needs, and impacts associated with the disposition of solid waste would
be less than significant. No mitigation is required.

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

The proposed project would comply with all federal, State, and local solid waste statutes
and/or regulations related to solid waste. Also refer to discussion d) in this section.
Therefore, the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact related to

22 CalRecycle. Website: https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/Site/Summary/352 (accessed
April 1, 2022).

23 CalRecycle. Website: https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/Site/Summary/347 (accessed
April 1, 2022).
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federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to

solid waste. No mitigation is required.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
utilities and service systems, and no mitigation is required.

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES Significant with Significant
o Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

XX. WILDFIRE - If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as
very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project:

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

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

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

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

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

Wildland fires occur in geographic areas that contain the types and conditions of
vegetation, topography, weather, and structure density susceptible to risks associated
with uncontrolled fires that can be started by lightning, improperly managed campfires,
cigarettes, sparks from automobiles, and other ignition sources. According to the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) Map for Fresno County, the project site is not located within a
Very or High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.?*

The proposed project would consist in the development of a medical clinic on an infill site
within the City. As a result, project implementation would not physically interfere with
evacuation plans or FFD access to and from the project site. In addition, the proposed
project’s site plan would be subject to review and approval by the FFD to ensure the
project includes adequate emergency access. Moreover, since the project site is not
located in or near a VHFHSZ nor is it located in or near a State Responsibility Area (SRA),
potential impacts associated with emergency access described above would not pertain
to wildfire and would more likely be associated with an urban fire or other emergency
situations. Therefore, operation of the proposed project would not substantially impair an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. There would be no
impact and no mitigation would be required.

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

As stated previously, the project site is not located in or near a VHFHSZ nor is it located
in or near a SRA. Therefore, the proposed project would not exacerbate wildfire risks due
to slope and prevailing winds, thereby exposing project occupants to pollutant
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. There would be no
impact and no mitigation would be required.

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

Utility and infrastructure improvements included as part of the project are described in
Section XIX, Utilities. These improvements would include the installation of water,
sanitary sewer, storm water drainage, electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications
infrastructure.

2 Cal Fire. Fire Hazard Severity Zone Viewer. Website: https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/ (accessed August

2022).
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The project site is not located in or near a VHFHSZ nor is it located in or near a SRA.
Utility installations would not exacerbate fire risk due to the location of the project site in
an urban area outside of a designated fire hazard zone. Therefore, the proposed project
would not require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that would
exacerbate fire risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. There
would be no impact and no mitigation would be required.

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

Landslides and other forms of mass wasting, including mud flows, debris flows, and soil
slips, occur as soil moves downslope under the influence of gravity. Landslides are
frequently triggered by intense rainfall or seismic shaking but can also occur as a result
of erosion and downslope runoff caused by rain following a fire. As previously discussed
in Section VII, Geology and Soils, the City of Fresno Planning Area is located within an
area that consists of mostly flat topography within the Central Valley. Accordingly, there
is no risk of large landslides in the majority of the Planning Area. In addition, the project
site is generally level and would not expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects associated with landslides. Further, as stated previously, the project site
is not located in or near a VHFHSZ nor is it located in or near a SRA. Therefore, the
proposed project would not expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes. There would be no impact and no mitigation would be
required.

Mitigation Measures

The proposed project would not result in any potentially significant impacts related to
wildfire, and no mitigation is required.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

XXI. 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?

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)?

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

or indirectly?

DISCUSSION

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

As discussed in Section IV, Biological Resources and Section V, Cultural Resources, with
the incorporation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 and CUL-1 and CUL-2,
development of the proposed project would not: (1) degrade the quality of the
environment; (2) substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; (3) cause a
fish or wildlife species population to drop below self-sustaining levels; (4) threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community; (5) reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal; or (6) eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with
mitigation incorporated.

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.)

The proposed project’s impacts would be individually limited and not cumulatively
considerable due to the site-specific nature of the potential impacts. The potentially
significant impacts that can be reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation
of recommended mitigation measures include the topics of Air Quality, Biological
Resources, Cultural Resources, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, and Tribal Cultural
Resources. These impacts would primarily be related to construction-period activities,
would be temporary in nature, and would not substantially contribute to any potential
cumulative impacts associated with these topics.

Implementation of recommended AlIR-1, BIO-1 and BIO-2, CUL-1 and CUL-2, HYDRO-
1, and NOI-1 would ensure that the impacts of the project would be below established
thresholds of significance and that these impacts would not combine with the impacts of
other cumulative projects to result in a cumulatively considerable impact on the
environment as a result of project development and this impact would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated.

For the topics of Aesthetics, Agriculture and Forestry Resources, Energy, Geology and
Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Land Use and
Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation,
Transportation, Tribal Cultural Resources, Utilities and Service Systems, and Wildlife, the
project would have no impacts or less-than-significant impacts, and therefore, the project
would not substantially contribute to any potential cumulative impacts for these topics.

As such, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
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c) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

The proposed project’s potential to result in environmental effects that could directly or
indirectly impact human beings has been evaluated in this Initial Study. With
implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, all environmental effects that
could adversely affect human beings, either directly or indirectly, would be less than
significant with mitigation incorporated.
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Table A: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Timing for Mitiaation Monitoring/ | Verification
MITIGATION MEASURE Mitigation gation Reporting (Initials and
Responsibility
Measure Agency Date)

I. AESTHETICS
There are no significant impacts to aesthetics.
Il. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY
There are no significant impacts to agriculture and forestry resources.
lll. AIR QUALITY
Mitigation Measure AIR-1: Consistent with During Project Construction Planning &
SJVAPCD Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM1o Construction Contractor Development
Prohibitions), the following controls are required to Department

be included as specifications for the proposed
project and implemented at the construction site:

All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which
are not being actively utilized for construction
purposes, shall be effectively stabilized of dust
emissions using water, chemical stabilizer/
suppressant, covered with a tarp or other suitable
cover or vegetative ground cover.

All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved
access roads shall be effectively stabilized of dust
emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/
suppressant.

All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation,
land leveling, grading, cut and fill, and demolition
activities shall be effectively controlled of fugitive
dust emissions utilizing application of water or by
presoaking.

When materials are transported off-site, all




Table A: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MITIGATION MEASURE

Timing for
Mitigation
Measure

Mitigation
Responsibility

Monitoring/
Reporting
Agency

Verification
(Initials and
Date)

material shall be covered, or effectively wetted to
limit visible dust emissions, and at least 6 inches
of freeboard space from the top of the container
shall be maintained.

All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove
the accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent
public streets at the end of each workday. (The
use of dry rotary brushes is expressly prohibited
except where preceded or accompanied by
sufficient wetting to Ilimit the visible dust
emissions. Use of blower devices is expressly
forbidden.)

Following the addition of materials to, or the
removal of materials from, the surface of out-door
storage piles, said piles shall be effectively
stabilized of fugitive dust emission utilizing
sufficient  water or chemical stabilizer/
suppressant.




Table A: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Timing for Mitigation Monitoring/ | Verification
MITIGATION MEASURE Mitigation R o Reporting (Initials and
esponsibility
Measure Agency Date)
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: If project construction During Project Construction Planning &
activities occur during nesting season (between Construction if | Contractor Development
February 1 and August 31), a qualified biologist shall | During the Department
conduct pre-construction surveys for active bird Nesting Season
nests at the project site within 14 days of the onset (February 1 to
of these activities. August 31)
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Should any active nests | During Project Construction Planning &
be discovered in or near proposed construction Construction Contractor Development
zones, the biologist shall identify a suitable Department
construction-free buffer around the nest. This buffer
shall be identified with flagging or fencing (or
otherwise clearly demarcated) and shall be
maintained until the biologist has determined that
the nest is no longer active.
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Mitigation Measure CUL-1: In the event the event Prior to Construction Planning &
that archaeological resources are identified during commencement | Contractor Development
project activities, work should be halted immediately | of, and during, Department
within 50 feet of the find until a qualified professional | construction
archaeologist is contacted to assess the nature and | activities

significance of the find and determine if any
additional study or treatment of the find is warranted.
The archaeologist should develop proper mitigation
measures required for the discovery per California
Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3, Section
15064.5(f). Additional studies could include, but
would not be limited to, collection and




Table A: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MITIGATION MEASURE

Timing for
Mitigation
Measure

Mitigation
Responsibility

Monitoring/
Reporting
Agency

Verification
(Initials and
Date)

documentation of artifacts, documentation of the
cultural resources on State of California Department
of Parks and Recreation Series 523 forms, or
subsurface testing. If determined appropriate by the
qualified archaeologist, archaeological monitoring
should commence and continue until grading and
excavation are complete or until the monitoring
archaeologist determines, based on field
observations and in consultation with the qualified
archaeologist, that there is little likelihood of
encountering additional archaeological cultural
resources. Archaeological monitoring may be
reduced from full-time to part-time or spot-checking
if determined appropriate by the qualified
archaeologist based on monitoring results. Upon
completion of any monitoring activities, the
archaeologist should prepare a report to document
the methods and results of monitoring activities. The
final version of this report should be submitted to the
Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center.

Mitigation Measure CUL-2: In the event that
human remains are unearthed during excavation
and grading activities of any future development
project, all activity shall cease immediately. Pursuant
to Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 7050.5,
no further disturbance shall occur until the County
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to
origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section
5097.98(a). If the remains are determined to be of

Prior to
commencement
of, and during,
construction
activities

Construction
Contractor

Planning &
Development
Department




Table A: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MITIGATION MEASURE

Timing for
Mitigation
Measure

Mitigation
Responsibility

Monitoring/
Reporting
Agency

Verification
(Initials and
Date)

Native American descent, the coroner shall within 24
hours notify the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC). The NAHC shall then contact
the most likely descendent of the deceased Native
American, who shall then serve as the consultant on
how to proceed with the remains. Pursuant to PRC
Section 5097.98(b), upon the discovery of Native
American remains, the landowner shall ensure that
the immediate vicinity, according to generally
accepted cultural or archaeological standards or
practices, where the Native American human
remains are located is not damaged or disturbed by
further development activity until the landowner has
discussed and conferred with the most likely
descendants regarding their recommendations, if
applicable, taking into account the possibility of
multiple human remains. The landowner shall
discuss and confer with the descendants all
reasonable options regarding the descendants'
preferences for treatment.

VI. ENERGY

There are no significant impacts to energy.

VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

There are no significant impacts to geology and soils.

VIlIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

There are no significant impacts to greenhouse gas emissions.

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIAL




Table A: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Timing for
Mitigation
Measure

MITIGATION MEASURE

Mitigation
Responsibility

Monitoring/
Reporting
Agency

Verification
(Initials and
Date)

There are no significant impacts to hazards and hazardous material.

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Mitigation Measure HYDRO-1: The project
applicant shall mitigate the increased runoff
associated with the proposed project by either
making improvements to the existing pipeline
system to provide additional capacity or use some
type of permanent peak reducing facility in order to
eliminate adverse impacts on the existing system.
Should the project applicant choose to construct a
permanent peak-reducing facility, such a system
would be required to reduce runoff from a ten-year
storm produced by a commercial development to a
two-year discharge, which would be produced by the
property if developed medium density residential.

Prior to
issuance of
building permits

Project

Applicant

Planning &
Development
Department

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING

There are no significant impacts to land use and planning.

Xll. MINERAL RESOURCES

There are no significant impacts to mineral resources.

XIll. NOISE

Mitigation Measure NOI-1: The project contractor
shall implement the following measures during
construction of the project:

During Project
Construction

e Construction of the masonry wall on the western
property line shall be constructed during the first
phase of the construction project.

Construction
Contractor

Planning &
Development
Department




Table A: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Timing for Mitiaation Monitoring/ | Verification
MITIGATION MEASURE Mitigation gation Reporting (Initials and
Responsibility
Measure Agency Date)

e Equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile,
with properly operating and maintained mufflers
consistent with manufacturers’ standards.

¢ Place all stationary construction equipment so that
emitted noise is directed away from sensitive
receptors nearest the active project site.

e Locate equipment staging in areas that would
create the greatest possible distance between
construction-related noise sources and noise-
sensitive receptors nearest the active project site
during all construction activities.

e Ensure that all general construction-related
activities are restricted to between the hours of
7:00 am. and 10:00 p.m. Monday through
Saturday. No construction shall occur on Sunday.

e Designate a “disturbance coordinator” at the City
who would be responsible for responding to any
local complaints about construction noise. The
disturbance coordinator would determine the
cause of the noise complaint (e.g., starting too
early, bad muffler) and would determine and
implement reasonable measures warranted to
correct the problem.

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING

There are no significant impacts to population and housing.

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES




Table A: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

Timing for Mitiaation Monitoring/ | Verification
MITIGATION MEASURE Mitigation gation Reporting (Initials and
Responsibility
Measure Agency Date)

There are no significant impacts to public services.

XVI. RECREATION

There are no significant impacts to recreation.

XVIl. TRANSPORTATION

There are no significant impacts to transportation.

XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

There are no significant impacts to tribal cultural resources.

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

There are no significant impacts to utilities and service systems.

XX. WILDFIRE

There are no significant impacts to wildfire.

Source: LSA (November 2022).
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Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Page 1 of 35

Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

1.0 Project Characteristics

Valley Health Team
Fresno County, Annual

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
City Park . 0.36 . Acre ! 0.36 ! 15,681.60 0
------------------------------ R e el s L R P PR PP ERE PR
Medical Office Building . 11.70 . 1000sqft ! 0.37 ! 11,700.00 0
"""""" Parking Lot = o0 % Space : 0.50 : 22,400.00 T e
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 45
Climate Zone 3 Operational Year 2024
Utility Company Pacific Gas and Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 203.98 CH4 Intensity 0.033 N20 Intensity 0.004
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)
1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
Project Characteristics -
Land Use - Total project site is 1.23 acres
Construction Phase - Construction is expected to start on July 2023 and last 12-14 months
Grading - Set to default
Demolition -
Vehicle Trips - Trips rates based of 406 total daily trips
Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Mitigation Tier 2
Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstDustMitigation *  WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed  * 0 15
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Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

tbiIConstEquipMitigation

tbIConstructionPhase

NumberOfEquipmentMitigated

NumDays

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

10.00

4.00

-+

10.00
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Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

tbIConstructionPhase

tbIVehicleTrips

NumDays

6/10/2024

5/13/2024

8/7/2023

5/27/2024

8/1/2023

5/28/2024

8/8/2023

8/2/2023

5/14/2024

7/29/2023

0.27

1.96

8.57

2.19

1.42

0.78

-+

34.80

2.0 Emissions Summary




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

Page 4 of 35

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2023 E: 0.0995 ! 0.8231 : 0.8101 ! 1.5700e- : 0.0788 ! 0.0356 ! 0.1144 : 0.0353 ! 0.0339 ! 0.0693 0.0000 ! 133.6389 : 133.6389 ! 0.0249 : 1.2700e- ! 134.6395
" ' ' 003 ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' v 003,
----------- n f———————— ———————n - ———————n - : ks m————mg ———————n Fmmmma
2024 = (0.1747 + 0.6831 + 0.8007  1.5100e- * 0.0127 1+ 0.0275 + 0.0403 ' 3.4500e- * 0.0265 +*+ 0.0299 0.0000 + 126.5668 ' 126.5668 * 0.0198 '+ 1.4600e- * 127.4965
L1} L} 1 L} 003 1 L} L} 1 003 L} L} L] 1 L} 1 003 L}
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Maximum 0.1747 0.8231 0.8101 1.5700e- 0.0788 0.0356 0.1144 0.0353 0.0339 0.0693 0.0000 133.6389 | 133.6389 0.0249 1.4600e- | 134.6395
003 003
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tonsl/yr MTlyr
2023 E: 0.0561 @ 1.1756 ! 0.9018 ! 15700e- ! 0.0417 : 00446 ' 00863 ! 00176 @ 00445 @ 0.0621 0.0000 : 133.6388 ! 133.6388 ! 0.0249 ! 1.2700e- ! 134.6393
- 1] 1 1] 003 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] L] 1 1] 1 003 1]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : I e o ———————n Fmmmmm
2024 = (01418 * 1.0803 ' 0.8614 ' 1.5100e- * 0.0127 * 0.0442 '+ 0.0569 ' 3.4500e- * 0.0442 ' 0.0476 0.0000 * 126.5667 ' 126.5667 * 0.0198 ' 1.4600e- ' 127.4964
- L] 1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] L] L] 1 L] 1
- 1] 1 1] 003 1 1] 1] 1 003 1] 1] L] 1 1] 1 003 [
Maximum 0.1418 1.1756 0.9018 1.5700e- 0.0417 0.0446 0.0863 0.0176 0.0445 0.0621 0.0000 133.6388 | 133.6388 | 0.0249 1.4600e- | 134.6393
003 003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

Page 5 of 35

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 27.84 -49.78 -9.47 0.00 40.51 -40.54 7.42 45.75 -46.86 -10.66 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 7-3-2023 10-2-2023 0.4499 0.5924
2 10-3-2023 1-2-2024 0.4499 0.6126
3 1-3-2024 4-2-2024 0.4208 0.6056
4 4-3-2024 7-2-2024 0.3588 0.5215
5 7-3-2024 9-30-2024 0.0460 0.0498
Highest 0.4499 0.6126
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTl/yr
Area - 0.0560 ! 1.0000e- : 6.2000e- ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 1.2200e- : 1.2200e- ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 1.3000e-
n v 005 , 004 , ' ' ' ' ' ' . 003 , 003 , ' 003
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e jmm————mgy : = e a
Energy = 8.2000e- * 7.4100e- ' 6.2200e- * 4.0000e- * 1 5.6000e- * 5.6000e- * 1 5.6000e- * 5.6000e- 0.0000 + 18.3616 ' 18.3616 ' 1.8200e- * 3.5000e- ' 18.5114
= 004 | 003 ,; 003 , 005 i 004 , o004 i 004 004 : : i 003 , o004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e jmm————egy : ————— - m e e
Mobile = 01710 + 0.2497 1+ 1.4024 1 3.0600e- * 0.2979 1 2.5700e- * 0.3005 * 0.0797 ' 2.4100e- * 0.0821 0.0000 1 287.4111 » 287.4111 + 0.0176 + 0.0168 ' 292.8682
L1} L} 1 L} 003 L} 1 003 L} L} 1 003 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ot DRt e P : ————— - m - o
Waste - ! : ! ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 25.6560 ! 0.0000 : 25.6560 ! 1.5162 ! 0.0000 ! 63.5617
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et L : e m e
Water - ' ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.4658 + 0.9645 1 1.4302 + 0.0480 '+ 1.1500e- * 2.9724
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} 003 L}
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.2278 0.2572 1.4092 3.1000e- 0.2979 3.1300e- 0.3011 0.0797 2.9700e- 0.0827 26.1218 | 306.7384 | 332.8602 | 1.5836 0.0183 | 377.9150
003 003 003
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

2.2 Overall Operational
Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area :: 0.0560 * 1.0000e- ! 6.2000e- * 0.0000 ! '+ 0.0000 *+ 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 0.0000 * 1.2200e- * 1.2200e- * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 1.3000e-
o . 005 ; 004 : ' : : ' : . 003 ; 003 : . 003
___________ mn ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ____‘________:______ 1 ] ] ______:________
Energy = 8.2000e- ' 7.4100e- ' 6.2200e- * 4.0000e- * ' 5.6000e- + 5.6000e- ¢ ' 5.6000e- '+ 5.6000e- 0.0000 + 18.3616 + 18.3616 ' 1.8200e- * 3.5000e- * 18.5114
- 004 , 003 , 003 , 005 i 004 | o004 i 004 004 . ' { 003 , 004
___________ mn ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ____‘________:______ 1 ] ] ______:________
Mobile = 01710 + 0.2497 1+ 1.4024 + 3.0600e- + 0.2979 + 2.5700e- + 0.3005 '+ 0.0797 ' 2.4100e- *+ 0.0821 0.0000 + 287.4111 v 287.4111 + 0.0176 + 0.0168 * 292.8682
L1} L} 1 L} 003 L} 1 003 L} L} 1 003 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——k e jmm————eg - fm——— e = n e e
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! ! 00000 @ 0.0000 25.6560 ' 0.0000 ! 25.6560 ' 15162 ! 0.0000 ! 63.5617
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : I T ST - m——————p e
Water - ' ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 *+ 0.0000 0.4658 + 09645 1+ 1.4302 1+ 0.0480 + 1.1500e- * 2.9724
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} 003 L}
- 1
Total 0.2278 0.2572 1.4092 | 3.1000e- | 0.2979 | 3.1300e- | 0.3011 0.0797 | 2.9700e- 0.0827 26.1218 | 306.7384 | 332.8602 | 1.5836 0.0183 | 377.9150
003 003 003
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 =Demolition *Demolition :7/3/2023 17/28/2023 ! 5! 20;
------- L il Lttt ittt It e bt St et A R T
2 = Site Preparation *Site Preparation 17/31/2023 18/11/2023 ! 5! 10;
....... L heeccccmmsscssmasssemaaal } ! ! ! e eccccscaccccssacsssaaa=
3 *Grading *Grading 18/14/2023 18/25/2023 ! 5! 10!
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Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

4 *Building Construction *Building Construction 18/28/2023 15/31/2024 ! 5 200:
------- L e ettt S il ettt LT T P
5 -Paving -Paving 16/3/2024 16/21/2024 ! 5! 15!
------------------------------- } : : : R L E LR R R PPPFFF
6 -Archltectural Coating :Architectural Coating 16/24/2024 17/12/2024 ! 5 15!

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 9.38
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 10
Acres of Paving: 0.5

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 17,550; Non-Residential Outdoor: 5,850; Striped Parking Area: 1,344
(Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Architectural Coating *Air Compressors ! 1 6.00: 78; 0.48
Paving T :'c'ea{e'ni and Mortar Mixers ""'1 """""" 6 00 G 0.56
[Demolion T :'cbaér'eié/fn'dh's{n'af saws ""'1 """""" 8 00 BT 0.73
[Building Construction :'c'r;ﬁés """"""""""" ""'1 """""" 6 00 Zan T 0.29
[Building Construction Frordis T TTTTTTTTTTT ""'1 """""" 6 00 Bor TN 0.20
[Building Construction :E;'e}éFa'tar'éé{s """""""" ""'1 """""" 8 00 BT 0.74
Grading T :E;'r;&e'r; """"""""""" ""'1 """""" 8 00 57T 0.41
Site Preparation :E;'r;&e'r; """"""""""" ""'1 """""" 8 00 57T 0.41
2 e T T 650! T3 T 53
Paving T :IDAQ.BZ;'E'q'u'.;JrBéﬁt """"""" ""'1 """""" 8 00 155 T 0.36
2 folers T T A 7601 T 536
[Demolion T :'R'ubéér' Tired Dozers ""'1 """""" 8 00 Zag T 0.40
Grading T :'R'ubéér' Tired Dozers ""'1 """""" 8 00 Zag T 0.40
Site Preparation :'R'ubéér' Tired Dozers ""'1 """""" 7 00 Zag T 0.40
[Building Construction :'TFa{c'tSr's/'LB;aéé?ééékhaé; """" ""'1 """""" 6 00 57T 0.37
[Demolion T :'TFa{c'tSr's/'LB;aéé?ééékhaé; """" ""'3 """""" 8 00 57T 0.37
é r-a:j |n-g ------------------ ;Tractors/ Loaders/Backhoes ; 2 7.00'# 97 :r ----------- 0 -?:7-
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

Paving =Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 1: 8.00: 97! 0.37
----------------------------- i R L LR R L
Site Preparation *Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 1 8.00! a7! 0.37
----------------------------- : 4 + L R
Building Construction *Welders ! 3! 8.00! 46! 0.45
Trips and VMT
Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class
Demolition : 5! 13.00: 0.00 6.00: 10.80: 7.30; 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
e e LT LT Ty i - - A eeemecec]emmmmmmmmm——— e —m———= L,
Site Preparation 31 8.00° 0.00! 0.00° 10.801 7.30! 20.001LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  JHHDT
e LY LTy i - - e mme e ——————— [ — A e aaa
Grading a1 10,00 0.00! 0.00° 10.801 7.30! 20.001LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  JHHDT
e LY LTy i - - e mme e ——————— [ — L,
Building Construction * 7 20.00° 8.00! 0.00° 10.801 7.30! 20.001LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  JHHDT
e LY LTy i - - e mme e ——————— [ — A e aaa
Paving 51 13.00" 0.00! 0.00° 10.801 7.30! 20.001LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  JHHDT
________________ . 1 L 1 1 1 1 L,
Architectural Coating = 1 4.00: 0.00: 0.00: 10.80: 7.30: 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT

3.1 Mitigation M

easures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads
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3.2 Demolition - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Page 9 of 35

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust E: ! : ! : 6.8000e- ! 0.0000 ! 6.8000e- : 1.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 1.0000e- 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- ' ' ' v 004, , 004 , 004 , 004 ' ' ' ' '
----------- n ———————— ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s jmm—————q ———————n Fmmmma
Off-Road = (0.0147 v 0.1432 1+ 0.1346 1 2.4000e- ¢ v 6.7700e- v 6.7700e- ' 6.3300e- * 6.3300e- 0.0000 +* 21.0866 ' 21.0866 * 5.3500e- * 0.0000 ' 21.2202
o : ' Vo004 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 :
Total 0.0147 0.1432 0.1346 2.4000e- | 6.8000e- | 6.7700e- | 7.4500e- | 1.0000e- | 6.3300e- 6.4300e- 0.0000 21.0866 21.0866 5.3500e- 0.0000 21.2202
004 004 003 003 004 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.0000e- * 3.8000e- ' 8.0000e- + 0.0000 + 5.0000e- + 0.0000 * 5.0000e- ' 1.0000e- + 0.0000 1 2.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.1700 * 0.1700 +* 0.0000 * 3.0000e- * 0.1779
o 005 . 004 , 005 \ 005 . . 005 , 005 @, . 005 . ' : \ 005 .
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s e m————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Worker = 4.0000e- * 2.6000e- ' 3.0700e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0400e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0400e- * 2.8000e- * 0.0000 '+ 2.8000e- 0.0000 +* 0.8276 ' 0.8276 1 2.0000e- ' 2.0000e- * 0.8353
» 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 ., 004 . 004 . ' i 005 ; 005
Total 4.1000e- | 6.4000e- | 3.1500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0900e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0900e- | 2.9000e- 0.0000 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.9975 0.9975 2.0000e- | 5.0000e- 1.0132
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 004 005 005




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

3.2 Demolition - 2023
Mitigated Construction On-Site

Page 10 of 35

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust " ' ' ' 1 3.1000e- * 0.0000 * 3.1000e- * 5.0000e- * 0.0000 * 5.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
o : ' : V004 . . 004 005 . 005 . : : ' .
----------- H ey fm——————y : fm——————y : : ——— e e ————— fm———————ny e
Off-Road = 8.8600e- + 0.2121 1+ 0.1542 1 2.4000e- ¢ v 7.1800e- + 7.1800e- v 7.1800e- + 7.1800e- 0.0000  21.0865 ' 21.0865 * 5.3500e- * 0.0000 ' 21.2202
o003 . ' Vo004 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 :
Total 8.8600e- 0.2121 0.1542 2.4000e- | 3.1000e- | 7.1800e- | 7.4900e- | 5.0000e- | 7.1800e- 7.2300e- 0.0000 21.0865 21.0865 5.3500e- 0.0000 21.2202
003 004 004 003 003 005 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.0000e- * 3.8000e- ' 8.0000e- + 0.0000 + 5.0000e- + 0.0000 * 5.0000e- ' 1.0000e- + 0.0000 1 2.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.1700 * 0.1700 +* 0.0000 * 3.0000e- * 0.1779
o 005 . 004 , 005 \ 005 . . 005 , 005 @, . 005 . : : \ 005 .
----------- H ey ey : ey : : el ———— ey T
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- H f———————y ey : ey : : ——— el ———— iy T
Worker = 4.0000e- * 2.6000e- ' 3.0700e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0400e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0400e- * 2.8000e- * 0.0000 '+ 2.8000e- 0.0000 +* 0.8276 ' 0.8276 1 2.0000e- ' 2.0000e- * 0.8353
» 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 ., 004 . 004 . ' i 005 | 005
Total 4.1000e- | 6.4000e- | 3.1500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0900e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0900e- | 2.9000e- 0.0000 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.9975 0.9975 2.0000e- | 5.0000e- 1.0132
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 004 005 005




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

3.3 Site Preparation - 2023

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Page 11 of 35

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust E: : : : : 0.0313 : 0.0000 : 0.0313 : 0.0150 : 0.0000 : 0.0150 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s m—————g ———————n Fmmmma
Off-Road = 56700e- + 0.0621 1+ 0.0332 ' 9.0000e- ¢ v 2.5400e- v 2.5400e- v 2.3300e- *+ 2.3300e- 0.0000 + 7.5571 1+ 7.5571 1 2.4400e- * 0.0000 +* 7.6182
o003 . ' Vo005 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 :
Total 5.6700e- 0.0621 0.0332 9.0000e- 0.0313 2.5400e- 0.0339 0.0150 2.3300e- 0.0174 0.0000 7.5571 7.5571 2.4400e- 0.0000 7.6182
003 005 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Worker = 1.2000e- * 8.0000e- ' 9.5000e- * 0.0000 ' 3.2000e- * 0.0000 r* 3.2000e- * 8.0000e- * 0.0000 * 9.0000e- 0.0000 * 0.2546 ' 0.2546  1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 0.2570
o 004 , 005 , 004 o, \ 004 , 004 , 005 , \ 005 : . \ 005 , 005 .
Total 1.2000e- | 8.0000e- | 9.5000e- 0.0000 3.2000e- 0.0000 3.2000e- | 8.0000e- 0.0000 9.0000e- 0.0000 0.2546 0.2546 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.2570
004 005 004 004 004 005 005 005 005




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

3.3 Site Preparation - 2023

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Page 12 of 35

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust " ' ' ' v 0.0141 + 0.0000 * 0.0141 1 6.7600e- * 0.0000 * 6.7600e- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 003 L} L} 003 L] 1 L} 1 L}
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s m—————g ———————n Fmmmma
Off-Road = 2.4500e- + 0.0747 1+ 0.0491 1 9.0000e- ¢ v 1.8700e- + 1.8700e- v 1.8700e- *+ 1.8700e- 0.0000 + 7.5571 1+ 7.5571 1 2.4400e- * 0.0000 +* 7.6182
- 003 | ' Vo005 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 .
Total 2.4500e- 0.0747 0.0491 9.0000e- 0.0141 1.8700e- 0.0160 6.7600e- | 1.8700e- 8.6300e- 0.0000 7.5571 7.5571 2.4400e- 0.0000 7.6182
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Worker = 1.2000e- * 8.0000e- ' 9.5000e- * 0.0000 ' 3.2000e- * 0.0000 r* 3.2000e- * 8.0000e- * 0.0000 * 9.0000e- 0.0000 * 0.2546 ' 0.2546  1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 0.2570
o 004 , 005 , 004 o, \ 004 , 004 , 005 , \ 005 : . \ 005 , 005 .
Total 1.2000e- | 8.0000e- | 9.5000e- 0.0000 3.2000e- 0.0000 3.2000e- | 8.0000e- 0.0000 9.0000e- 0.0000 0.2546 0.2546 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.2570
004 005 004 004 004 005 005 005 005




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

3.4 Grading - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Page 13 of 35

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust E: ! : ! : 0.0354 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0354 : 0.0171 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0171 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s jmm————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Off-Road = 6.6700e- + 0.0723 '+ 0.0435 1 1.0000e- ¢ v 3.0200e- * 3.0200e- v 2.7800e- + 2.7800e- 0.0000 * 9.0520 * 9.0520 1 2.9300e- * 0.0000 * 9.1252
- 003 | ' Vo004 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 :
Total 6.6700e- 0.0723 0.0435 1.0000e- 0.0354 3.0200e- 0.0384 0.0171 2.7800e- 0.0199 0.0000 9.0520 9.0520 2.9300e- 0.0000 9.1252
003 004 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————— - : ———d s e m————mg ———————— Fmmmmma
Worker = 1.5000e- * 1.0000e- ' 1.1800e- * 0.0000 ' 4.0000e- * 0.0000 * 4.0000e- * 1.1000e- * 0.0000 * 1.1000e- 0.0000 +* 0.3183 ' 0.3183 1 1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 0.3213
o 004 , 004 , 003 , \ 004 , 004 , 004 , \ 004 : . \ 005 , 005 .
Total 1.5000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.1800e- 0.0000 4.0000e- 0.0000 4.0000e- | 1.1000e- 0.0000 1.1000e- 0.0000 0.3183 0.3183 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.3213
004 004 003 004 004 004 004 005 005




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

3.4 Grading - 2023
Mitigated Construction On-Site

Page 14 of 35

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust " ' ' ' v 0.0159 + 0.0000 * 0.0159 1 7.7100e- * 0.0000 + 7.7100e- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} L] 1 L} 1 L}
" ' ' ' ' ' ' v 003, ' 003 ' ' ' ' '
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s jmm————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Off-Road = 3.1300e- * 0.0905 * 0.0607 + 1.0000e- ¢ v 2.4300e- v 2.4300e- v 2.4300e- + 2.4300e- 0.0000 +* 9.0520 * 9.0520 1 2.9300e- * 0.0000 +* 9.1251
o003 . ' Vo004 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 :
Total 3.1300e- 0.0905 0.0607 1.0000e- 0.0159 2.4300e- 0.0184 7.7100e- | 2.4300e- 0.0101 0.0000 9.0520 9.0520 2.9300e- 0.0000 9.1251
003 004 003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————— - : ———d s e m————mg ———————— Fmmmmma
Worker = 1.5000e- * 1.0000e- ' 1.1800e- * 0.0000 ' 4.0000e- * 0.0000 * 4.0000e- * 1.1000e- * 0.0000 * 1.1000e- 0.0000 +* 0.3183 ' 0.3183 1 1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 0.3213
o 004 , 004 , 003 , \ 004 , 004 , 004 , \ 004 : . \ 005 , 005 .
Total 1.5000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.1800e- 0.0000 4.0000e- 0.0000 4.0000e- | 1.1000e- 0.0000 1.1000e- 0.0000 0.3183 0.3183 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.3213
004 004 003 004 004 004 004 005 005




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Page 15 of 35

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road E: 0.0686 ! 0.5270 : 0.5675 ! 9.9000e- : ! 0.0232 1+ 0.0232 ! 0.0224 ! 0.0224 0.0000 ! 81.7196 : 81.7196 ! 0.0139 : 0.0000 ! 82.0665
L 1] 1] 1 1] 004 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Total 0.0686 0.5270 0.5675 9.9000e- 0.0232 0.0232 0.0224 0.0224 0.0000 81.7196 81.7196 0.0139 0.0000 82.0665
004
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- : : : : : : : : : ] . : : : .
"""""" J U —————— U —————— 1 U —————— 1 T == === == em——————— U —————— ===
Vendor = 3.9000e- * 0.0158 * 4.7400e- * 7.0000e- * 2.3900e- * 1.0000e- * 2.4900e- * 6.9000e- * 1.0000e- * 7.9000e- 0.0000 * 6.9237 '+ 6.9237 1 4.0000e- * 1.0400e- * 7.2352
w004 i 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 004 , 004 , 004 . ' i 005 ; 003
L1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- 0 " —————— " —————— T " —————— T T g = === ——————— " —————— mmmma==-
Worker = 2.7900e- + 1.8100e- * 0.0213 1 6.0000e- * 7.2000e- * 3.0000e- * 7.2300e- * 1.9100e- * 3.0000e- * 1.9400e- 0.0000 : 5.7295 v 57295 1+ 1.7000e- * 1.6000e- * 5.7827
- 003 , 003 . 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 003 . ' {004 , 004
Total 3.1800e- 0.0176 0.0260 1.3000e- | 9.5900e- | 1.3000e- | 9.7200e- | 2.6000e- | 1.3000e- 2.7300e- 0.0000 12.6532 12.6532 2.1000e- | 1.2000e- 13.0179
003 004 003 004 003 003 004 003 004 003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Mitigated Construction On-Site

Page 16 of 35

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road E: 0.0378 ! 0.7798 : 0.6065 ! 9.9000e- : ! 0.0329 + 0.0329 ! 0.0329 ! 0.0329 0.0000 ! 81.7195 : 81.7195 ! 0.0139 : 0.0000 ! 82.0664
L 1] 1] 1 1] 004 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Total 0.0378 0.7798 0.6065 9.9000e- 0.0329 0.0329 0.0329 0.0329 0.0000 81.7195 81.7195 0.0139 0.0000 82.0664
004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- : : : : : : : : : ] . : : : .
"""""" J U —————— U —————— 1 U —————— 1 T == === == em——————— U —————— ===
Vendor = 3.9000e- * 0.0158 1 4.7400e- * 7.0000e- ' 2.3900e- * 1.0000e- ' 2.4900e- ' 6.9000e- * 1.0000e- * 7.9000e- 0.0000 * 6.9237 1 6.9237 1 4.0000e- ' 1.0400e- * 7.2352
- 004 i 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 004 , 004 , 004 . ' i 005 ; 003
L1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- 0 " —————— " —————— T " —————— T T g = === ——————— " —————— mmmma==-
Worker = 2.7900e- * 1.8100e- * 0.0213 1 6.0000e- * 7.2000e- * 3.0000e- * 7.2300e- * 1.9100e- * 3.0000e- * 1.9400e- 0.0000 ' 57295 1+ 57295 1 1.7000e- * 1.6000e- * 5.7827
- 003 , 003 . 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 003 . ' {004 , 004
Total 3.1800e- 0.0176 0.0260 1.3000e- | 9.5900e- | 1.3000e- | 9.7200e- | 2.6000e- | 1.3000e- 2.7300e- 0.0000 12.6532 12.6532 2.1000e- | 1.2000e- 13.0179
003 004 003 004 003 003 004 003 004 003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

3.5 Building Construction - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Page 17 of 35

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road E: 0.0781 ! 0.6085 : 0.6885 ! 1.2100e- : ! 0.0248 + 0.0248 1 ! 0.0239 ! 0.0239 0.0000 ! 99.8862 : 99.8862 ! 0.0166 : 0.0000 ! 100.3021
L 1] 1] 1 1] 003 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Total 0.0781 0.6085 0.6885 1.2100e- 0.0248 0.0248 0.0239 0.0239 0.0000 99.8862 99.8862 0.0166 0.0000 100.3021
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- : : : : : : : : : ] . : : : .
"""""" J U —————— U —————— 1 U —————— 1 T == = === m o em——————— U —————— mmmmme
Vendor = 4.6000e- * 0.0193 1 5.6600e- * 9.0000e- ' 2.9200e- * 1.2000e- ' 3.0400e- ' 8.4000e- * 1.2000e- * 9.6000e- 0.0000 + 8.3179 1 8.3179 1 4.0000e- ' 1.2500e- * 8.6921
- 004 i 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 004 , 004 , 004 . ' i 005 ; 003
L1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- 0 " —————— " —————— T " —————— T T g = === ——————— " —————— mmmma=-
Worker = 3.1500e- * 1.9500e- * 0.0240 + 7.0000e- * 8.7900e- * 4.0000e- ' 8.8300e- ' 2.3400e- * 4.0000e- * 2.3700e- 0.0000 ' 6.8260 ' 6.8260 ' 1.9000e- * 1.9000e- * 6.8860
- 003 , 003 . 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 003 . ' {004 , 004
Total 3.6100e- 0.0213 0.0297 1.6000e- 0.0117 1.6000e- 0.0119 3.1800e- | 1.6000e- 3.3300e- 0.0000 15.1439 15.1439 2.3000e- | 1.4400e- 15.5781
003 004 004 003 004 003 004 003
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Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road E: 0.0462 ! 0.9531 : 0.7413 ! 1.2100e- : ! 0.0402  0.0402 ! 0.0402 ! 0.0402 0.0000 ! 99.8861 : 99.8861 ! 0.0166 : 0.0000 ! 100.3019
L 1] 1] 1 1] 003 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Total 0.0462 0.9531 0.7413 1.2100e- 0.0402 0.0402 0.0402 0.0402 0.0000 99.8861 99.8861 0.0166 0.0000 100.3019
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- : : : : : : : : : ] . : : : .
"""""" J U —————— U —————— 1 U —————— 1 T == = === m o em——————— U —————— mmmmme
Vendor = 4.6000e- * 0.0193 ' 5.6600e- * 9.0000e- * 2.9200e- * 1.2000e- * 3.0400e- * 8.4000e- * 1.2000e- * 9.6000e- 0.0000 +* 8.3179 1+ 8.3179 1 4.0000e- * 1.2500e- * 8.6921
w004 i 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 004 , 004 , 004 . ' i 005 ; 003
L1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- 0 " —————— " —————— T " —————— T T g = === ——————— " —————— mmmma=-
Worker = 3.1500e- * 1.9500e- * 0.0240 » 7.0000e- * 8.7900e- * 4.0000e- * 8.8300e- * 2.3400e- * 4.0000e- * 2.3700e- 0.0000 : 6.8260 ' 6.8260  1.9000e- * 1.9000e- * 6.8860
- 003 , 003 . 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 003 . ' {004 , 004
Total 3.6100e- 0.0213 0.0297 1.6000e- 0.0117 1.6000e- 0.0119 3.1800e- | 1.6000e- 3.3300e- 0.0000 15.1439 15.1439 2.3000e- | 1.4400e- 15.5781
003 004 004 003 004 003 004 003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

3.6 Paving - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Page 19 of 35

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 4.6300e- + 0.0440 '+ 0.0662 + 1.0000e- ! ' 2.1100e- + 2.1100e- 1 1 1.9500e- * 1.9500e- 0.0000 + 8.8306 ' 8.8306 * 2.8000e- * 0.0000 * 8.9005
- 003 | ' \ o004 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' v o003 .
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————— - : ks jmm————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Paving = 6.6000e- * ' ' ' + 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
- 004 ' : ' : : ' : : : ' : ' .
Total 5.2900e- 0.0440 0.0662 1.0000e- 2.1100e- | 2.1100e- 1.9500e- 1.9500e- 0.0000 8.8306 8.8306 2.8000e- 0.0000 8.9005
003 004 003 003 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————— - : ———d s e m————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Worker = 2.8000e- * 1.7000e- ' 2.1300e- * 1.0000e- * 7.8000e- * 0.0000 * 7.8000e- * 2.1000e- * 0.0000 '+ 2.1000e- 0.0000 + 0.6050 ' 0.6050 * 2.0000e- ' 2.0000e- * 0.6104
w 004 . 004 , 003 , 005 , 004 {004 ; 004 . 004 . ' i 005 ; 005
Total 2.8000e- | 1.7000e- | 2.1300e- | 1.0000e- | 7.8000e- 0.0000 7.8000e- | 2.1000e- 0.0000 2.1000e- 0.0000 0.6050 0.6050 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.6104
004 004 003 005 004 004 004 004 005 005
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Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 4.1200e- + 0.0881 + 0.0739 + 1.0000e- ! ' 3.0900e- *+ 3.0900e- 1 1 3.0900e- * 3.0900e- 0.0000 + 8.8305 ' 8.8305 1 2.8000e- * 0.0000 * 8.9005
- 003 | ' \ o004 . 003 , 003 . 003 , 003 . ' v o003 .
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————— - : ks jmm————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Paving = 6.6000e- ' ' ' v 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 v 0.0000 *+ 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000
%004 ! : ! : : ! : : : ! : ! :
Total 4.7800e- | 0.0881 0.0739 | 1.0000e- 3.0900e- | 3.0900e- 3.0900e- | 3.0900e- 0.0000 8.8305 8.8305 | 2.8000e- | 0.0000 8.9005
003 004 003 003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————— - : ———d s e m————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Worker = 2.8000e- * 1.7000e- * 2.1300e- * 1.0000e- * 7.8000e- * 0.0000 ' 7.8000e- ' 2.1000e- * 0.0000 '+ 2.1000e- 0.0000 + 0.6050 ' 0.6050 * 2.0000e- ' 2.0000e- * 0.6104
w 004 . 004 , 003 , 005 , 004 {004 ; 004 . 004 . ' i 005 ; 005
Total 2.8000e- | 1.7000e- | 2.1300e- | 1.0000e- | 7.8000e- 0.0000 7.8000e- | 2.1000e- 0.0000 2.1000e- 0.0000 0.6050 0.6050 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.6104
004 004 003 005 004 004 004 004 005 005
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Date: 4/21/2022 11:21 AM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating E: 0.0860 ! : ! : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s m————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Off-Road = 1.3600e- * 9.1400e- * 0.0136 * 2.0000e- v 4.6000e- * 4.6000e- v 4.6000e- * 4.6000e- 0.0000 * 1.9149 1+ 19149 1 1.1000e- * 0.0000 +* 1.9176
- 003 , 003 Vo005 . 004 , 004 . 004 . 004 . ' Vo004 :
Total 0.0874 9.1400e- 0.0136 2.0000e- 4.6000e- | 4.6000e- 4.6000e- 4.6000e- 0.0000 1.9149 1.9149 1.1000e- 0.0000 1.9176
003 005 004 004 004 004 004
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s e e m————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Worker = 9.0000e- * 5.0000e- ' 6.6000e- * 0.0000 ' 2.4000e- * 0.0000 * 2.4000e- * 6.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 6.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.1862 ' 0.1862  1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 0.1878
w 005 , 005 , 004 \ 004 ., i 004 ; 005 . 005 . ' i 005 ; 005
Total 9.0000e- | 5.0000e- | 6.6000e- 0.0000 2.4000e- 0.0000 2.4000e- | 6.0000e- 0.0000 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.1862 0.1862 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.1878
005 005 004 004 004 005 005 005 005
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ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating E: 0.0860 ! : ! : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s m————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Off-Road = 85000e- * 0.0176 ' 0.0137 1 2.0000e- ' 7.1000e- *+ 7.1000e- 1 ' 7.1000e- * 7.1000e- 0.0000 * 1.9149 1+ 19149 1 1.1000e- * 0.0000 * 1.9176
o 004 | ' Vo005 . 004 , 004 . 004 . 004 . ' Vo004 .
Total 0.0869 0.0176 0.0137 2.0000e- 7.1000e- | 7.1000e- 7.1000e- 7.1000e- 0.0000 1.9149 1.9149 1.1000e- 0.0000 1.9176
005 004 004 004 004 004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s e e m————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Worker = 9.0000e- * 5.0000e- ' 6.6000e- * 0.0000 ' 2.4000e- * 0.0000 * 2.4000e- * 6.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 6.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.1862 ' 0.1862  1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 0.1878
w 005 , 005 , 004 \ 004 ., i 004 ; 005 . 005 . ' i 005 ; 005
Total 9.0000e- | 5.0000e- | 6.6000e- 0.0000 2.4000e- 0.0000 2.4000e- | 6.0000e- 0.0000 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.1862 0.1862 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.1878
005 005 004 004 004 005 005 005 005
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOXx (60) S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonslyr MTlyr
Mitigated = 01710 + 0.2497 ' 1.4024 + 3.0600e- *+ 0.2979 1 2.5700e- * 0.3005 1 0.0797 1 2.4100e- + 0.0821 0.0000  287.4111 + 287.4111 + 0.0176 + 0.0168 1 292.8682
- : : \ 003 . V003 . : » 003 . : : : : :
----------- R b e Tl it i s v et i e ot Rt e b e T e e L R
Unmitigated = 0.1710 * 0.2497 + 1.4024  3.0600e- * 0.2979  2.5700e- * 0.3005 :* 0.0797 * 2.4100e- * 0.0821 = 0.0000 : 287.4111 » 287.4111 * 0.0176 +* 0.0168 * 292.8682
- . . . 003 | . 003 | . . 003 | . . . . . .
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
City Park : 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 . .
e e B emeeccemscaamemeeamaaaan-
Medical Office Building M 405.99 ' . 1 405.99 . 794,624 . 794,624
A T T T T T T T T PRt ey huppy SOOI b S P e e
Parking Lot M 0.00 ! 0.00 [ 0.00 . "
Total | 405.99 40599 | 40599 | 794,624 | 794,624
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW JH-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
City Park T 95 : 730 i 730 i 3300 ! 4800 1 1900 : 66 28 .
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEE R A —mm—— - Fommmmmaaan e e Fmmmmmmmmeaaa-
Medical Office Building ' 9.50 ! 7.30 ! 7.30 T 2960 : 5140 | 19.00 . 60 30 . 10
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE RN e Fommmmm—a- Femmmmaaaan - Fmmmmmman e e
Parking Lot ' 9.50 ' 7.30 ! 7.30 = 000 0.00 ! 0.00 . 0 0 .
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4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use | LDA | LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
City Park = 0.515888: 0.053153: 0.175761: 0.156529: 0.025865: 0.006829: 0.014141: 0.022504: 0.000707: 0.000289: 0.023863: 0.001496: 0.002975
------------------------ D T e e o BT L B B i BT ] EE e e BT
Medical Office Building = 0.515888: 0.053153: 0.175761: 0.156529: 0.025865: 0.006829: 0.014141: 0.022504: 0.000707: 0.000289: 0.023863: 0.001496: 0.002975
Parking Lot + 0.515888* 0.053153: 0.175761' 0.156529' 0.025865' 0.006829' 0.014141: 0.022504* 0.000707* 0.000289! 0.023863' 0.001496' 0.002975
5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOx (6{0) S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTl/yr
Electricity = ' ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 % 0.0000 @ 10.2949 + 10.2949 + 1.6700e- + 2.0000e- + 10.3967
Mitigated 1 ' . ' : : ' : ' : . : i 003 , o004
" Electricity  m ¥ N ' ' 00000 1 00000 1 1 00000 1 00000 & 00000 » 102949 1+ 10.29049 1 1.6700e- + 2.0000e- + 10.3967 |
Unmitigated 1, ' . ' : : ' : ' : . : i 003 , o004
““NaturalGas = 8.2000e- 1 7.4100e- + 6.2200e- 1 4.0000¢- * ! 5.6000e- 1 5.6000e- + 1 560006 + 56000e- § 0.0000 + 8.0667 + 80667 + 1.5000e- ! 1.5000e- + 8.1146
Mitigated .. 004 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 004 , 004 \ 004 , 004 . : , 004 ., 004 ,
““NaturalGas = 8.2000e- + 7.4100e- + 6.2200e- ¢ 4.0000e- + 56000 + 5.6000e- + 7 5.6000e- + 5.6000e- = 0.0000 + 8.0667 + 8.0667 + 15000e- ¢ 1.5000e- + 8.1146 |
Unmitigated 3 004 , 003 , 003 , 005 . , 004 , o004 ., 004 , o004 . ' ' . 004 , o004
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
City Park ! 0 E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
[ i ' ' [ ' [ ' ' [ ' [ [ ' ' [
___________ :_______lu [ 2 2 [ 2 [ O ] ] L IR
Medical Office + 151164 :- 8.2000e- * 7.4100e- ' 6.2200e- ' 4.0000e- 1 5.6000e- * 5.6000e- * 1 5.6000e- * 5.6000e- 0.0000 + 8.0667 ' 8.0667 * 1.5000e- * 1.5000e- * 8.1146
Building . a 004 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 004 . o004 , v 004 004 . : , 004 , 004
___________ :_______lu [ 2 2 [ 2 [ O ] ] L IR
Parking Lot ! 0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
[ i ' ' [ ' [ ' ' [ ' [ [ ' ' [
[ [
Total 8.2000e- | 7.4100e- | 6.2200e- | 4.0000e- 5.6000e- | 5.6000e- 5.6000e- 5.6000e- 0.0000 8.0667 8.0667 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- 8.1146
004 003 003 005 004 004 004 004 004 004
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
City Park ! 0 E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
[ i [ [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ [ ] [ [ [
___________ :_______lu [ 2 2 [ 2 [ O ] ] L IR
Medical Office + 151164 :- 8.2000e- * 7.4100e- ' 6.2200e- ' 4.0000e- 1 5.6000e- * 5.6000e- * 1 5.6000e- * 5.6000e- 0.0000 + 8.0667 ' 8.0667 * 1.5000e- * 1.5000e- * 8.1146
Building . a 004 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 004 . o004 , v 004 004 . : , 004 , 004
___________ :_______lu [ 2 2 [ 2 [ O ] ] L IR
Parking Lot ! 0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
[ i [ [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ [ ] [ [ [
[0 [
Total 8.2000e- | 7.4100e- | 6.2200e- | 4.0000e- 5.6000e- | 5.6000e- 5.6000e- 5.6000e- 0.0000 8.0667 8.0667 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- 8.1146
004 003 003 005 004 004 004 004 004 004
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
City Park ' 0 :- 0.0000 + 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ! 0.0000
: u : : '
' i [ [ [
"""""" Lol | d d —————— === == ==
Medical Office + 103428 :- 9.5696 * 1.5500e- * 1.9000e- * 9.6642
Building . i , 003 ., 004
' M ' '
"""""" Lol | d d —————— = === ===
Parking Lot + 7840 :- 0.7254 + 1.2000e- * 1.0000e- * 0.7326
: u {004 , 005
[ [
Total 10.2949 1.6700e- | 2.0000e- 10.3967
003 004
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Mitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
City Park ' 0 :- 0.0000 + 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ! 0.0000
: u : : '
' i [ [ [
"""""" Lol | d d —————— === == ==
Medical Office + 103428 :- 9.5696 * 1.5500e- * 1.9000e- * 9.6642
Building . i , 003 ., 004
' M ' '
"""""" Lol | d d —————— = === ===
Parking Lot + 7840 :- 0.7254 + 1.2000e- * 1.0000e- * 0.7326
: u {004 , 005
[0 [
Total 10.2949 1.6700e- | 2.0000e- 10.3967
003 004

6.0 Area Detall

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated = 0.0560 ' 1.0000e- ! 6.2000e- + 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000  1.2200e- ' 1.2200e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 1.3000e-
- i 005 ; 004 : ' : : ' : . 003 ; 003 : 1 003
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- B = = = = = e e e e e e e e e e e m g === e e —————— e e e e e e ——————p === ===
Unmitigated = 0.0560 * 1.0000e- * 6.2000e- * 0.0000 * + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 = 0.0000 &+ 1.2200e- * 1.2200e- * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 1.3000e-
- . 005 | 004 : : : : : . . . 003 | 003 : . 003
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tonsl/yr MTlyr
Architectural = 8.6000e- + ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Coating & 003 : : : ' : : ' : . ' : : '
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——g el —————eg - fm——————p = e e
Consumer = 0.0473 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Products : ' . . : . . : . . : . . :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———g e lmm————eg - fm——————p e e
Landscaping = 6.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 6.2000e- * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000  1.2200e- ' 1.2200e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 1.3000e-
- 005 | 005 ; 004 : ' : : : . 1 003 , 003 : \ 003
Total 0.0560 1.0000e- | 6.2000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.2200e- | 1.2200e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
005 004 003 003 003
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Mitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tonsl/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 8.6000e- ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000
Coating w003 . : : . : : . : . . : : :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——k e jmm————eg - fm——————— e
Consumer = 0.0473 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Products  m . : . : : : : : : . : : : :
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : m——k e e jmm————eg - fm—————— - e
Landscaping = 6.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 6.2000e- * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 * 1.2200e- ' 1.2200e- * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 1.3000e-
w 005 . 005 , 004 . : ' : : : : . 003 ; 003 : . 003
- 1
Total 0.0560 1.0000e- | 6.2000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.2200e- | 1.2200e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
005 004 003 003 003

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated = 1.4302 + 0.0480 ' 1.1500e- ' 2.9724
- L] 1 L]
- . \ 003
- 1 1 1
----------- B = === = e = = === = == ==
Unmitigated = 1.4302 + 0.0480 1 1.1500e- '+ 2.9724
- . \ 003 |
7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated
Indoor/Outj| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MTl/yr
CityPark + 0/ & 01389 ' 2.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 0.1403
1 0.428933 4 v 005 ,
----------- I ey
Medical Office +1.46812/ & 12013 + 0.0480 ' 1.1500e- ' 2.8321
Building 1 0.279642 4 : \ 003
' I [ [ [
----------- e |} " —————— === ===
Parkinglot * 0/0 & 00000 * 0.0000 ! 00000 ' 0.0000
] ' ' [ '
[N
Total 1.4302 0.0480 | 1.1500e- | 2.9724
003
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Mitigated
Indoor/Out| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
City Park ' o/ :- 0.1389 1 2.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.1403
1 0.428933 4 v 005, .
' i [ [ [
----------- === " ————— mmmme=-
Medical Office +1.46812/ :- 1.2913 + 0.0480 ' 1.1500e- * 2.8321
Building 1 0.279642 : \ 003 .

' i [ [ [
----------- i 1) " —————— mmmme=-
Parking Lot : 0/0 :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000

; ; - : :
Total 1.4302 0.0480 1.1500e- 2.9724
003

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
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Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
MT/yr
Mitigated - 25.6560 ! 1.5162 ! 0.0000 ! 63.5617
- : : :
----------- === = - m e — e — e == —————p == ===
Unmitigated - 25.6560 ! 1.5162 ! 0.0000 ! 63.5617
8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MTl/yr
City Park v 0.03 :- 6.0900e- ' 3.6000e- * 0.0000 ' 0.0151
. o 003 . 004 , .
----------- e
Medical Office * 126.36 :- 25,6499 '+ 15159 1+ 0.0000 ' 63.5466
Building | i : : :
' [0 [ 1
----------- = e e Ay e e e e mmmm s mm e e = = = === s
Parking Lot ! 0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
' I ] [ ]
b
Total 25.6560 1.5162 0.0000 63.5617
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
CityPark ~ + 0.03 & 6.0900e- ' 3.6000e- * 0.0000 ' 0.0151
: & 003 , o004 :
' [ [
Medical Office ' 126.36 E: 256499 1 15150 1 0.0000 + 635466
Building i . . .
“Parking Lot + 0 & 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 |
: i : : :
Total 25.6560 1.5162 0.0000 | 63.5617
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Bailers
Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type
User Defined Equipment
Equipment Type Number
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11.0 Vegetation
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Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Valley Health Team
Fresno County, Annual

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Single Family Housing . 11.00 . Dwelling Unit ! 1.23 ! 19,800.00 31
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 45
Climate Zone 3 Operational Year 2024
Utility Company Pacific Gas and Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 203.98 CH4 Intensity 0.033 N20 Intensity 0.004
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)
1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
Project Characteristics -
Land Use - Total project site is 1.23 acres
Construction Phase - Construction is expected to start on July 2023 and last 12-14 months
Grading - Set to default
Demolition -
Vehicle Trips - Trips rates based of 104 total daily trips
Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Mitigation Tier 2
Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tbIConstDustMitigation *  WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed  * 0 15
T Tllandlse T FER LotAcreage : 357 B I S
""""" tbivehicleTrips =+ sT.TR = 9.54 e
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tbIVehicleTrips

............................. B e m e e e e e anae
tbIVehicleTrips . .

k=== -

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

Page 3 of 31
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Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2023 E: 0.0989 : 0.7969 : 0.8238 : 1.4800e- : 0.0244 : 0.0353 : 0.0597 : 0.0109 : 0.0338 : 0.0446 0.0000 : 124.1503 : 124.1503 : 0.0231 : 2.4000e- ! 124.8010
" ' ' 003 ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' v 004,
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : m——d s m————eg ———————n L
2024 = (02588 + 05690 * 0.6603 ' 1.1700e- * 2.4100e- * 0.0234 + 0.0258 ' 6.5000e- * 0.0225 + 0.0231 0.0000 +* 96.8703 ' 96.8703 * 0.0165 '+ 1.8000e- * 97.3368
L1} L} 1 L} 1 L} 1 L} L} L] 1 L} 1 L}
" ' ' , 003 , o003 , ' v 004, ' ' ' ' v 004,
Maximum 0.2588 0.7969 0.8238 1.4800e- 0.0244 0.0353 0.0597 0.0109 0.0338 0.0446 0.0000 124.1503 | 124.1503 0.0231 2.4000e- | 124.8010
003 004
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tonsl/yr MTlyr
2023 m 00989 + 07969 ' 0.8238 ' 1.4800e- ' 0.0128 + 0.0353 ' 00481 ' 53700e- * 00338 * 0.0391 & 0.0000 * 124.1502 ' 124.1502 + 0.0231 * 2.4000e- * 124.8008
- L] 1 L] 003 1 L] L] 1 003 L] L] L] 1 L] 1 004
- 1] 1 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] L] 1 1] 1 1]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————— - : R e B e ———————n Fmmmm
2024 = (0.2588 * 0.5690 ! 0.6603 * 1.1700e- ! 2.4100e- * 0.0234 +* 0.0258 ! 6.5000e- * 0.0225 ' 0.0231 0.0000 + 96.8702 ! 96.8702 * 0.0165 ! 1.8000e- *+ 97.3367
- : ' i 003 ; 003 . v 004 : . ' ' V004
Maximum 0.2588 0.7969 0.8238 1.4800e- 0.0128 0.0353 0.0481 5.3700e- 0.0338 0.0391 0.0000 124.1502 | 124.1502 0.0231 2.4000e- | 124.8008
003 003 004




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

Page 4 of 31

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 43.28 0.00 13.58 47.65 0.00 8.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 7-3-2023 10-2-2023 0.4670 0.4670
2 10-3-2023 1-2-2024 0.4365 0.4365
3 1-3-2024 4-2-2024 0.4079 0.4079
4 4-3-2024 7-2-2024 0.4093 0.4093
Highest 0.4670 0.4670
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTl/yr
Area = 01239 + 8.7700e- + 0.3110 + 7.7000e- + v 0.0379 1+ 0.0379 ' 0.0379 1+ 0.0379 49726 1+ 48987 1 9.8713 1+ 0.0235 1 9.0000e- * 10.4839
L1} L} 003 1 L} 004 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} 005 L}
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e jmm————egy - fm——— e - m e e
Energy = 1.4300e- + 0.0122 1 5.1800e- * 8.0000e- * 1 9.9000e- * 9.9000e- 1 9.9000e- * 9.9000e- 0.0000 » 22.2257 1 22.2257 1+ 1.5800e- * 4.2000e- ' 22.3898
- 003 | i 003 , 005 i 004 , o004 {004 004 . : . 003 , 004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : e m e jmm————egy - m——————p e
Mobile = 00511 @ 00864 ! 04839 '@ 1.1600e- '+ 0.1142 ! 9.5000e- : 0.1151 : 0.0306 ! 8.9000e- ' 0.0314 0.0000 : 108.5269 ! 108.5269 ! 5.6300e- ! 5.8900e- ! 110.4215
n ' ' 003, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003 , 003
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et T - fm——————— ==
Waste - ! : ! ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 2.2654 ! 0.0000 : 2.2654 ! 0.1339 ! 0.0000 ! 5.6124
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e ———e gy - m——————p s a e
Water - ' ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.2274 +» 0.5051 '+ 0.7325 1+ 0.0234 ' 5.6000e- * 1.4857
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} 004 L}
L1} L} 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.1764 0.1074 0.8001 2.0100e- 0.1142 0.0399 0.1540 0.0306 0.0398 0.0704 7.4653 | 136.1564 | 143.6217 | 0.1880 6.9600e- | 150.3932
003 003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0 Page 5 of 31 Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM
Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

2.2 Overall Operational
Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area = 01239 1+ 8.7700e- + 0.3110 + 7.7000e- * v 0.0379 + 0.0379 v 0.0379 + 0.0379 4.9726 1+ 4.8987 1 9.8713 + 0.0235 + 9.0000e- * 10.4839
L1} L} 003 1 L} 004 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} 005 L}
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———km e m——— g - fm—————— e - m e
Energy = 1.4300e- + 0.0122 1 5.1800e- * 8.0000e- * ' 9.9000e- + 9.9000e- ¢ ' 9.9000e- *+ 9.9000e- 0.0000 + 22.2257 s 22.2257 1 1.5800e- * 4.2000e- * 22.3898
- 003 | i 003 , 005 i 004 , o004 i 004 004 . ' . 003 , 004
----------- n ———————— - ———————n - ———————n : ———k s e —————g - m——————p e e
Mobile = 00511 ' 00864 ! 04839 ! 1.1600e- ' 0.1142 ! 9.5000e- + 0.1151 ' 0.0306 ! 8.9000e- ! 0.0314 0.0000 * 108.5269 ! 108.5269 ! 5.6300e- ! 5.8900e- ! 110.4215
- ' ' v 003 004, ' 004, ' ' 003 , 003
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : e R - fm—————— ==
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! ! 00000 @ 0.0000 2.2654 + 0.0000 ! 22654 ' 01339 ! 0.0000 ' 56124
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——k s e jmm————eg - m——————p e a e
Water - ' ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 *+ 0.0000 0.2274 + 05051 + 0.7325 1+ 0.0234 + 5.6000e- * 1.4857
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} 004 L}
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.1764 0.1074 0.8001 | 2.0100e- | 0.1142 0.0399 0.1540 0.0306 0.0398 0.0704 7.4653 | 136.1564 | 143.6217 | 0.1880 | 6.9600e- | 150.3932
003 003
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 =Demolition *Demolition :7/3/2023 17/28/2023 ! 5! 20;
------- L il ittt It o bt St s LR T T TR
2 = Site Preparation *Site Preparation :7/29/2023 18/1/2023 ! 5! 2}
....... P } ! ! ! ) eeeccessssssssssscsmsm=nn
3 *Grading *Grading 18/2/2023 18/7/2023 ! 5! 4:
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4 *Building Construction *Building Construction 18/8/2023 15/13/2024 ! 5 200:
------- L et R e L R
5 'Paving 'Paving 15/14/2024 15/27/2024 ! 5! 10!
------------------------------- 4 : : : R
6 -Archltectural Coating :Architectural Coating 15/28/2024 16/10/2024 ! 5 10!

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 1.88

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 4

Acres of Paving: 0

Residential Indoor: 40,095; Residential Outdoor: 13,365; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: O; Striped Parking Area: 0
(Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Architectural Coating *Air Compressors ! 1 6.00: 78; 0.48
Paving T :'c'ea{e'ni and Mortar Mixers ""'1 """""" 6 00 G 0.56
[Demolion T :'cbaér'eié/fn'dh's{n'af saws ""'1 """""" 8 00 BT 0.73
[Building Construction :'c'r;ﬁés """"""""""" ""'1 """""" 6 00 Zan T 0.29
[Building Construction Frordis T TTTTTTTTTTT ""'1 """""" 6 00 Bor TN 0.20
[Building Construction :E;'e}éFa'tar'éé{s """""""" ""'1 """""" 8 00 BT 0.74
Grading T :E;'r;&e'r; """"""""""" ""'1 """""" 8 00 57T 0.41
Site Preparation :E;'r;&e'r; """"""""""" ""'1 """""" 8 00 57T 0.41
2 e T T 650! T3 T 53
Paving T :IDAQ.BZ;'E'q'u'.;JrBéﬁt """"""" ""'1 """""" 8 00 155 T 0.36
2 folers T T A 7601 T 536
[Demolion T :'R'ubéér' Tired Dozers ""'1 """""" 8 00 Zag T 0.40
Grading T :'R'ubéér' Tired Dozers ""'1 """""" 8 00 Zag T 0.40
Site Preparation :'R'ubéér' Tired Dozers ""'1 """""" 7 00 Zag T 0.40
[Building Construction :'TFa{c'tSr's/'LB;aéé?ééékhaé; """" ""'1 """""" 6 00 57T 0.37
[Demolion T :'TFa{c'tSr's/'LB;aéé?ééékhaé; """" ""'3 """""" 8 00 57T 0.37
é r-a:j |n-g ------------------ ;Tractors/ Loaders/Backhoes ; 2 7.00'# 97 :r ----------- 0 -?:7-
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Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

Paving =Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 1: 8.00: 97! 0.37
----------------------------- i R L LR R L
Site Preparation *Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 1 8.00! a7! 0.37
----------------------------- : 4 + L R
Building Construction *Welders ! 3! 8.00! 46! 0.45
Trips and VMT
Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class
Demolition : 5! 13.00: 0.00 6.00: 10.80: 7.30; 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix {HHDT
e e LT LT Ty i - - A eeemecec]emmmmmmmmm——— e —m———= L,
Site Preparation 31 8.00° 0.00! 0.00° 10.801 7.30! 20.001LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  JHHDT
e LY LTy i - - e mme e ——————— [ — A e aaa
Grading a1 10,00 0.00! 0.00° 10.801 7.30! 20.001LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  JHHDT
e Y Ly i - - e mme e ——————— [ — L,
Building Construction * 7 4.00° 1.00! 0.00° 10.801 7.30! 20.001LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  JHHDT
e LY LTy i - - e mme e ——————— [ — A e aaa
Paving 51 13.00" 0.00! 0.00° 10.801 7.30! 20.001LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  JHHDT
________________ . 1 L 1 1 1 1 L,
Architectural Coating = 1 1.00: 0.00: 0.00: 10.80: 7.30: 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads
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3.2 Demolition - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Page 8 of 31

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust E: ! : ! : 6.8000e- ! 0.0000 ! 6.8000e- : 1.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 1.0000e- 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- ' ' ' v 004, , 004 , 004 , 004 ' ' ' ' '
----------- n ———————— ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s jmm—————q ———————n Fmmmma
Off-Road = (0.0147 v 0.1432 1+ 0.1346 1 2.4000e- ¢ v 6.7700e- v 6.7700e- ' 6.3300e- * 6.3300e- 0.0000 +* 21.0866 ' 21.0866 * 5.3500e- * 0.0000 ' 21.2202
o : ' Vo004 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 :
Total 0.0147 0.1432 0.1346 2.4000e- | 6.8000e- | 6.7700e- | 7.4500e- | 1.0000e- | 6.3300e- 6.4300e- 0.0000 21.0866 21.0866 5.3500e- 0.0000 21.2202
004 004 003 003 004 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.0000e- * 3.8000e- ' 8.0000e- + 0.0000 + 5.0000e- + 0.0000 * 5.0000e- ' 1.0000e- + 0.0000 1 2.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.1700 * 0.1700 +* 0.0000 * 3.0000e- * 0.1779
o 005 . 004 , 005 \ 005 . . 005 , 005 @, . 005 . ' : \ 005 .
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s e m————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Worker = 4.0000e- * 2.6000e- ' 3.0700e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0400e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0400e- * 2.8000e- * 0.0000 '+ 2.8000e- 0.0000 +* 0.8276 ' 0.8276 1 2.0000e- ' 2.0000e- * 0.8353
» 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 ., 004 . 004 . ' i 005 ; 005
Total 4.1000e- | 6.4000e- | 3.1500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0900e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0900e- | 2.9000e- 0.0000 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.9975 0.9975 2.0000e- | 5.0000e- 1.0132
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 004 005 005
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3.2 Demolition - 2023
Mitigated Construction On-Site

Page 9 of 31

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust " ' ' ' 1 3.1000e- * 0.0000 * 3.1000e- * 5.0000e- * 0.0000 * 5.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
o : ' : V004 . . 004 005 . 005 . : : ' .
----------- n ———————— ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s jmm—————q ———————n Fmmmma
Off-Road = (0.0147 v 0.1432 1+ 0.1346 1 2.4000e- ¢ v 6.7700e- v 6.7700e- ' 6.3300e- * 6.3300e- 0.0000  21.0865 ' 21.0865 * 5.3500e- * 0.0000 ' 21.2202
o : ' Vo004 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 :
Total 0.0147 0.1432 0.1346 2.4000e- | 3.1000e- | 6.7700e- | 7.0800e- | 5.0000e- | 6.3300e- 6.3800e- 0.0000 21.0865 21.0865 5.3500e- 0.0000 21.2202
004 004 003 003 005 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.0000e- * 3.8000e- ' 8.0000e- + 0.0000 + 5.0000e- + 0.0000 * 5.0000e- ' 1.0000e- + 0.0000 1 2.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.1700 * 0.1700 +* 0.0000 * 3.0000e- * 0.1779
o 005 . 004 , 005 \ 005 . . 005 , 005 @, . 005 . : : \ 005 .
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s e m————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Worker = 4.0000e- * 2.6000e- ' 3.0700e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0400e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0400e- * 2.8000e- * 0.0000 '+ 2.8000e- 0.0000 +* 0.8276 ' 0.8276 1 2.0000e- ' 2.0000e- * 0.8353
» 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 ., 004 . 004 . ' i 005 | 005
Total 4.1000e- | 6.4000e- | 3.1500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0900e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0900e- | 2.9000e- 0.0000 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.9975 0.9975 2.0000e- | 5.0000e- 1.0132
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 004 005 005




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0
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Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Page 10 of 31

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust " ' ' ' ' 6.2700e- + 0.0000 * 6.2700e- * 3.0000e- * 0.0000 * 3.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
o : ' : \ 003 . . 003 ; 003 . 003 . : : ' .
----------- n f———————— ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s m————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Off-Road = 1.1300e- + 0.0124 1 6.6400e- * 2.0000e- v 5.1000e- * 5.1000e- v 4.7000e- *+ 4.7000e- 0.0000 +* 1.5124 1+ 1.5114 1 49000e- * 0.0000 +* 1.5236
- 003 | i 003 , 005 . 004 , 004 . 004 . 004 . ' Vo004 :
Total 1.1300e- 0.0124 6.6400e- | 2.0000e- | 6.2700e- | 5.1000e- | 6.7800e- | 3.0000e- | 4.7000e- 3.4700e- 0.0000 1.5114 1.5114 4.9000e- 0.0000 1.5236
003 003 005 003 004 003 003 004 003 004
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s e m————eg ———————n Fmmmmma
Worker = 2.0000e- * 2.0000e- ' 1.9000e- * 0.0000 ' 6.0000e- * 0.0000 * 6.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 0.0000 * 2.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.0509 * 0.0509 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0514
m 005 , 005 , 004 \ 005 . i 005 ; 005 . 005 . : . : .
Total 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 1.9000e- 0.0000 6.0000e- 0.0000 6.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0509 0.0509 0.0000 0.0000 0.0514
005 005 004 005 005 005 005
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Page 11 of 31

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust E: ! : ! : 2.8200e- ! 0.0000 ! 2.8200e- : 1.3500e- ! 0.0000 ! 1.3500e- 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
n ' ' ' v 003, » 003 , 003 , ' 003 ' ' ' ' '
----------- n ———————n ———————n : ———————n : : ———d s m————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Off-Road = 1.1300e- * 0.0124 1 6.6400e- *+ 2.0000e- 1 v 5.1000e- * 5.1000e- ' 4,7000e- * 4.7000e- 0.0000 + 1.5114 1+ 15114 1 49000e- * 0.0000 * 1.5236
- 003 | i 003 , 005 . 004 , 004 . 004 004 . : \ o004 .
Total 1.1300e- 0.0124 6.6400e- | 2.0000e- | 2.8200e- | 5.1000e- | 3.3300e- | 1.3500e- | 4.7000e- 1.8200e- 0.0000 1.5114 1.5114 4.9000e- 0.0000 1.5236
003 003 005 003 004 003 003 004 003 004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n : ———————n : : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n : ———————n : : ———d s e m————eg ———————n Fmmmmma
Worker = 2.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 1.9000e- * 0.0000 ' 6.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 6.0000e- * 2.0000e- * 0.0000 * 2.0000e- 0.0000 + 0.0509 * 0.0509 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0514
m 005 , 005 , 004 \ 005 . i 005 ; 005 . 005 . : : ' .
Total 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 1.9000e- 0.0000 6.0000e- 0.0000 6.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 2.0000e- 0.0000 0.0509 0.0509 0.0000 0.0000 0.0514
005 005 004 005 005 005 005
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3.4 Grading - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Page 12 of 31

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust - ' ' ' '+ 0.0142 + 0.0000 + 0.0142 1 6.8500e- * 0.0000 * 6.8500e- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 *= 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 003 L} L} 003 L] 1 L} 1 L}
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : e I L ———————n Fmmmmma
Off-Road = 2.6700e- + 0.0289 '+ 0.0174 1 4.0000e- ! v 1.2100e- + 1.2100e- 1 ' 1.1100e- * 1.1100e- 0.0000 +* 3.6208 ' 3.6208 1 1.1700e- * 0.0000 * 3.6501
- 003 | ' \ 005 . 003 , 003 . 003 , 003 . ' v 003 .
Total 2.6700e- 0.0289 0.0174 4.0000e- 0.0142 1.2100e- 0.0154 6.8500e- | 1.1100e- 7.9600e- 0.0000 3.6208 3.6208 1.1700e- 0.0000 3.6501
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s jmm——— g ———————n Fmmmma
Worker = 65.0000e- * 4.0000e- * 4.7000e- * 0.0000 ' 1.6000e- * 0.0000 ' 1.6000e- ' 4.0000e- * 0.0000 '+ 4.0000e- 0.0000 + 0.1273 1+ 0.1273 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.1285
w 005 , 005 , 004 \ 004 ., i 004 ; 005 . 005 . : . ' .
Total 6.0000e- | 4.0000e- | 4.7000e- 0.0000 1.6000e- 0.0000 1.6000e- | 4.0000e- 0.0000 4.0000e- 0.0000 0.1273 0.1273 0.0000 0.0000 0.1285
005 005 004 004 004 005 005
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

3.4 Grading - 2023
Mitigated Construction On-Site

Page 13 of 31

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust E: ! : ! : 6.3700e- ! 0.0000 ! 6.3700e- : 3.0800e- ! 0.0000 ! 3.0800e- 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
" ' ' ' v 003, . 003 , 003 , ' 003 ' ' ' ' '
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : e I L ———————n Fmmmmma
Off-Road = 26700e- + 0.0289 '+ 0.0174  4.0000e- ¢ v 1.2100e- + 1.2100e- ¢ v 1.1100e- *+ 1.1100e- 0.0000 +* 3.6208 '+ 3.6208 1 1.1700e- * 0.0000 +* 3.6501
o003 ' V005 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 :
Total 2.6700e- 0.0289 0.0174 4.0000e- | 6.3700e- | 1.2100e- | 7.5800e- | 3.0800e- | 1.1100e- 4.1900e- 0.0000 3.6208 3.6208 1.1700e- 0.0000 3.6501
003 005 003 003 003 003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s jmm——— g ———————n Fmmmma
Worker = 6.0000e- * 4.0000e- ' 4.7000e- * 0.0000 ' 1.6000e- * 0.0000 * 1.6000e- * 4.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 4.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.1273 1+ 0.1273 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.1285
w 005 , 005 , 004 \ 004 ., i 004 ; 005 . 005 . : . : .
Total 6.0000e- | 4.0000e- | 4.7000e- 0.0000 1.6000e- 0.0000 1.6000e- | 4.0000e- 0.0000 4.0000e- 0.0000 0.1273 0.1273 0.0000 0.0000 0.1285
005 005 004 004 004 005 005
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Page 14 of 31

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road E: 0.0792 ! 0.6089 : 0.6558 ! 1.1500e- : ! 0.0268 * 0.0268 1 ! 0.0258 ! 0.0258 0.0000 ! 94.4315 : 94.4315 ! 0.0160 : 0.0000 ! 94.8324
L 1] 1] 1 1] 003 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Total 0.0792 0.6089 0.6558 1.1500e- 0.0268 0.0268 0.0258 0.0258 0.0000 94.4315 94.4315 0.0160 0.0000 94.8324
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- : : : : : : : : : ] . : : : .
"""""" J U —————— U —————— 1 U —————— 1 T == === == em——————— U —————— ===
Vendor = 6.0000e- * 2.2800e- ' 6.8000e- * 1.0000e- * 3.4000e- * 1.0000e- * 3.6000e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 1.1000e- 0.0000 +* 1.0001 * 1.0001 ' 1.0000e- ' 1.5000e- * 1.0451
- 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 004 , 005 , 004 . ' i 005 , 004
L1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- 0 " —————— " —————— T " —————— T T g = === ——————— " —————— mmmmam=-
Worker = 6.4000e- * 4.2000e- ' 4.9200e- * 1.0000e- ' 1.6600e- * 1.0000e- * 1.6700e- * 4.4000e- * 1.0000e- * 4.5000e- 0.0000 ' 1.3241 1 1.3241 1 4.0000e- * 4.0000e- * 1.3364
- 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . ' i 005 , 005
Total 7.0000e- | 2.7000e- | 5.6000e- | 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 2.0300e- | 5.4000e- | 2.0000e- 5.6000e- 0.0000 2.3242 2.3242 5.0000e- | 1.9000e- 2.3815
004 003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 004
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3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Mitigated Construction On-Site

Page 15 of 31

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road E: 0.0792 ! 0.6089 : 0.6558 ! 1.1500e- : ! 0.0268 * 0.0268 1 ! 0.0258 ! 0.0258 0.0000 ! 94.4314 : 94.4314 ! 0.0160 : 0.0000 ! 94.8323
L 1] 1] 1 1] 003 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Total 0.0792 0.6089 0.6558 1.1500e- 0.0268 0.0268 0.0258 0.0258 0.0000 94.4314 94.4314 0.0160 0.0000 94.8323
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- : : : : : : : : : ] . : : : .
"""""" J U —————— U —————— 1 U —————— 1 T == === == em——————— U —————— ===
Vendor = 6.0000e- * 2.2800e- ' 6.8000e- * 1.0000e- * 3.4000e- * 1.0000e- * 3.6000e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 1.1000e- 0.0000 +* 1.0001 * 1.0001 ' 1.0000e- ' 1.5000e- * 1.0451
- 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 004 , 005 , 004 . ' i 005 , 004
L1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- 0 " —————— " —————— T " —————— T T g = === ——————— " —————— mmmmam=-
Worker = 6.4000e- * 4.2000e- ' 4.9200e- * 1.0000e- ' 1.6600e- * 1.0000e- * 1.6700e- * 4.4000e- * 1.0000e- * 4.5000e- 0.0000 ' 1.3241 1 1.3241 1 4.0000e- * 4.0000e- * 1.3364
- 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . ' i 005 , 005
Total 7.0000e- | 2.7000e- | 5.6000e- | 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 2.0300e- | 5.4000e- | 2.0000e- 5.6000e- 0.0000 2.3242 2.3242 5.0000e- | 1.9000e- 2.3815
004 003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 004
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied
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Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Page 16 of 31

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road E: 0.0682 ! 0.5311 : 0.6008 ! 1.0600e- : ! 0.0216 + 0.0216 ! 0.0209 ! 0.0209 0.0000 ! 87.1734 : 87.1734 ! 0.0145 : 0.0000 ! 87.5363
L 1] 1] 1 1] 003 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Total 0.0682 0.5311 0.6008 1.0600e- 0.0216 0.0216 0.0209 0.0209 0.0000 87.1734 87.1734 0.0145 0.0000 87.5363
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- : : : : : : : : : ] . : : : .
"""""" J U —————— U —————— 1 U —————— 1 T == === == em——————— U —————— mmmem =
Vendor = 50000e- * 2.1100e- ' 6.2000e- * 1.0000e- * 3.2000e- * 1.0000e- * 3.3000e- * 9.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.9074 1+ 0.9074 + 0.0000 ' 1.4000e- * 0.9482
w 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 ., 005 ., 005 ., 004 . ' : i 004
L1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- 0 " —————— " —————— T " —————— T T g = === —————— " —————— mmmmm=-
Worker = 55000e- * 3.4000e- ' 4.1900e- * 1.0000e- * 1.5300e- * 1.0000e- * 1.5400e- * 4.1000e- * 1.0000e- * 4.1000e- 0.0000 ' 1.1915 1+ 1.1915 1 3.0000e- * 3.0000e- * 1.2019
- 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . ' i 005 , 005
Total 6.0000e- | 2.4500e- | 4.8100e- | 2.0000e- | 1.8500e- | 2.0000e- | 1.8700e- | 5.0000e- | 2.0000e- 5.1000e- 0.0000 2.0989 2.0989 3.0000e- | 1.7000e- 2.1502
004 003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 004
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Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road E: 0.0682 ! 0.5311 : 0.6008 ! 1.0600e- : ! 0.0216 + 0.0216 ! 0.0209 ! 0.0209 0.0000 ! 87.1733 : 87.1733 ! 0.0145 : 0.0000 ! 87.5362
L 1] 1] 1 1] 003 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Total 0.0682 0.5311 0.6008 1.0600e- 0.0216 0.0216 0.0209 0.0209 0.0000 87.1733 87.1733 0.0145 0.0000 87.5362
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- : : : : : : : : : ] . : : : .
"""""" J U —————— U —————— 1 U —————— 1 T == === == em——————— U —————— mmmem =
Vendor = 50000e- * 2.1100e- ' 6.2000e- * 1.0000e- * 3.2000e- * 1.0000e- * 3.3000e- * 9.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.9074 1+ 0.9074 + 0.0000 ' 1.4000e- * 0.9482
w 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 , 005 , 004 ., 005 ., 005 ., 004 . ' : i 004
L1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- 0 " —————— " —————— T " —————— T T g = === —————— " —————— mmmmm=-
Worker = 55000e- * 3.4000e- ' 4.1900e- * 1.0000e- * 1.5300e- * 1.0000e- * 1.5400e- * 4.1000e- * 1.0000e- * 4.1000e- 0.0000 ' 1.1915 1+ 1.1915 1 3.0000e- * 3.0000e- * 1.2019
- 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 005 , 004 . ' i 005 , 005
Total 6.0000e- | 2.4500e- | 4.8100e- | 2.0000e- | 1.8500e- | 2.0000e- | 1.8700e- | 5.0000e- | 2.0000e- 5.1000e- 0.0000 2.0989 2.0989 3.0000e- | 1.7000e- 2.1502
004 003 003 005 003 005 003 004 005 004 005 004
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Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 3.0000e- + 0.0293 1 0.0441 1 7.0000e- + v 1.4100e- + 1.4100e- ¢ v 1.3000e- * 1.3000e- 0.0000 +* 5.8870 '+ 5.8870 1 1.8700e- * 0.0000 +* 5.9337
- 003 | ' Vo005 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 :
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————— - : ks jmm————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Paving - 0.0000 ! : ! : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Total 3.0900e- 0.0293 0.0441 7.0000e- 1.4100e- | 1.4100e- 1.3000e- 1.3000e- 0.0000 5.8870 5.8870 1.8700e- 0.0000 5.9337
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s e m——— g ———————— rmmmma
Worker = 1.9000e- * 1.1000e- ' 1.4200e- * 0.0000 ' 5.2000e- * 0.0000 * 5.2000e- * 1.4000e- * 0.0000 * 1.4000e- 0.0000 * 0.4034 ' 0.4034 1 1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 0.4069
o 004 , 004 , 003 , \ 004 , 004 , 004 , \ 004 : . \ 005 , 005 .
Total 1.9000e- | 1.1000e- | 1.4200e- 0.0000 5.2000e- 0.0000 5.2000e- | 1.4000e- 0.0000 1.4000e- 0.0000 0.4034 0.4034 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.4069
004 004 003 004 004 004 004 005 005
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Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 3.0000e- + 0.0293 1 0.0441 1 7.0000e- + v 1.4100e- + 1.4100e- ¢ v 1.3000e- * 1.3000e- 0.0000 +* 5.8870 '+ 5.8870 1 1.8700e- * 0.0000 +* 5.9337
- 003 | ' Vo005 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 .
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————— - : ks jmm————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Paving - 0.0000 ! : ! : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Total 3.0900e- 0.0293 0.0441 7.0000e- 1.4100e- | 1.4100e- 1.3000e- 1.3000e- 0.0000 5.8870 5.8870 1.8700e- 0.0000 5.9337
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s e m——— g ———————— rmmmma
Worker = 1.9000e- * 1.1000e- ' 1.4200e- * 0.0000 ' 5.2000e- * 0.0000 * 5.2000e- * 1.4000e- * 0.0000 * 1.4000e- 0.0000 * 0.4034 ' 0.4034 1 1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 0.4069
o 004 , 004 , 003 , \ 004 , 004 , 004 , \ 004 : . \ 005 , 005 .
Total 1.9000e- | 1.1000e- | 1.4200e- 0.0000 5.2000e- 0.0000 5.2000e- | 1.4000e- 0.0000 1.4000e- 0.0000 0.4034 0.4034 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.4069
004 004 003 004 004 004 004 005 005
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Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating E: 0.1858 ! : ! : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s —————g ———————n Fmmmmma
Off-Road = 9.0000e- * 6.0900e- ' 9.0500e- * 1.0000e- ' 3.0000e- * 3.0000e- ' 3.0000e- * 3.0000e- 0.0000 + 1.2766 ' 1.2766 1 7.0000e- * 0.0000 * 1.2784
w 004 , 003 ; 003 , 005 . 004 , 004 . 004 004 . ' \ 005 .
Total 0.1867 6.0900e- | 9.0500e- | 1.0000e- 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- 3.0000e- 3.0000e- 0.0000 1.2766 1.2766 7.0000e- 0.0000 1.2784
003 003 005 004 004 004 004 005
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————— - : ———d s jm—————eg ———————n Fmmmmma
Worker = 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 1.1000e- * 0.0000 ' 4.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 4.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 0.0000 + 1.0000e- 0.0000 + 0.0310 * 0.0310 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0313
w 005 , 005 , 004 \ 005 ., i 005 ; 005 . 005 . : : ' .
Total 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.1000e- 0.0000 4.0000e- 0.0000 4.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0310 0.0310 0.0000 0.0000 0.0313
005 005 004 005 005 005 005
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Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating E: 0.1858 ! : ! : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s —————g ———————n Fmmmmma
Off-Road = 9.0000e- * 6.0900e- ' 9.0500e- * 1.0000e- ' 3.0000e- * 3.0000e- ' 3.0000e- * 3.0000e- 0.0000 + 1.2766 ' 1.2766 1 7.0000e- * 0.0000 * 1.2784
w 004 , 003 ; 003 , 005 . 004 , 004 . 004 004 . ' \ 005 .
Total 0.1867 6.0900e- | 9.0500e- | 1.0000e- 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- 3.0000e- 3.0000e- 0.0000 1.2766 1.2766 7.0000e- 0.0000 1.2784
003 003 005 004 004 004 004 005
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————— - : ———d s jm—————eg ———————n Fmmmmma
Worker = 1.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 1.1000e- * 0.0000 ' 4.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 4.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 0.0000 + 1.0000e- 0.0000 + 0.0310 * 0.0310 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0313
w 005 , 005 , 004 \ 005 ., i 005 ; 005 . 005 . : : ' .
Total 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.1000e- 0.0000 4.0000e- 0.0000 4.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 1.0000e- 0.0000 0.0310 0.0310 0.0000 0.0000 0.0313
005 005 004 005 005 005 005




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

Page 22 of 31

Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOXx (60) S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonslyr MTlyr
Mitigated = 0.0511 + 0.0864 ' 0.4839 + 1.1600e- *+ 0.1142 1 9.5000e- * 0.1151 1 0.0306 ' 8.9000e- ' 0.0314 0.0000  108.5269 + 108.5269 + 5.6300e- ' 5.8900e- * 110.4215
- : ' Vo003 . \ 004 . ' . 004 . ' V003 , 003
----------- T T e T T T T T . T T et s T E TR
Unmitigated = 0.0511 + 0.0864 + 0.4839 + 1.1600e- + 0.1142 + 9.5000e- * 0.1151 + 0.0306 + 8.9000e- * 0.0314 = 0.0000 + 108.5269 * 108.5269 * 5.6300e- * 5.8900e- ' 110.4215
- . . . 003 | . o004 | . . 004 | . . . . 003 ; 003
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Single Family Housing ' 103.95 ! 103.95 103.95 . 304,539 . 304,539
Total | 103.95 103.95 103.95 | 304,539 | 304,539
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW JH-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Single Family Housing . 10.80 7.30 ! 7.50 = 4840 : 1590 : 35.70 . 86 . 11 . 3
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use | wa | worr | w2 | mov | tHo2 | wHD2 | wmHD | HeD | oBus | usus | wmcy | sBus | wH
Single Family Housing * 0.515888@ 0.053153: 0.175761: 0.156529' 0.025865' 0.006829: 0.014141: 0.022504: 0.000707: 0.000289: 0.023863: 0.001496' 0.002975
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Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Electricity = ' ' ' ' v 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ¢ 1 0.0000 ' 0.0000 0.0000 + 8.1156 1 8.1156 + 1.3100e- ' 1.6000e- '+ 8.1958
Mitigated 1 ' . ' : : ' : ' : . : i 003 , o004
feee e eee i He—————— ———————— - ———————n ———————— : ——— e : ———————n - Fmmm
Electricity = ' ' ' ' ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! ' 00000 ' 0.0000 00000 : 81156 ! 81156 ' 1.3100e- ! 1.6000e- ! 8.1958
Unmitigated o ' . ' : . . . ' . . : , 003 . 004
fe e eee i —————— ———————n - ———————n ———————— : ——— e : ———————— - R L
NaturalGas = 1.4300e- + 0.0122 + 5.1800e- * 8.0000e- * '+ 9.9000e- ' 9.9000e- 1 ' 9.9000e- * 9.9000e- 0.0000 * 14.1101 * 14.1101 v 2.7000e- * 2.6000e- * 14.1939
Mitigated o 003 | V003 ; 005 V004 , 004 \ 004 004 . : , 004 , o004
----------- e E T T T T T T T D T . S T L T R T LI
NaturalGas = 1.4300e- ' 0.0122 1 5.1800e- ' 8.0000e- t 1 9.9000e- ' 9.9000e- ¢ 1 9.9000e- ' 9.9000e- = 0.0000 @ 14.1101 @ 14.1101 @ 2.7000e- * 2.6000e- ' 14.1939
Unmitigated 1, 003 , 003 , 005 , 004 , o004 ., 004 , o004 . ' ' . 004 , o004




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0 Page 24 of 31 Date: 4/21/2022 5:05 PM
Valley Health Team - Fresno County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Single Family » 264413 E- 1.4300e- + 0.0122 + 5.1800e- * 8.0000e- 1 9.9000e- * 9.9000e- 1 9.9000e- * 9.9000e- 0.0000 +* 14.1101 * 14.1101 +* 2.7000e- * 2.6000e- ' 14.1939
Housing 4 o 003 | \ 003 ; 005 \ 004 . o004 ., \ 004 . 004 : : \ 004 ., 004
[0 [
Total 1.4300e- 0.0122 5.1800e- | 8.0000e- 9.9000e- | 9.9000e- 9.9000e- 9.9000e- 0.0000 14.1101 14.1101 2.7000e- | 2.6000e- 14.1939
003 003 005 004 004 004 004 004 004
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tonsl/yr MTlyr
Single Family + 264413 E- 1.4300e- * 0.0122 + 5.1800e- ' 8.0000e- * ' 9.9000e- ' 9.9000e- ' 9.9000e- * 9.9000e- 0.0000 ' 14.1101 ' 14.1101 + 2.7000e- * 2.6000e- ' 14.1939
Housing | & 003 | \ 003 , 005 \ 004 . 004 . \ 004 . 004 : . V004 . 004
M
Total 1.4300e- 0.0122 5.1800e- | 8.0000e- 9.9000e- | 9.9000e- 9.9000e- 9.9000e- 0.0000 14.1101 14.1101 | 2.7000e- | 2.6000e- 14.1939
003 003 005 004 004 004 004 004 004
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Single Family + 87713.6 :- 8.1156  1.3100e- * 1.6000e- * 8.1958

Housing : o v 003 , 004 ,

[0 [
Total 8.1156 1.3100e- | 1.6000e- 8.1958

003 004
Mitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use KkWh/yr MT/yr

Single Family ! 87713.6 :: 8.1156 + 1.3100e- * 1.6000e- ' 8.1958

Housing . o v 003 . 004
[N
Total 8.1156 | 1.3100e- | 1.6000e- | 8.1958
003 004

6.0 Area Detalil

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated = 01239  8.7700e- + 0.3110 + 7.7000e- * ' 0.0379 * 0.0379 ' 0.0379 1+ 0.0379 49726 + 4.8987 ' 9.8713 ' 0.0235 ' 9.0000e- ' 10.4839
- L] 003 1 L] 004 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] L] 1 L] L] 005 1
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- B = = = = = e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e N m e A e e = - == mmm=—-
Unmitigated = 0.1239 1 8.7700e- * 0.3110 +* 7.7000e- * + 0.0379 + 0.0379 + 0.0379 + 0.0379 = 49726  4.8987 + 9.8713 + 0.0235 + 9.0000e- * 10.4839
- . 003 . 004 : : : : : . : : . . 005
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tonsl/yr MTlyr
Architectural = 0.0186 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Coating : ' : : ' : : ' : . ' : : '
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——g el —————eg - fm——————p = e e
Consumer = 0.0773 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Products . : . . : . . : . . : . . :
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———g s lmm————eg - et T
Hearth = (0.0256 ' 7.8300e- * 0.2294 + 7.7000e- ' ' 0.0375 1+ 0.0375 1 ' 0.0375 1+ 0.0375 49726 + 47653 1+ 9.7378 ' 0.0233 ' 9.0000e- ' 10.3473
- L] 003 1 L] 004 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] L] 1 L] L] 005 1
- 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] 1 1] L] 1 1] 1] 1
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———g el ——————g - m——————p = e e
Landscaping = 2.4500e- * 9.4000e- * 0.0816 ' 0.0000 ¢ ' 4.5000e- *+ 4.5000e- 1 ' 4.5000e- * 4.5000e- 0.0000 * 0.1334 1+ 0.1334 1 1.3000e- * 0.0000 ' 0.1366
- 003 , o004 . : i 004 | o004 1004 004 . ' \ 004 .
Total 0.1239 8.7700e- 0.3110 7.7000e- 0.0379 0.0379 0.0379 0.0379 4.9726 4.8987 9.8713 0.0235 9.0000e- | 10.4839
003 004 005
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Mitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 0.0186 1 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 -+ '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 + 0.0000
Coating - . : . . : . . : . : : . . :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——k e jmm————eg : e PLLE
Consumer = 0.0773 » ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 - '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Products  m . : . : : : : : : . . . . .
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———k e s jmm————eg : =
Hearth = (0.0256 + 7.8300e- * 0.2294  7.7000e- 1 ' 0.0375 + 0.0375 v 0.0375 + 0.0375 49726 + 47653 + 9.7378 v 0.0233 '+ 9.0000e- * 10.3473
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}

" 003 004, ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' v 005
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : ———k e m——— g : fm =
Landscaping = 2.4500e- ' 9.4000e- * 0.0816 ' 0.0000 1 4.5000e- * 4.5000e- 1 ' 4.5000e- * 4.5000e- 0.0000 +* 0.1334 '+ 0.1334 1 1.3000e- * 0.0000 * 0.1366

- 003 , 004 : : i 004 , 004 {004 , 004 . ' Vo004 :
- 1
Total 0.1239 8.7700e- 0.3110 7.7000e- 0.0379 0.0379 0.0379 0.0379 4.9726 4.8987 9.8713 0.0235 9.0000e- 10.4839
003 004 005

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated = (0.7325 5.6000e- * 1.4857
- 004

[ -r - -r
Unmitigated = 0.7325 1+ 0.0234 + 5.6000e- * 1.4857
- . \ 004 |

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Outj| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use

Land Use Mgal MTl/yr

Single Family 10.716694 /& 0.7325 1+ 00234 ! 56000e- ' 14857
Housing = 0.451829 i : \ 004
[N

Total 0.7325 0.0234 5.6000e- 1.4857
004
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Mitigated
Indoor/Out| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Single Family 10.716694 / :' 0.7325 + 0.0234 1 5.6000e- * 1.4857
Housing » 0.451829 4 . \004
i .
Total 0.7325 0.0234 5.6000e- 1.4857
004

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

MT/yr

Mitigated - 2.2654

----------- == - — - e — === ———p == ===
Unmitigated - 2.2654 ! 0.1339 ! 0.0000 ! 5.6124

! ! 0.0000 ! 5.6124
1 L}
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Single Family + 11.16 :- 2.2654 1 0.1339 * 0.0000 * 5.6124
Housing . o . . .
[1] [
Total H 2.2654 0.1339 0.0000 5.6124
Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MTlyr
Single Family + 11.16 :- 2.2654 1+ 0.1339 '+ 0.0000 * 5.6124
Housing . i . . :
M
Total H 2.2654 0.1339 0.0000 5.6124

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day

Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

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

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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1.0 Project Characteristics

Valley Health Team - Reduced Vehicle Trips and Vehicle Miles Traveled

Fresno County, Annual

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Medical Office Building 11.70 . 1000sqft ! 0.37 ! 11,700.00 0
"""""""""""""""" "'""""""""""""""=-------------------------------l—--------------:---'"---"'---""!F"'""""""
Parking Lot 56.00 . Space ! 0.50 ! 22,400.00 0
------------ CltyPark 036r Acre ! 0.36 ! 15,681.60 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 45
Climate Zone 3 Operational Year 2024
Utility Company Pacific Gas and Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 203.98 CH4 Intensity 0.033 N20 Intensity 0.004
(Ib/MWHhr) (Ib/MWHhr) (Ib/MWHhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Total project site is 1.23 acres

Construction Phase - Construction is expected to start on July 2023 and last 12-14 months

Demolition -

Grading - Set to default

Vehicle Trips - Trips rates based of 406 total daily trips and taking into account 10% bus trips and 25% telemedicine appointments. Also revised the trip lenght to
reflect that patients and visitors would be from within Pinedale.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Mitigation Tier 2

Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblConstDustMitigation

WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed

0

15
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tbiIConstEquipMitigation

tbIConstructionPhase

NumberOfEquipmentMitigated

NumDays

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

10.00

4.00

-+

10.00
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tblConstructionPhase NumbDays

9.50

¢ Nyt
=}
S

1.96

8.57

2.19

1.42

0.78

tbIVehicleTrips . WD_TR 34.80 ' 22.60

+
----------------------------- g

2.0 Emissions Summary
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Unmitigated Construction
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Valley Health Team - Reduced Vehicle Trips and Vehicle Miles Traveled - Fresno County, Annual

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2023 E: 0.0995 ! 0.8231 : 0.8101 ! 1.5700e- : 0.0788 ! 0.0356 ! 0.1144 : 0.0353 ! 0.0339 ! 0.0693 0.0000 ! 133.6389 : 133.6389 ! 0.0249 : 1.2700e- ! 134.6395
" ' ' 003 ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' v 003,
----------- n f———————— ———————n - ———————n - : ks m————mg ———————n Fmmmma
2024 = (0.1747 + 0.6831 + 0.8007  1.5100e- * 0.0127 1+ 0.0275 + 0.0403 ' 3.4500e- * 0.0265 +*+ 0.0299 0.0000 + 126.5668 ' 126.5668 * 0.0198 '+ 1.4600e- * 127.4965
L1} L} 1 L} 003 1 L} L} 1 003 L} L} L] 1 L} 1 003 L}
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Maximum 0.1747 0.8231 0.8101 1.5700e- 0.0788 0.0356 0.1144 0.0353 0.0339 0.0693 0.0000 133.6389 | 133.6389 0.0249 1.4600e- | 134.6395
003 003
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tonsl/yr MTlyr
2023 E: 0.0561 @ 1.1756 ! 0.9018 ! 15700e- ! 0.0417 : 00446 ' 00863 ! 00176 @ 00445 @ 0.0621 0.0000 : 133.6388 ! 133.6388 ! 0.0249 ! 1.2700e- ! 134.6393
- 1] 1 1] 003 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1] L] 1 1] 1 003 1]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : I e o ———————n Fmmmmm
2024 = (01418 * 1.0803 ' 0.8614 ' 1.5100e- * 0.0127 * 0.0442 '+ 0.0569 ' 3.4500e- * 0.0442 ' 0.0476 0.0000 * 126.5667 ' 126.5667 * 0.0198 ' 1.4600e- ' 127.4964
- L] 1 L] 1 L] L] 1 L] L] L] 1 L] 1
- 1] 1 1] 003 1 1] 1] 1 003 1] 1] L] 1 1] 1 003 [
Maximum 0.1418 1.1756 0.9018 1.5700e- 0.0417 0.0446 0.0863 0.0176 0.0445 0.0621 0.0000 133.6388 | 133.6388 | 0.0249 1.4600e- | 134.6393
003 003
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ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 27.84 -49.78 -9.47 0.00 40.51 -40.54 7.42 45.75 -46.86 -10.66 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 7-3-2023 10-2-2023 0.4499 0.5924
2 10-3-2023 1-2-2024 0.4499 0.6126
3 1-3-2024 4-2-2024 0.4208 0.6056
4 4-3-2024 7-2-2024 0.3588 0.5215
5 7-3-2024 9-30-2024 0.0460 0.0498
Highest 0.4499 0.6126
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTl/yr
Area - 0.0560 ! 1.0000e- : 6.2000e- ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 1.2200e- : 1.2200e- ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 1.3000e-
n v 005 , 004 , ' ' ' ' ' ' . 003 , 003 , ' 003
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ———k e m e jmm————mgy : = e a
Energy = 8.2000e- * 7.4100e- ' 6.2200e- * 4.0000e- * 1 5.6000e- * 5.6000e- * 1 5.6000e- * 5.6000e- 0.0000 + 18.3616 ' 18.3616 ' 1.8200e- * 3.5000e- ' 18.5114
= 004 | 003 ,; 003 , 005 i 004 , o004 i 004 004 : : i 003 , o004
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B St : ——— e m e
Mobile = 00836 @' 00766 ! 04359 ! 57000e- + 0.0491 ! 57000e- : 0.0496 : 0.0131 ! 5.3000e- ' 0.0137 0.0000 : 53.5540 ! 53.5540 ! 7.0700e- ! 4.9500e- ! 55.2059
n ' ' 004, 004, ' 004, ' ' v 003 , 003
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : ot DRt e P : ————— - m - o
Waste - ! : ! ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 25.6560 ! 0.0000 : 25.6560 ! 1.5162 ! 0.0000 ! 63.5617
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————n : ———————n : ———————n : et B et L : e m e
Water - ' ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.4658 + 0.9645 1 1.4302 + 0.0480 '+ 1.1500e- * 2.9724
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} 003 L}
L1} L} 1 L} ] 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
- 1
Total 0.1403 0.0841 0.4427 6.1000e- 0.0491 1.1300e- 0.0502 0.0131 1.0900e- 0.0142 26.1218 | 72.8813 | 99.0031 15731 6.4500e- | 140.2527
004 003 003 003
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2.2 Overall Operational
Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area :: 0.0560 * 1.0000e- ! 6.2000e- * 0.0000 ! '+ 0.0000 *+ 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 0.0000 * 1.2200e- * 1.2200e- * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 1.3000e-
o . 005 ; 004 : ' : : ' : . 003 ; 003 : . 003
___________ mn ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ____‘________:______ 1 ] ] ______:________
Energy = 8.2000e- ' 7.4100e- ' 6.2200e- * 4.0000e- * ' 5.6000e- + 5.6000e- ¢ ' 5.6000e- '+ 5.6000e- 0.0000 + 18.3616 + 18.3616 ' 1.8200e- * 3.5000e- * 18.5114
- 004 , 003 , 003 , 005 i 004 | o004 i 004 004 . ' { 003 , 004
___________ mn ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ' ————a [ ____‘________:______ 1 ] ] ______:________
Mobile = 00836 ' 00766 ! 04359 ! 5.7000e- ' 0.0491 ! 57000e- ¢+ 0.0496 ' 0.0131 ! 5.3000e- ¢ 0.0137 0.0000 * 53.5540 ! 535540 ! 7.0700e- ! 4.9500e- ! 55.2059
- ' ' 004 004, ' 004, ' ' 003 , 003
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——k e jmm————eg - fm——— e = n e e
Waste - ! ! ! ! ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! ! 00000 @ 0.0000 25.6560 ' 0.0000 ! 25.6560 ' 15162 ! 0.0000 ! 63.5617
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} L}
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : I T ST - m——————p e
Water - ' ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 *+ 0.0000 0.4658 + 09645 1+ 1.4302 1+ 0.0480 + 1.1500e- * 2.9724
L1} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L] 1 L} L} L}
L 1] 1] 1 1] [} 1 [} [} 1 [} L] 1 [} [} 003 L}
- 1
Total 0.1403 0.0841 0.4427 | 6.1000e- | 0.0491 | 1.1300e- | 0.0502 0.0131 | 1.0900e- 0.0142 26.1218 | 72.8813 | 99.0031 1.5731 | 6.4500e- | 140.2527
004 003 003 003
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 =Demolition *Demolition :7/3/2023 17/28/2023 ! 5! 20;
------- L il Lttt ittt It e bt St et A R T
2 = Site Preparation *Site Preparation 17/31/2023 18/11/2023 ! ! 10;
....... L heeccccmmsscssmasssemaaal } ! ! ! e eccccscaccccssacsssaaa=
3 *Grading *Grading 18/14/2023 18/25/2023 ! 5! 10!
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4 *Building Construction *Building Construction 18/28/2023 15/31/2024 ! 5 200:
------- L e ettt S il ettt LT T P
5 -Paving -Paving 16/3/2024 16/21/2024 ! 5! 15!
------------------------------- } : : : R L E LR R R PPPFFF
6 -Archltectural Coating :Architectural Coating 16/24/2024 17/12/2024 ! 5 15!

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 9.38
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 10
Acres of Paving: 0.5

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 17,550; Non-Residential Outdoor: 5,850; Striped Parking Area: 1,344
(Architectural Coating — sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Demolition *Concrete/Industrial Saws ! 1 8.001 81, 0.73
............................. '---------------------------F------------------------------I e
Demolition *Rubber Tired Dozers ! 1 8.001 247 0.40
............................. '---------------------------F------------------------------I e
Demolition *Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 3 8.001 97; 0.37
............................. '---------------------------F------------------------------I e
Site Preparation *Graders ! 1 8.00: 187, 0.41
............................. '---------------------------F------------------------------I e
Site Preparation *Rubber Tired Dozers ! 1 7.001 247 0.40
............................. '---------------------------F------------------------------I e
Site Preparation *Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 1 8.001 97; 0.37
............................. '---------------------------F------------------------------I e
Grading *Graders ! 1 8.001 187; 0.41
............................. '---------------------------F------------------------------I e
Grading *Rubber Tired Dozers ! 1 8.001 247 0.40
............................. '---------------------------F------------------------------I e
Grading *Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 2 7.001 97; 0.37
............................. '---------------------------F------------------------------I e
Building Construction 'Cranes ! 1 6.00: 231; 0.29
........................................................ e e e
Building Construction 'Forkllfts ! 1 6.00: 89; 0.20
............................. '---------------------------F------------------------------I e
Building Construction *Generator Sets ! 1 8.001 84, 0.74
............................. '---------------------------F------------------------------I e
Building Construction 'Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 1 6.00: 97; 0.37
........................................................ e e e
Building Construction 'Welders ! 3 8.001 46 0.45
............................. '---------------------------F------------------------------I e
Paving *Cement and Mortar Mixers ! 1 6.00: 9 0.56
............................. '---------------------------F------------------------------I e
Paving sPavers ! 6.00: 130; 0.42
........................ H } - e ececnmmanaann
Paving =Paving Equipment ! 8.00: 132: 0.36
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Paving *Rollers ! 1 7.00: 80! 0.38
----------------------------- H R R LR
Paving *Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes ! 1 8.00! a7! 0.37
----------------------------- E } + L LR
Architectural Coating *Air Compressors ! 1 6.00! 78! 0.48
Trips and VMT
Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class
Demolition : 5: 13.00: 0.00 6.00: 10.80: 7.30; 20.00: LD_Mix :HDT_Mix {HHDT
e e LT LT Ty i - - A ememmeaaa [y L,
Site Preparation 31 8.00° 0.00! 0.00° 10.801 7.30! 20.001LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  JHHDT
R R e S e L L st ; - ————demmmeeaaaa e J-mmmmmmmma -
Grading a1 10,00 0.00! 0.00° 10.801 7.30! 20.001LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  JHHDT
e LY LTy i - - A ememmeaaa [ [ — L,
Building Construction * 7 20.00° 8.00! 0.00° 10.801 7.30! 20.001LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  JHHDT
R R e S e L st ; - ————demmmeeaaaa e J-mmmmmmmma -
Paving 51 13.00" 0.00! 0.00° 10.801 7.30! 20.001LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix  JHHDT
________________ . 1 L 1 1 1 1 1 L,
Architectural Coating = 1 4.00: 0.00: 0.00* 10.80: 7.30" 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix '"HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Use Cleaner Engines for Construction Equipment

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads
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3.2 Demolition - 2023

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust E: ! : ! : 6.8000e- ! 0.0000 ! 6.8000e- : 1.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 1.0000e- 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- ' ' ' v 004, , 004 , 004 , 004 ' ' ' ' '
----------- n ———————— ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s jmm—————q ———————n Fmmmma
Off-Road = (0.0147 v 0.1432 1+ 0.1346 1 2.4000e- ¢ v 6.7700e- v 6.7700e- ' 6.3300e- * 6.3300e- 0.0000 +* 21.0866 ' 21.0866 * 5.3500e- * 0.0000 ' 21.2202
o : ' Vo004 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 :
Total 0.0147 0.1432 0.1346 2.4000e- | 6.8000e- | 6.7700e- | 7.4500e- | 1.0000e- | 6.3300e- 6.4300e- 0.0000 21.0866 21.0866 5.3500e- 0.0000 21.2202
004 004 003 003 004 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.0000e- * 3.8000e- ' 8.0000e- + 0.0000 + 5.0000e- + 0.0000 * 5.0000e- ' 1.0000e- + 0.0000 1 2.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.1700 * 0.1700 +* 0.0000 * 3.0000e- * 0.1779
o 005 . 004 , 005 \ 005 . . 005 , 005 @, . 005 . ' : \ 005 .
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s e m————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Worker = 4.0000e- * 2.6000e- ' 3.0700e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0400e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0400e- * 2.8000e- * 0.0000 '+ 2.8000e- 0.0000 +* 0.8276 ' 0.8276 1 2.0000e- ' 2.0000e- * 0.8353
» 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 ., 004 . 004 . ' i 005 ; 005
Total 4.1000e- | 6.4000e- | 3.1500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0900e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0900e- | 2.9000e- 0.0000 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.9975 0.9975 2.0000e- | 5.0000e- 1.0132
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 004 005 005
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3.2 Demolition - 2023
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust " ' ' ' 1 3.1000e- * 0.0000 * 3.1000e- * 5.0000e- * 0.0000 * 5.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
o : ' : V004 . . 004 005 . 005 . : : ' .
----------- H ey fm——————y : fm——————y : : ——— e e ————— fm———————ny e
Off-Road = 8.8600e- + 0.2121 1+ 0.1542 1 2.4000e- ¢ v 7.1800e- + 7.1800e- v 7.1800e- + 7.1800e- 0.0000  21.0865 ' 21.0865 * 5.3500e- * 0.0000 ' 21.2202
o003 . ' Vo004 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 :
Total 8.8600e- 0.2121 0.1542 2.4000e- | 3.1000e- | 7.1800e- | 7.4900e- | 5.0000e- | 7.1800e- 7.2300e- 0.0000 21.0865 21.0865 5.3500e- 0.0000 21.2202
003 004 004 003 003 005 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling = 1.0000e- * 3.8000e- ' 8.0000e- + 0.0000 + 5.0000e- + 0.0000 * 5.0000e- ' 1.0000e- + 0.0000 1 2.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.1700 * 0.1700 +* 0.0000 * 3.0000e- * 0.1779
o 005 . 004 , 005 \ 005 . . 005 , 005 @, . 005 . : : \ 005 .
----------- H ey ey : ey : : el ———— ey T
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- H f———————y ey : ey : : ——— el ———— iy T
Worker = 4.0000e- * 2.6000e- ' 3.0700e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0400e- * 1.0000e- * 1.0400e- * 2.8000e- * 0.0000 '+ 2.8000e- 0.0000 +* 0.8276 ' 0.8276 1 2.0000e- ' 2.0000e- * 0.8353
» 004 , 004 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 ., 004 . 004 . ' i 005 | 005
Total 4.1000e- | 6.4000e- | 3.1500e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0900e- | 1.0000e- | 1.0900e- | 2.9000e- 0.0000 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.9975 0.9975 2.0000e- | 5.0000e- 1.0132
004 004 003 005 003 005 003 004 004 005 005
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Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust E: : : : : 0.0313 : 0.0000 : 0.0313 : 0.0150 : 0.0000 : 0.0150 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s m—————g ———————n Fmmmma
Off-Road = 56700e- + 0.0621 1+ 0.0332 ' 9.0000e- ¢ v 2.5400e- v 2.5400e- v 2.3300e- *+ 2.3300e- 0.0000 + 7.5571 1+ 7.5571 1 2.4400e- * 0.0000 +* 7.6182
o003 . ' Vo005 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 :
Total 5.6700e- 0.0621 0.0332 9.0000e- 0.0313 2.5400e- 0.0339 0.0150 2.3300e- 0.0174 0.0000 7.5571 7.5571 2.4400e- 0.0000 7.6182
003 005 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Worker = 1.2000e- * 8.0000e- ' 9.5000e- * 0.0000 ' 3.2000e- * 0.0000 r* 3.2000e- * 8.0000e- * 0.0000 * 9.0000e- 0.0000 * 0.2546 ' 0.2546  1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 0.2570
o 004 , 005 , 004 o, \ 004 , 004 , 005 , \ 005 : . \ 005 , 005 .
Total 1.2000e- | 8.0000e- | 9.5000e- 0.0000 3.2000e- 0.0000 3.2000e- | 8.0000e- 0.0000 9.0000e- 0.0000 0.2546 0.2546 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.2570
004 005 004 004 004 005 005 005 005
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Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust " ' ' ' v 0.0141 + 0.0000 * 0.0141 1 6.7600e- * 0.0000 * 6.7600e- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 003 L} L} 003 L] 1 L} 1 L}
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s m—————g ———————n Fmmmma
Off-Road = 2.4500e- + 0.0747 1+ 0.0491 1 9.0000e- ¢ v 1.8700e- + 1.8700e- v 1.8700e- *+ 1.8700e- 0.0000 + 7.5571 1+ 7.5571 1 2.4400e- * 0.0000 +* 7.6182
- 003 | ' Vo005 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 .
Total 2.4500e- 0.0747 0.0491 9.0000e- 0.0141 1.8700e- 0.0160 6.7600e- | 1.8700e- 8.6300e- 0.0000 7.5571 7.5571 2.4400e- 0.0000 7.6182
003 005 003 003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Worker = 1.2000e- * 8.0000e- ' 9.5000e- * 0.0000 ' 3.2000e- * 0.0000 r* 3.2000e- * 8.0000e- * 0.0000 * 9.0000e- 0.0000 * 0.2546 ' 0.2546  1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 0.2570
o 004 , 005 , 004 o, \ 004 , 004 , 005 , \ 005 : . \ 005 , 005 .
Total 1.2000e- | 8.0000e- | 9.5000e- 0.0000 3.2000e- 0.0000 3.2000e- | 8.0000e- 0.0000 9.0000e- 0.0000 0.2546 0.2546 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.2570
004 005 004 004 004 005 005 005 005
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ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust E: ! : ! : 0.0354 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0354 : 0.0171 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0171 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s jmm————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Off-Road = 6.6700e- + 0.0723 '+ 0.0435 1 1.0000e- ¢ v 3.0200e- * 3.0200e- v 2.7800e- + 2.7800e- 0.0000 * 9.0520 * 9.0520 1 2.9300e- * 0.0000 * 9.1252
- 003 | ' Vo004 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 :
Total 6.6700e- 0.0723 0.0435 1.0000e- 0.0354 3.0200e- 0.0384 0.0171 2.7800e- 0.0199 0.0000 9.0520 9.0520 2.9300e- 0.0000 9.1252
003 004 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————— - : ———d s e m————mg ———————— Fmmmmma
Worker = 1.5000e- * 1.0000e- ' 1.1800e- * 0.0000 ' 4.0000e- * 0.0000 * 4.0000e- * 1.1000e- * 0.0000 * 1.1000e- 0.0000 +* 0.3183 ' 0.3183 1 1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 0.3213
o 004 , 004 , 003 , \ 004 , 004 , 004 , \ 004 : . \ 005 , 005 .
Total 1.5000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.1800e- 0.0000 4.0000e- 0.0000 4.0000e- | 1.1000e- 0.0000 1.1000e- 0.0000 0.3183 0.3183 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.3213
004 004 003 004 004 004 004 005 005
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ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust " ' ' ' v 0.0159 + 0.0000 * 0.0159 1 7.7100e- * 0.0000 + 7.7100e- 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000
L1} L} 1 L} 1 L} L} 1 L} L} L] 1 L} 1 L}
" ' ' ' ' ' ' v 003, ' 003 ' ' ' ' '
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s jmm————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Off-Road = 3.1300e- * 0.0905 * 0.0607 + 1.0000e- ¢ v 2.4300e- v 2.4300e- v 2.4300e- + 2.4300e- 0.0000 +* 9.0520 * 9.0520 1 2.9300e- * 0.0000 +* 9.1251
o003 . ' Vo004 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' Vo003 :
Total 3.1300e- 0.0905 0.0607 1.0000e- 0.0159 2.4300e- 0.0184 7.7100e- | 2.4300e- 0.0101 0.0000 9.0520 9.0520 2.9300e- 0.0000 9.1251
003 004 003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————— - : ———d s e m————mg ———————— Fmmmmma
Worker = 1.5000e- * 1.0000e- ' 1.1800e- * 0.0000 ' 4.0000e- * 0.0000 * 4.0000e- * 1.1000e- * 0.0000 * 1.1000e- 0.0000 +* 0.3183 ' 0.3183 1 1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 0.3213
o 004 , 004 , 003 , \ 004 , 004 , 004 , \ 004 : . \ 005 , 005 .
Total 1.5000e- | 1.0000e- | 1.1800e- 0.0000 4.0000e- 0.0000 4.0000e- | 1.1000e- 0.0000 1.1000e- 0.0000 0.3183 0.3183 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.3213
004 004 003 004 004 004 004 005 005
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Date: 8/22/2022 2:08 PM

Valley Health Team - Reduced Vehicle Trips and Vehicle Miles Traveled - Fresno County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road E: 0.0686 ! 0.5270 : 0.5675 ! 9.9000e- : ! 0.0232 1+ 0.0232 ! 0.0224 ! 0.0224 0.0000 ! 81.7196 : 81.7196 ! 0.0139 : 0.0000 ! 82.0665
L 1] 1] 1 1] 004 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Total 0.0686 0.5270 0.5675 9.9000e- 0.0232 0.0232 0.0224 0.0224 0.0000 81.7196 81.7196 0.0139 0.0000 82.0665
004
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- : : : : : : : : : ] . : : : .
"""""" J U —————— U —————— 1 U —————— 1 T == === == em——————— U —————— ===
Vendor = 3.9000e- * 0.0158 * 4.7400e- * 7.0000e- * 2.3900e- * 1.0000e- * 2.4900e- * 6.9000e- * 1.0000e- * 7.9000e- 0.0000 * 6.9237 '+ 6.9237 1 4.0000e- * 1.0400e- * 7.2352
w004 i 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 004 , 004 , 004 . ' i 005 ; 003
L1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- 0 " —————— " —————— T " —————— T T g = === ——————— " —————— mmmma==-
Worker = 2.7900e- + 1.8100e- * 0.0213 1 6.0000e- * 7.2000e- * 3.0000e- * 7.2300e- * 1.9100e- * 3.0000e- * 1.9400e- 0.0000 : 5.7295 v 57295 1+ 1.7000e- * 1.6000e- * 5.7827
- 003 , 003 . 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 003 . ' {004 , 004
Total 3.1800e- 0.0176 0.0260 1.3000e- | 9.5900e- | 1.3000e- | 9.7200e- | 2.6000e- | 1.3000e- 2.7300e- 0.0000 12.6532 12.6532 2.1000e- | 1.2000e- 13.0179
003 004 003 004 003 003 004 003 004 003
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Date: 8/22/2022 2:08 PM

Valley Health Team - Reduced Vehicle Trips and Vehicle Miles Traveled - Fresno County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2023
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road E: 0.0378 ! 0.7798 : 0.6065 ! 9.9000e- : ! 0.0329 + 0.0329 ! 0.0329 ! 0.0329 0.0000 ! 81.7195 : 81.7195 ! 0.0139 : 0.0000 ! 82.0664
L 1] 1] 1 1] 004 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Total 0.0378 0.7798 0.6065 9.9000e- 0.0329 0.0329 0.0329 0.0329 0.0000 81.7195 81.7195 0.0139 0.0000 82.0664
004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- : : : : : : : : : ] . : : : .
"""""" J U —————— U —————— 1 U —————— 1 T == === == em——————— U —————— ===
Vendor = 3.9000e- * 0.0158 1 4.7400e- * 7.0000e- ' 2.3900e- * 1.0000e- ' 2.4900e- ' 6.9000e- * 1.0000e- * 7.9000e- 0.0000 * 6.9237 1 6.9237 1 4.0000e- ' 1.0400e- * 7.2352
- 004 i 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 004 , 004 , 004 . ' i 005 ; 003
L1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- 0 " —————— " —————— T " —————— T T g = === ——————— " —————— mmmma==-
Worker = 2.7900e- * 1.8100e- * 0.0213 1 6.0000e- * 7.2000e- * 3.0000e- * 7.2300e- * 1.9100e- * 3.0000e- * 1.9400e- 0.0000 ' 57295 1+ 57295 1 1.7000e- * 1.6000e- * 5.7827
- 003 , 003 . 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 003 . ' {004 , 004
Total 3.1800e- 0.0176 0.0260 1.3000e- | 9.5900e- | 1.3000e- | 9.7200e- | 2.6000e- | 1.3000e- 2.7300e- 0.0000 12.6532 12.6532 2.1000e- | 1.2000e- 13.0179
003 004 003 004 003 003 004 003 004 003
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Date: 8/22/2022 2:08 PM

Valley Health Team - Reduced Vehicle Trips and Vehicle Miles Traveled - Fresno County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road E: 0.0781 ! 0.6085 : 0.6885 ! 1.2100e- : ! 0.0248 + 0.0248 1 ! 0.0239 ! 0.0239 0.0000 ! 99.8862 : 99.8862 ! 0.0166 : 0.0000 ! 100.3021
L 1] 1] 1 1] 003 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Total 0.0781 0.6085 0.6885 1.2100e- 0.0248 0.0248 0.0239 0.0239 0.0000 99.8862 99.8862 0.0166 0.0000 100.3021
003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- : : : : : : : : : ] . : : : .
"""""" J U —————— U —————— 1 U —————— 1 T == = === m o em——————— U —————— mmmmme
Vendor = 4.6000e- * 0.0193 1 5.6600e- * 9.0000e- ' 2.9200e- * 1.2000e- ' 3.0400e- ' 8.4000e- * 1.2000e- * 9.6000e- 0.0000 + 8.3179 1 8.3179 1 4.0000e- ' 1.2500e- * 8.6921
- 004 i 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 004 , 004 , 004 . ' i 005 ; 003
L1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- 0 " —————— " —————— T " —————— T T g = === ——————— " —————— mmmma=-
Worker = 3.1500e- * 1.9500e- * 0.0240 + 7.0000e- * 8.7900e- * 4.0000e- ' 8.8300e- ' 2.3400e- * 4.0000e- * 2.3700e- 0.0000 ' 6.8260 ' 6.8260 ' 1.9000e- * 1.9000e- * 6.8860
- 003 , 003 . 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 003 . ' {004 , 004
Total 3.6100e- 0.0213 0.0297 1.6000e- 0.0117 1.6000e- 0.0119 3.1800e- | 1.6000e- 3.3300e- 0.0000 15.1439 15.1439 2.3000e- | 1.4400e- 15.5781
003 004 004 003 004 003 004 003
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Date: 8/22/2022 2:08 PM

Valley Health Team - Reduced Vehicle Trips and Vehicle Miles Traveled - Fresno County, Annual

3.5 Building Construction - 2024
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road E: 0.0462 ! 0.9531 : 0.7413 ! 1.2100e- : ! 0.0402  0.0402 ! 0.0402 ! 0.0402 0.0000 ! 99.8861 : 99.8861 ! 0.0166 : 0.0000 ! 100.3019
L 1] 1] 1 1] 003 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
Total 0.0462 0.9531 0.7413 1.2100e- 0.0402 0.0402 0.0402 0.0402 0.0000 99.8861 99.8861 0.0166 0.0000 100.3019
003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
- : : : : : : : : : ] . : : : .
"""""" J U —————— U —————— 1 U —————— 1 T == = === m o em——————— U —————— mmmmme
Vendor = 4.6000e- * 0.0193 ' 5.6600e- * 9.0000e- * 2.9200e- * 1.2000e- * 3.0400e- * 8.4000e- * 1.2000e- * 9.6000e- 0.0000 +* 8.3179 1+ 8.3179 1 4.0000e- * 1.2500e- * 8.6921
w004 i 003 , 005 , 003 , 004 , 003 , 004 , 004 , 004 . ' i 005 ; 003
L1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
----------- 0 " —————— " —————— T " —————— T T g = === ——————— " —————— mmmma=-
Worker = 3.1500e- * 1.9500e- * 0.0240 » 7.0000e- * 8.7900e- * 4.0000e- * 8.8300e- * 2.3400e- * 4.0000e- * 2.3700e- 0.0000 : 6.8260 ' 6.8260  1.9000e- * 1.9000e- * 6.8860
- 003 , 003 . 005 , 003 , 005 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 003 . ' {004 , 004
Total 3.6100e- 0.0213 0.0297 1.6000e- 0.0117 1.6000e- 0.0119 3.1800e- | 1.6000e- 3.3300e- 0.0000 15.1439 15.1439 2.3000e- | 1.4400e- 15.5781
003 004 004 003 004 003 004 003
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Date: 8/22/2022 2:08 PM

Valley Health Team - Reduced Vehicle Trips and Vehicle Miles Traveled - Fresno County, Annual

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 4.6300e- + 0.0440 '+ 0.0662 + 1.0000e- ! ' 2.1100e- + 2.1100e- 1 1 1.9500e- * 1.9500e- 0.0000 + 8.8306 ' 8.8306 * 2.8000e- * 0.0000 * 8.9005
- 003 | ' \ o004 . 003 , 003 . 003 . 003 . ' v o003 .
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————— - : ks jmm————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Paving = 6.6000e- * ' ' ' + 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
- 004 ' : ' : : ' : : : ' : ' .
Total 5.2900e- 0.0440 0.0662 1.0000e- 2.1100e- | 2.1100e- 1.9500e- 1.9500e- 0.0000 8.8306 8.8306 2.8000e- 0.0000 8.9005
003 004 003 003 003 003 003
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————— - : ———d s e m————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Worker = 2.8000e- * 1.7000e- ' 2.1300e- * 1.0000e- * 7.8000e- * 0.0000 * 7.8000e- * 2.1000e- * 0.0000 '+ 2.1000e- 0.0000 + 0.6050 ' 0.6050 * 2.0000e- ' 2.0000e- * 0.6104
w 004 . 004 , 003 , 005 , 004 {004 ; 004 . 004 . ' i 005 ; 005
Total 2.8000e- | 1.7000e- | 2.1300e- | 1.0000e- | 7.8000e- 0.0000 7.8000e- | 2.1000e- 0.0000 2.1000e- 0.0000 0.6050 0.6050 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.6104
004 004 003 005 004 004 004 004 005 005
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Date: 8/22/2022 2:08 PM

Valley Health Team - Reduced Vehicle Trips and Vehicle Miles Traveled - Fresno County, Annual

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 4.1200e- + 0.0881 + 0.0739 + 1.0000e- ! ' 3.0900e- *+ 3.0900e- 1 1 3.0900e- * 3.0900e- 0.0000 + 8.8305 ' 8.8305 1 2.8000e- * 0.0000 * 8.9005
- 003 | ' \ o004 . 003 , 003 . 003 , 003 . ' v o003 .
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————— - : ks jmm————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Paving = 6.6000e- ' ' ' v 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 v 0.0000 *+ 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000
%004 ! : ! : : ! : : : ! : ! :
Total 4.7800e- | 0.0881 0.0739 | 1.0000e- 3.0900e- | 3.0900e- 3.0900e- | 3.0900e- 0.0000 8.8305 8.8305 | 2.8000e- | 0.0000 8.9005
003 004 003 003 003 003 003
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————— - : ———d s e m————eg ———————n Fmmmma
Worker = 2.8000e- * 1.7000e- * 2.1300e- * 1.0000e- * 7.8000e- * 0.0000 ' 7.8000e- ' 2.1000e- * 0.0000 '+ 2.1000e- 0.0000 + 0.6050 ' 0.6050 * 2.0000e- ' 2.0000e- * 0.6104
w 004 . 004 , 003 , 005 , 004 {004 ; 004 . 004 . ' i 005 ; 005
Total 2.8000e- | 1.7000e- | 2.1300e- | 1.0000e- | 7.8000e- 0.0000 7.8000e- | 2.1000e- 0.0000 2.1000e- 0.0000 0.6050 0.6050 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.6104
004 004 003 005 004 004 004 004 005 005
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Date: 8/22/2022 2:08 PM

Valley Health Team - Reduced Vehicle Trips and Vehicle Miles Traveled - Fresno County, Annual

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating E: 0.0860 ! : ! : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s m————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Off-Road = 1.3600e- * 9.1400e- * 0.0136 * 2.0000e- v 4.6000e- * 4.6000e- v 4.6000e- * 4.6000e- 0.0000 * 1.9149 1+ 19149 1 1.1000e- * 0.0000 +* 1.9176
- 003 , 003 Vo005 . 004 , 004 . 004 . 004 . ' Vo004 :
Total 0.0874 9.1400e- 0.0136 2.0000e- 4.6000e- | 4.6000e- 4.6000e- 4.6000e- 0.0000 1.9149 1.9149 1.1000e- 0.0000 1.9176
003 005 004 004 004 004 004
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s e e m————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Worker = 9.0000e- * 5.0000e- ' 6.6000e- * 0.0000 ' 2.4000e- * 0.0000 * 2.4000e- * 6.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 6.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.1862 ' 0.1862  1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 0.1878
w 005 , 005 , 004 \ 004 ., i 004 ; 005 . 005 . ' i 005 ; 005
Total 9.0000e- | 5.0000e- | 6.6000e- 0.0000 2.4000e- 0.0000 2.4000e- | 6.0000e- 0.0000 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.1862 0.1862 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.1878
005 005 004 004 004 005 005 005 005
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Date: 8/22/2022 2:08 PM

Valley Health Team - Reduced Vehicle Trips and Vehicle Miles Traveled - Fresno County, Annual

3.7 Architectural Coating - 2024
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Archit. Coating E: 0.0860 ! : ! : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s m————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Off-Road = 85000e- * 0.0176 ' 0.0137 1 2.0000e- ' 7.1000e- *+ 7.1000e- 1 ' 7.1000e- * 7.1000e- 0.0000 * 1.9149 1+ 19149 1 1.1000e- * 0.0000 * 1.9176
o 004 | ' Vo005 . 004 , 004 . 004 . 004 . ' Vo004 .
Total 0.0869 0.0176 0.0137 2.0000e- 7.1000e- | 7.1000e- 7.1000e- 7.1000e- 0.0000 1.9149 1.9149 1.1000e- 0.0000 1.9176
005 004 004 004 004 004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MT/yr
Hauling E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————— ———————— - ———————n - : ———d e jmm————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Vendor - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000
L 1] 1] 1 1] 1 [} [} 1 [} [} L] 1 [} 1 L]
----------- n ———————n ———————n - ———————n - : ———d s e e m————eg ———————— Fmmmma
Worker = 9.0000e- * 5.0000e- ' 6.6000e- * 0.0000 ' 2.4000e- * 0.0000 * 2.4000e- * 6.0000e- * 0.0000 ' 6.0000e- 0.0000 +* 0.1862 ' 0.1862  1.0000e- ' 1.0000e- * 0.1878
w 005 , 005 , 004 \ 004 ., i 004 ; 005 . 005 . ' i 005 ; 005
Total 9.0000e- | 5.0000e- | 6.6000e- 0.0000 2.4000e- 0.0000 2.4000e- | 6.0000e- 0.0000 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.1862 0.1862 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.1878
005 005 004 004 004 005 005 005 005
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOXx (60) S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonslyr MTlyr
Mitigated = 0083 ' 0.0766 ' 0.4359 + 57000e- * 0.0491 ' 5.7000e- * 0.0496 ' 0.0131 1+ 5.3000e- + 0.0137 0.0000 ' 53.5540 ' 53.5540 * 7.0700e- ' 4.9500e- * 55.2059
- ' : Vo004, io004 : .04 . : . 003 | 003
----------- R i At e i i i i i il i i i i e e e b Rt T e e
Unmitigated = 0.0836 * 0.0766 * 0.4359  5.7000e- * 0.0491 : 5.7000e- * 0.0496 :* 0.0131 : 5.3000e- * 0.0137 = 0.0000 * 53.5540 : 53.5540 :* 7.0700e- ' 4.9500e- * 55.2059
- . . . 004 | . 004 | . . 004 | . . . . 003 , 003
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
City Park : 0.00 ' 0.00 0.00 . .
e s B emeeccemscaamemeeamaaaan-
Medical Office Building M 264.42 ' . 1 264.42 . 130,898 . 130,898
T T T T T N sty St oo s e
Parking Lot M 0.00 ! 0.00 [ 0.00 . "
Total | 264.42 26442 | 26442 | 130,898 | 130,898
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW JH-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
City Park T 95 : 730 i 730 i 3300 ! 4800 1 1900 : 66 28 . 6
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEE R A —mmm - Fommmmaaaan e e Fmmmmmmmmeaaa-
Medical Office Building ' 2.00 ! 2.00 ! 2.00 T 2960 : 5140 | 19.00 . 60 30 . 10
R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEp e . e Fmmmmmman o . e
Parking Lot ' 9.50 ' 7.30 ! 7.30 = 000 : 000 0.00 . 0 0 . 0
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4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use | LDA | LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
City Park = 0.515888: 0.053153: 0.175761: 0.156529: 0.025865: 0.006829: 0.014141: 0.022504: 0.000707: 0.000289: 0.023863: 0.001496: 0.002975
------------------------ D T e e o BT L B B i BT ] EE e e BT
Medical Office Building = 0.515888: 0.053153: 0.175761: 0.156529: 0.025865: 0.006829: 0.014141: 0.022504: 0.000707: 0.000289: 0.023863: 0.001496: 0.002975
Parking Lot + 0.515888* 0.053153: 0.175761' 0.156529' 0.025865' 0.006829' 0.014141: 0.022504* 0.000707* 0.000289! 0.023863' 0.001496' 0.002975
5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
ROG NOx (6{0) S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTl/yr
Electricity = ' ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 % 0.0000 @ 10.2949 + 10.2949 + 1.6700e- + 2.0000e- + 10.3967
Mitigated 1 ' . ' : : ' : ' : . : i 003 , o004
" Electricity  m ¥ N ' ' 00000 1 00000 1 1 00000 1 00000 & 00000 » 102949 1+ 10.29049 1 1.6700e- + 2.0000e- + 10.3967 |
Unmitigated 1, ' . ' : : ' : ' : . : i 003 , o004
““NaturalGas = 8.2000e- 1 7.4100e- + 6.2200e- 1 4.0000¢- * ! 5.6000e- 1 5.6000e- + 1 560006 + 56000e- § 0.0000 + 8.0667 + 80667 + 1.5000e- ! 1.5000e- + 8.1146
Mitigated .. 004 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 004 , 004 \ 004 , 004 . : , 004 ., 004 ,
““NaturalGas = 8.2000e- + 7.4100e- + 6.2200e- ¢ 4.0000e- + 56000 + 5.6000e- + 7 5.6000e- + 5.6000e- = 0.0000 + 8.0667 + 8.0667 + 15000e- ¢ 1.5000e- + 8.1146 |
Unmitigated 3 004 , 003 , 003 , 005 . , 004 , o004 ., 004 , o004 . ' ' . 004 , o004
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
City Park ! 0 E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
[ i ' ' [ ' [ ' ' [ ' [ [ ' ' [
___________ :_______lu [ 2 2 [ 2 [ O ] ] L IR
Medical Office + 151164 :- 8.2000e- * 7.4100e- ' 6.2200e- ' 4.0000e- 1 5.6000e- * 5.6000e- * 1 5.6000e- * 5.6000e- 0.0000 + 8.0667 ' 8.0667 * 1.5000e- * 1.5000e- * 8.1146
Building . a 004 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 004 . o004 , v 004 004 . : , 004 , 004
___________ :_______lu [ 2 2 [ 2 [ O ] ] L IR
Parking Lot ! 0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
[ i ' ' [ ' [ ' ' [ ' [ [ ' ' [
[ [
Total 8.2000e- | 7.4100e- | 6.2200e- | 4.0000e- 5.6000e- | 5.6000e- 5.6000e- 5.6000e- 0.0000 8.0667 8.0667 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- 8.1146
004 003 003 005 004 004 004 004 004 004
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
City Park ! 0 E: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
[ i [ [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ [ ] [ [ [
___________ :_______lu [ 2 2 [ 2 [ O ] ] L IR
Medical Office + 151164 :- 8.2000e- * 7.4100e- ' 6.2200e- ' 4.0000e- 1 5.6000e- * 5.6000e- * 1 5.6000e- * 5.6000e- 0.0000 + 8.0667 ' 8.0667 * 1.5000e- * 1.5000e- * 8.1146
Building . a 004 , 003 , 003 , 005 , 004 . o004 , v 004 004 . : , 004 , 004
___________ :_______lu [ 2 2 [ 2 [ O ] ] L IR
Parking Lot ! 0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
[ i [ [ ] [ ] [ [ ] [ [ ] [ [ [
[0 [
Total 8.2000e- | 7.4100e- | 6.2200e- | 4.0000e- 5.6000e- | 5.6000e- 5.6000e- 5.6000e- 0.0000 8.0667 8.0667 1.5000e- | 1.5000e- 8.1146
004 003 003 005 004 004 004 004 004 004
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
City Park ' 0 :- 0.0000 + 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ! 0.0000
: u : : '
' i [ [ [
"""""" Lol | d d —————— === == ==
Medical Office + 103428 :- 9.5696 * 1.5500e- * 1.9000e- * 9.6642
Building . i , 003 ., 004
' M ' '
"""""" Lol | d d —————— = === ===
Parking Lot + 7840 :- 0.7254 + 1.2000e- * 1.0000e- * 0.7326
: u {004 , 005
[ [
Total 10.2949 1.6700e- | 2.0000e- 10.3967
003 004
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Mitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
City Park ' 0 :- 0.0000 + 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ! 0.0000
: u : : '
' i [ [ [
"""""" Lol | d d —————— === == ==
Medical Office + 103428 :- 9.5696 * 1.5500e- * 1.9000e- * 9.6642
Building . i , 003 ., 004
' M ' '
"""""" Lol | d d —————— = === ===
Parking Lot + 7840 :- 0.7254 + 1.2000e- * 1.0000e- * 0.7326
: u {004 , 005
[0 [
Total 10.2949 1.6700e- | 2.0000e- 10.3967
003 004

6.0 Area Detall

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated = 0.0560 ' 1.0000e- ! 6.2000e- + 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000  1.2200e- ' 1.2200e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ! 1.3000e-
- i 005 ; 004 : ' : : ' : . 003 ; 003 : 1 003
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1
----------- B = = = = = e e e e e e e e e e e m g === e e —————— e e e e e e ——————p === ===
Unmitigated = 0.0560 * 1.0000e- * 6.2000e- * 0.0000 * + 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 = 0.0000 &+ 1.2200e- * 1.2200e- * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 1.3000e-
- . 005 | 004 : : : : : . . . 003 | 003 : . 003
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tonsl/yr MTlyr
Architectural = 8.6000e- + ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000
Coating & 003 : : : ' : : ' : . ' : : '
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——g el —————eg - fm——————p = e e
Consumer = 0.0473 ' ' ' ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000 + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Products : ' . . : . . : . . : . . :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : ———g e lmm————eg - fm——————p e e
Landscaping = 6.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 6.2000e- * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 0.0000 * 0.0000 0.0000  1.2200e- ' 1.2200e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ' 1.3000e-
- 005 | 005 ; 004 : ' : : : . 1 003 , 003 : \ 003
Total 0.0560 1.0000e- | 6.2000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.2200e- | 1.2200e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
005 004 003 003 003
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Mitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tonsl/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 8.6000e- ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000
Coating w003 . : : . : : . : . . : : :
----------- n ———————— - ———————— - ———————— : m——k e jmm————eg - fm——————— e
Consumer = 0.0473 ' ' ' '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000
Products  m . : . : : : : : : . : : : :
----------- n ———————n - ———————— - ———————— : m——k e e jmm————eg - fm—————— - e
Landscaping = 6.0000e- * 1.0000e- * 6.2000e- * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 +* 0.0000 0.0000 * 1.2200e- ' 1.2200e- * 0.0000 +* 0.0000 * 1.3000e-
w 005 . 005 , 004 . : ' : : : : . 003 ; 003 : . 003
- 1
Total 0.0560 1.0000e- | 6.2000e- 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.2200e- | 1.2200e- 0.0000 0.0000 1.3000e-
005 004 003 003 003

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated = 1.4302 + 0.0480 ' 1.1500e- ' 2.9724
- L] 1 L]
- . \ 003
- 1 1 1
----------- B = === = e = = === = == ==
Unmitigated = 1.4302 + 0.0480 1 1.1500e- '+ 2.9724
- . \ 003 |
7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated
Indoor/Outj| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MTl/yr
CityPark + 0/ & 01389 ' 2.0000e- ! 0.0000 ! 0.1403
1 0.428933 4 v 005 ,
----------- I ey
Medical Office +1.46812/ & 12013 + 0.0480 ' 1.1500e- ' 2.8321
Building 1 0.279642 4 : \ 003
' I [ [ [
----------- e |} " —————— === ===
Parkinglot * 0/0 & 00000 * 0.0000 ! 00000 ' 0.0000
] ' ' [ '
[N
Total 1.4302 0.0480 | 1.1500e- | 2.9724
003
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Mitigated
Indoor/Out| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
City Park ' o/ :- 0.1389 1 2.0000e- * 0.0000 +* 0.1403
1 0.428933 4 v 005, .
' i [ [ [
----------- === " ————— mmmme=-
Medical Office +1.46812/ :- 1.2913 + 0.0480 ' 1.1500e- * 2.8321
Building 1 0.279642 : \ 003 .

' i [ [ [
----------- i 1) " —————— mmmme=-
Parking Lot : 0/0 :: 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000

; ; - : :
Total 1.4302 0.0480 1.1500e- 2.9724
003

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
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Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
MT/yr
Mitigated - 25.6560 ! 1.5162 ! 0.0000 ! 63.5617
- : : :
----------- = e e e — e == - == ——p == ===
Unmitigated - 25.6560 ! 1.5162 ! 0.0000 ! 63.5617
8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MTl/yr
City Park v 0.03 :- 6.0900e- ' 3.6000e- * 0.0000 ' 0.0151
. o 003 . 004 , .
"""""" :' - 'I-------'l"""""""'l-------':' m-memem o=
Medical Office * 126.36 :- 25,6499 '+ 15159 1+ 0.0000 ' 63.5466
Building | i : : :
----------- ik e s a v
Parking Lot ! 0 :: 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
' I ] [ ]
b
Total 25.6560 1.5162 0.0000 63.5617
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
CityPark ~ + 0.03 & 6.0900e- ' 3.6000e- * 0.0000 ' 0.0151
: & 003 , o004 :
' [ [
Medical Office ' 126.36 E: 256499 1 15150 1 0.0000 + 635466
Building i . . .
“Parking Lot + 0 & 00000 ! 00000 ! 00000 ! 0.0000 |
: i : : :
Total 25.6560 1.5162 0.0000 | 63.5617
9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Bailers
Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type
User Defined Equipment
Equipment Type Number
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11.0 Vegetation
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CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT FOR THE
VALLEY HEALTH TEAM PROJECT AREA,

PINEDALE, COUNTY OF FRESNO, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by

Melinda A. Peak
Peak & Associates, Inc.
3941 Park Drive, Suite 20-329
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762
(916) 939-2405

Prepared for

Valley Health Team

March 3, 2022
(Job #22-010)



INTRODUCTION

The proposed undertaking involves the development of a medical clinic with related parking and
landscaping on a project area within the City of Fresno, California. The roughly 1.5-acre tract is
located to the south of West Fir Street, west of North Sugar Pine Avenue, and north of West
Beechwood Avenue.

The project area is located in section 33, Township 12 South, Range 20 East, mapped on the
Herndon USGS topographic quadrangle (Figures 1 and 2).

Melinda A. Peak, senior historian/archeologist with Peak & Associates, Inc. served as principal
investigator for the study with Michael Lawson (resumes, Appendix 1) completing the field survey.

STATE REGULATIONS

State historic preservation regulations affecting this project include the statutes and guidelines
contained in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; Public Resources Code sections
21083.2 and 21084.1 and sections 15064.5 and 15126.4 (b) of the CEQA Guidelines). CEQA
Section 15064.5 requires that lead agencies determine whether projects may have a significant
effect on archaeological and historical resources. Public Resources Code Section 21098.1 further
cites: A project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical
resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment.

An “historical resource” includes, but is not limited to, any object, building, structure, site, area,
place, record or manuscript that is historically or archaeologically significant (Public Resources
Code section 5020.1).

Advice on procedures to identify such resources, evaluate their importance, and estimate potential
effects is given in several agency publications such as the series produced by the Governor’s Office
of Planning and Research (OPR), CEQA and Archaeological Resources, 1994. The technical
advice series produced by OPR strongly recommends that Native American concerns and the
concerns of other interested persons and corporate entities, including, but not limited to, museums,
historical commissions, associations and societies be solicited as part of the process of cultural
resources inventory. In addition, California law protects Native American burials, skeletal
remains, and associated grave goods regardless of the antiquity and provides for the sensitive
treatment and disposition of those remains (California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5,
California Public Resources Codes Sections 5097.94 et al).

The California Register of Historical Resources (Public Resources Code Section 5020 et seq.)

The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) maintains the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR). Properties listed, or formally designated as eligible for listing, on the National

1
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Register of Historic Places are automatically listed on the CRHR, as are State Landmarks and
Points of Interest. The CRHR also includes properties designated under local ordinances or
identified through local historical resource surveys.

For the purposes of CEQA, an historical resource is a resource listed in, or determined eligible for
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources. When a project will impact a site, it
needs to be determined whether the site is an historical resource. The criteria are set forth in
Section 15064.5(a) (3) of the CEQA Guidelines, and are defined as any resource that does any of
the following:

A. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of California's history and cultural heritage;

B. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

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

D. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
In addition, the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(a) (4) states:

The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant
to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or identified in an historical resources survey
(meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code) does not preclude a lead
agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.

California Health and Safety Code Sections 7050.5, 7051, and 7054

These sections collectively address the illegality of interference with human burial remains, as
well as the disposition of Native American burials in archaeological sites. The law protects such
remains from disturbance, vandalism, or inadvertent destruction, and establishes procedures to be
implemented if Native American skeletal remains are discovered during construction of a project,
including the treatment of remains prior to, during, and after evaluation, and reburial procedures.

California Public Resources Code Section 15064.5(e)

This law addresses the disposition of Native American burials in archaeological sites and protects
such remains from disturbance, vandalism, or inadvertent destruction. The section establishes
procedures to be implemented if Native American skeletal remains are discovered during
construction of a project and establishes the Native American Heritage Commission as the entity
responsible to resolve disputes regarding the disposition of such remains.
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Assembly Bill 52

Assembly Bill (AB) 52 establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes as part
of CEQA and equates significant impacts on tribal cultural resources with significant
environmental impacts. AB 52 defines a “California Native American Tribe” as a Native
American tribe located in California that is on the contact list maintained by the Native
American Heritage Commission. AB 52 requires formal consultation with California Native
American Tribes prior to determining the level of environmental document if a tribe has
requested to be informed by the lead agency of proposed projects. AB 52 also requires that
consultation address project alternatives, mitigation measures, for significant effects, if
requested by the California Native American Tribe, and that consultation be considered
concluded when either the parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect,
or the agency concludes that mutual agreement cannot be reached. Under AB 52, such
measures shall be recommended for inclusion in the environmental document and adopted
mitigation monitoring program if determined to avoid or lessen a significant impact on a tribal
cultural resource.

CULTURAL SETTING

Archeology

The Central Valley region was among the first in the state to attract intensive fieldwork, and
research has continued to the present day. This has resulted in a substantial accumulation of data,
but the emphasis has been in the northern portion of the valley. In the early decades of the 1900s,
E.J. Dawson explored numerous sites near Stockton and Lodi, later collaborating with W.E.
Schenck (Schenck and Dawson 1929). By 1933, the focus of work was directed to the Cosumnes
locality, where survey and excavation were conducted by the Sacramento Junior College (Lillard
and Purves 1936). Excavation data, in particular from the stratified Windmiller site (CA-SAC-
107), suggested two temporally distinct cultural traditions. Later work at other mounds by
Sacramento Junior College and the University of California, Berkeley, enabled the investigators
to identify a third cultural tradition, intermediate between the previously postulated Early and Late
Horizons. The three-horizon sequence, based on discrete changes in ornamental artifacts and
mortuary practices, as well as on observed differences in soils within sites (Lillard, Heizer and
Fenenga 1939), was later refined by Beardsley (1954). An expanded definition of artifacts
diagnostic of each time period was developed, and its application extended to parts of the central
California coast. Traits held in common allow the application of this system within certain limits
of time and space to other areas of prehistoric central California.

In the southern San Joaquin Valley, with the exception of Hewes’s excavation at CA-FRE-48 (the
Tranquility Site), the foci of early investigations have been the old shorelines of the interior lakes;
Tulare, Kern, and Buena Vista. In 1899, Dr. P. M. Jones directed fieldwork in the Buena Vista-
Tulare Lake area of Kern County. Jones investigated 150 mounds and conducted trenching of
several sites including CA-KER-53. In 1909, N. C. Nelson investigated prehistoric Site CA-KER-
49, which is located to the west of Buena Vista Lake. Later, four surveys and excavations were
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conducted in the same locale under the auspices of the University of California. A compilation of
these investigation results was published in 1926 by Gifford and Schenck.

As a result of this early work, an elaborate culture complex was defined for the late prehistoric
period. This complex can be ascribed probably to the Yokuts and their direct ancestors. The
material culture of this late temporal period complex included steatite vessels and beads, finely-
made projectile points, pottery, shaped stone mortars, Tivela disc beads, use of asphaltum, and the
presence of metates and manos. Flexed burials were the predominant interment mode. Earlier
complexes underlying the late cultural expressions were represented by chipped stone crescents,
large projectile points, atlatl spurs, and weights. Mortuary practices, generally thought to be
related, include extended rather than flexed burial position, a situation analogous to that of the
northern valley (Gifford and Schenck 1926; Lillard, Heizer, and Fenenga 1939; Moratto 1972).

Presence of “Early Man,” although not found in direct association with extinct animals, is
demonstrated by the frequency of chipped stone crescents and fluted points similar to those of the
Clovis-Folsom Complex in the American Southwest. Although fluted points have been found near
the shores of Tulare Lake, an area that has also produced surface finds of extinct mammal bone of
Pleistocene age, the association is not substantiated by controlled excavations and remains
speculative (Riddell and Olsen 1969). Most of the point collection had been acquired by D. Witt
over a period of 30 years.

Under the direction of Wedel (1941), the Civil Works Administration, in conjunction with the
Smithsonian Institution, initiated the first major excavations using stratigraphic controls.
Investigations of CA-KER-39 and CA-KER-60 as well as several smaller sites near Buena Vista
Lake produced evidence of two distinct cultural entities or occupation periods. Wedel lacked
methods for dating these two entities by cross-comparison of the assemblages, he tentatively stated
that the early occupation at Buena Vista Lake appeared to be temporally older and less developed
than the Early Horizon (Windmiller Pattern) of the Delta region. He compared this early
component to the Oak Grove or Milling Stone culture of the Santa Barbara area (Rogers 1939).
He divided the later cultural entity into two distinct phases, both clearly distinguished from the
earlier cultural phase by artifact types. Wedel (1941:144-145) estimated that neither of these
cultural periods exceeded 1500 B.P. (years Before the Present). Later, other investigators proposed
far earlier ages for these early occupations, with dates ranging from 2000 to 7000 B.P. (Baumhoff
and Olmstead 1963, 1964; Heizer 1964; Meighan 1959).

Later investigations in 1963 and 1964 at CA-KER-116 near Buena Vista Lake produced materials
similar to Wedel’s early occupation. These materials occurred in the lower levels of the “upper
deposit,” while an even deeper cultural deposit yielded materials similar to those of the San
Dieguito Complex. Artifacts included a chipped stone crescent, crude point fragments, and an
atlatl spur. Radiocarbon age determinations on shell from the lowest cultural levels returned a date
of circa 8200 B.P. (Fredrickson and Grossman 1966, 1977; Fredrickson 1967).

Despite the previously mentioned investigations, the prehistory of the southern San Joaquin
remains as yet poorly understood, without a tightly defined chronological sequence of cultural
development.



Ethnology

Ethnographic literature is often uncertain in definition of cultural boundaries for Indian groups.
Early displacement by white intrusion resulted in population shifts to avoid conflict with the
Spanish, and later with the miners and settlers. The ravages of disease and warfare decimated the
native people, further weakening cultural identity. Informants were often uncertain of original
territories of the various tribal groupings.

The Foothill Yokuts were members of the Penutian language family which held all of the Central
Valley, San Francisco Bay Area, and the Pacific Coast from Marin County to near Point Sur. The
Yokuts differed from other ethnographic groups in California as they had true tribal divisions with
group names (Kroeber 1925). Each tribe spoke a particular dialect, common to its members, but
similar enough to other Yokuts that they were mutually intelligible (Kroeber 1925).

The Foothill Yokuts were a group of about 15 named tribes who occupied the western Sierra
Nevada foothills from the Fresno River to the Kern River. A further subdivision separated the
groups into northern, central and southern groups. The area controlled by individual groups varied
over time. There is no information to indicate that there was a village in the project vicinity, but
this does not preclude the possibility.

Trade was well developed, with mutually beneficial interchange of needed or desired goods.
Obsidian, rare in the San Joaquin Valley, was obtained by trade with Paiute and Shoshoni groups
on the eastern side of the Sierra Nevada, where numerous sources of this material are located, and
to some extent from the Napa Valley to the north. Shell beads, obtained by the Yokuts from coastal
people, and acorns, rare in the Great Basin, were among many items exported to the east by Yokuts
traders (Davis 1961).

Economic subsistence was based on the acorn, with substantial dependency on gathering and
processing of wild seeds and other vegetable foods. The rivers, streams, and sloughs which formed
a maze within the valley provided abundant food resources such as fish, shellfish, and turtles.
Game, wild fowl, and small mammals were trapped and hunted to provide protein augmentation
of the diet. In general, the eastern portion of the San Joaquin Valley provided a lush environment
of varied food resources, with the estimated large population centers reflecting this abundance
(Cook 1955; Baumhoff 1963).

Settlements were oriented along the water ways, with their village sites normally placed adjacent
to these features for their nearby water and food resources. House structures varied in size and
shape (Latta 1949; Kroeber 1925). The housepit depressions ranged in diameter from between 3
to 18 meters.

Latta (1949:99) reported that a village of 200 to 300 Yokuts might have four or five large houses
that were used for ten or twelve years or until a family member died, at which time the Indians
burned the house in which the death had occurred. If a sick or aged person died outside the
dwelling, the family did not burn the house. When a Northern Y okuts died, his body was cremated
or buried in a flexed position. Southern tribes normally buried their dead, although they did
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cremate shamans, persons who died away from their village and, among the Tachi, persons of great
importance.

The Yokuts experienced severe depopulation after contact with the Spanish and subsequent
explores. The most devastating impacts of the Spanish colonization effort were not the result of
military conflicts, but came from Old World diseases newly introduced to the native people.

Historical Context
Early Explorations

The early recorded inhabitants of the region were members of the Yokuts tribe. Although the
Spanish missions were established closer to the Pacific coast between 1769 and 1817, the general
project area was first visited in the early 1800s by Spanish explorers, who visited the San Joaquin
Valley with three goals: to search for runaway neophytes from the missions in the coastal regions,
to punish the Indian raiders, and to select sites for new missions. In 1806, a group led by Gabriel
Moraga and Father Pedro Mufoz, left Mission San Juan Bautista heading north to about the
Mokelumne River. They then turned south, and travelled along the edge of the mountains crossing
the San Joaquin River and passing through Tejon Pass, arriving at Mission San Fernando. In 1815,
José Dolores Pico marched an expedition group from Monterey into the region. Following the San
Joaquin River, he passed through the area in search of runaways, traveling as far south as the Kern
River. The expedition returned to the starting point in Monterey with nine prisoners and a number
of horses.

After control of California passed from Spain to Mexico in 1822, Mexican explorations into the
interior continued, with José Dolores Pico conducting a major expedition along the San Joaquin
River in 1825-1826. This expedition was considered successful in that some neophytes were
captured, hostile Indians killed, some of the tribal groups intimidated, and some stolen horses
recovered. In 1828, Sebastian Rodriguez led a similar expedition into the same region. His
expedition captured a number of neophytes as well as some of the stolen horses, an item that had
become an important dietary staple for the Indian tribes in the San Joaquin Valley region (Beck
and Haase 1974).

The expeditions did not leave physical evidence, but there were definitely effects to the Native
American populations. Causing even more of an effect on the native population were the diseases
brought in to the Native populations of the Central Valley in the early 1830s.

Ranchos
In Fresno County, there was only one early land grant, a rancho along the current southern border

of the county: Laguna de Tache. The era of the Spanish and Mexican land grants did not directly
affect the project area.



Project Area History

The early use of land in the region was for cultivation of wheat. Improvements such as the
development of the railroad, allowed marketing of more perishable crops, and irrigation canals,
providing a steady source of water year-round, also encouraged the growth of crops such as grapes.

The fate of Japanese Issei and their children was sealed by the advent of World War 1l. With
unjustified fears about the loyalty of the immigrant Japanese and their American-born children,
after Pearl Harbor in December 1941, President Roosevelt ordered the internment of the families
through Executive Order 9066. Beginning in March of 1942, Japanese families including
American citizens, were taken to Pinedale Assembly Center about a half mile to the west of the
project area. Families were then sent on to various camps and interned for the remainder of the
war, including the Colorado River camp of Poston. The camp has been established at the former
site of a lumber mill, utilizing former millworker housing.

RESEARCH

A record search was conducted for the project area through the Southern San Joaquin Valley
Archaeological Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System on
February 15, 2022 (RS#22-054, Appendix 2). A small part of the eastern end of the project area had
been surveyed by Denise O’Connor in 1980 (Report #FR-00577), with negative findings. One other
survey has been conducted in the project vicinity (FR-00384).

No sites have been previously recorded in or near the project area.

FIELD ASSESSMENT

Michael Lawson conducted a field survey of the project area on February 22, 2022, using complete
inspection (Figure 3).

The survey area is surrounded by surface streets in a residential and commercial area. Most of the
parcel is empty, but two residences are located on the west side. The land is flat, possibly graded
at some time. Elevation is close to that of adjoining sidewalks. The lot appears to have been used
for parking at one time.

Introduced grass and ground cover grow in patches throughout the survey area but are more
densely near the west side. Ornamental trees and bushes grow near the residences.

The property was surveyed on foot using parallel transects no more than two meters apart. Closer
inspection occurred in areas where ground disturbance had occurred, such as walking trails or
animal activity.
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Visibility was generally very good. Most of the lot is clear of vegetation and only lightly covered
in imported gravel. Small fragments of modern refuse are scattered though out the lot.

Soils are light brown sandy loam with heavy gravel content. The gravel was likely imported and
mixed with the native soil. Stone material identified as local includes quartzite, granitic, and meta
volcanic varieties. Cobbles and large pebbles are present.

There is no surface evidence of prehistoric period cultural resources within the project area.

Two buildings are present that are more than 50 years in age. Each is recorded and evaluated for
significance under the criteria of the California Register of Historical Resources.

RESOURCE DESCRIPTIONS

49 West Fir Street, Fresno

The property consists of a single-family home and detached garage located on a small, narrow lot.
The single-family residence is single story, rectangular shaped with a front gable roof. Small,
covered porches are located along the north, east, and south facing facades. The roof is covered
with asphalt shingles and the sides are coated with stucco. Windows are modern aluminum and
look to be replacements.

The detached garage is single story, rectangular shape with a front gable roof covered with asphalt
shingles. The sides are coated with stucco. A garage door is located along the north facing facade.
Three double sash windows are located along the east and south facing facades.

The home was constructed in 1945 according to county building records. Stylistically it fits within
the Minimal Traditional Style, popular between 1935-1950 (McAlester 2017:586-595). The front-
gabled roof subtype is less common than other subtypes of Minimal Traditional Style homes, but
otherwise this residence displays the typical stylistic elements of the style.

66 West Beechwood Avenue, Fresno

The property has a single-family home with detached garage located on a small narrow lot. The
residence is singe story, irregular shape with a hipped roof. The roof is covered with asphalt
shingles and the sides are covered with stucco, except for the south facing facade that has partial

decorative brick siding. Windows are modern aluminum and look to be replacements.

The detached garage is single story with a hipped roof covered with asphalt shingles. The sides
are covered with stucco.
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The home was constructed in 1961 according to county building records. Stylistically it fits within
the Minimal Traditional Style, popular between 1935-1950 (McAlester 2017:586-595). The
hipped roof subtype is less common than other subtypes of Minimal Traditional Style homes, but
otherwise this residence displays the typical stylistic elements of the style.

RESOURCE EVALUATIONS

49 West Fir Street, Fresno

Under CRHR criterion A, the site must “be associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage.” The residence and
detached garage do not appear to be associated with any specific, significant contribution.

For a property to be eligible under Criterion B of the CRHR, the features must be associated with
persons important in the past. There is no evidence to suggest that this property was ever
associated with a significant person in our past.

For CRHR Ciriterion C, the resource must embody “the distinctive characteristics of a type, period,
region, or method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or
possesses high artistic values.” Minimal Traditional Style homes represented the one of the most
economical to build residential unit layouts available and was widely advertised as such during the
1930s and 1940s (McAlester 2017:587). The residence at 49 West Fir Avenue is a slightly less
typical, but still very common, example of this widely built subtype.

For Criterion D, there were no associated archeological deposits observed during the field
inspection and recordation and it is unlikely given the degree of ground disturbance surrounding
the buildings that a buried, undiscovered deposit would be present.

We conclude that this residence and detached garage does not meet the threshold under criteria A
- D of the CRHR and is not a historical resource.

66 West Beechwood Avenue, Fresno

Under CRHR criterion A, the site must “be associated with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage.” The residence and
detached garage do not appear to be associated with any specific, significant contribution.

For a property to be eligible under Criterion B of the CRHR, the features must be associated with
persons important in the past. There is no evidence to suggest that this property was ever
associated with a significant person in our past.

For CRHR Criterion C, the resource must embody “the distinctive characteristics of a type, period,
region, or method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or
possesses high artistic values.” Minimal Traditional Style homes represented the one of the most
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economical to build residential unit layouts available and was widely advertised as such during the
1930s and 1940s (McAlester 2017:587). The residence located at 66 West Beechwood Avenue is
a slightly less typical, but still very common, example of this widely built subtype.

For Criterion D, there were no associated archeological deposits observed during the field
inspection and recordation and it is unlikely given the degree of ground disturbance surrounding
the buildings that a buried, undiscovered deposit would be present.

We conclude that this residence and detached garage does not meet the threshold under criteria A
- D of the CRHR and is not a historical resource.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The residences are not significant resources, and will be recorded in the permanent record with
submittal to the Information Center.

Although no prehistoric sites were found during the survey, there is a slight possibility that a site may
exist and be totally obscured by vegetation, fill, or other historic activities, leaving no surface
evidence. Should artifacts or unusual amounts of stone, bone, or shell be uncovered during
construction activities, an archeologist should be consulted for on-the-spot evaluation of the finding.

Discovery of Human Remains

In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a
dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby
area suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the Fresno County Coroner has determined that
the remains are not subject to any provisions of law concerning investigation of the circumstances,
manner and cause of 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. The coroner shall make his or her determination within two working
days from the time the person responsible for the excavation, or his or her authorized
representative, notifies the coroner of the discovery or recognition of the human remains.

If the Fresno County Coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his or her authority
and if the Coroner recognizes the human remains to be those of a Native American or has reason
to believe that they are those of a Native American, he or she shall contact, by telephone within 24
hours, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).

After notification, the NAHC will follow the procedures outlined in Public Resources Code
Section 5097.98, that include notification of most likely descendants (MLDs), and
recommendations for treatment of the remains. The MLDs will have 24 hours after
notification by the NAHC to make their recommendations (PRC Section 5097.98).
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PEAK & ASSOCIATES, INC.
RESUME

MELINDA A. PEAK January 2022
Senior Historian/Archeologist

3941 Park Drive, Suite 20 #329

El Dorado Hills, CA 95762

(916) 939-2405

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Ms. Peak has served as the principal investigator on a wide range of prehistoric and historic
excavations throughout California. She has directed laboratory analyses of archeological materials,
including the historic period. She has also conducted a wide variety of cultural resource assessments
in California, including documentary research, field survey, Native American consultation and report
preparation.

In addition, Ms. Peak has developed a second field of expertise in applied history, specializing in site-
specific research for historic period resources. She is a registered professional historian and has
completed a number of historical research projects for a wide variety of site types.

Through her education and experience, Ms. Peak meets the Secretary of Interior Standards for
historian, architectural historian, prehistoric archeologist and historic archeologist.

EDUCATION

M.A. - History - California State University, Sacramento, 1989

Thesis: The Bellevue Mine: A Historical Resources Management Site Study in Plumas and Sierra
Counties, California

B.A. - Anthropology - University of California, Berkeley

PROJECTS

In recent months, Ms. Peak has completed several determinations of eligibility and effect documents
in coordination with the Corps of Engineers for projects requiring federal permits, assessing the
eligibility of a number of sites for the National Register of Historic Places.

She has also completed historical research projects on a wide variety of topics for a number of projects
including the development of navigation and landings on the Napa River, wineries, farmhouses dating
to the 1860s, bridges, an early roadhouse, Folsom Dam and a section of an electric railway line.

In recent years, Ms. Peak has prepared a number of cultural resource overviews and predictive models

for blocks of land proposed for future development for general and specific plans. She has been able
to direct a number of surveys of these areas, allowing the model to be tested.
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She served as principal investigator for the multi-phase Twelve Bridges Golf Club project in Placer
County. She served as liaison with the various agencies, helped prepare the historic properties
treatment plan, managed the various phases of test and data recovery excavations, and completed the
final report on the analysis of the test phase excavations of a number of prehistoric sites. She is
currently involved as the principal investigator for the Teichert Quarry project adjacent to Twelve
Bridges in the City of Rocklin, coordinating contacts with Native Americans, the Corps of Engineers
and the Office of Historic Preservation.

Ms. Peak has served as project manager for a number of major survey and excavation projects in
recent years, including the many surveys and site definition excavations for the 172-mile-long Pacific
Pipeline proposed for construction in Santa Barbara, Ventura and Los Angeles counties. She also
completed an archival study in the City of Los Angeles for the project. She also served as principal
investigator for a major coaxial cable removal project for AT&T.

Additionally, she completed a number of small surveys, served as a construction monitor at several
urban sites, and conducted emergency recovery excavations for sites found during monitoring. She
has directed the excavations of several historic complexes in Sacramento, Placer and ElI Dorado
Counties.

Ms. Peak is the author of a chapter and two sections of a published history (1999) of Sacramento

County, Sacramento: Gold Rush Legacy, Metropolitan Legacy. She served as the consultant for a
children’s book on California, published by Capstone Press in 2003 in the Land of Liberty series.
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PEAK & ASSOCIATES, INC.
RESUME

MICHAEL LAWSON January 2022
Archeological Specialist

3941 Park Drive, Suite 20-329

El Dorado Hills, CA 95672

(916) 939-2405

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Mr. Lawson has compiled an excellent record of supervision of excavation and survey projects for
both the public and private sectors over the past twenty-three years. He has conducted a number of
surveys throughout northern and central California, as well as serving as an archeological technician
and crew chief for a number of excavation projects.

EDUCATION
B.A. - Anthropology - California State University, Sacramento

Special Course: Comparative Osteology. University of Tennessee, Knoxville. Forensic
Anthropology Center. January 2018.

Intensive lab and outdoor study with human example from outdoor research facility, including
typical and non-metric examples, compared with fifty non-human species most commonly
confused with human remains. Outdoor research facility “The Body Farm” study included
survey, photography, collection and identification of faunal and human bone fragments, with a
Power Point presentation discussing finds.

EXPERIENCE
e Extensive monitoring of open space, streets and project development areas for prehistoric

period and historic period resources. Areas monitored include Sutter Street in Folsom;
Mud Creek Archeological District in Chico; Camp Roberts, San Luis Obispo County; Avila
Beach, San Luis Obispo County; Edgewood Golf Course, South Lake Tahoe; Davis Water
Project, Davis; Star Bend levee section, Sutter County; Feather River levees, Sutter
County; Bodega Bay, Sonoma County; San Jose BART line extension, Santa Clara County;
and numerous sites for PG&E in San Francisco.

e Over twenty years of experience working in CRM, volunteer, and academic settings in
California historic, proto-historic, and prehistoric archaeology.

e Expertise in pedestrian survey, excavation, feature (including burial) exposure,
laboratory techniques, research. Field positions include crew chief and lead technician.
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Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center

g alifornia Fresno California State University, Bakersfield
Historical Kern Mail Stop: 72 DOB
_R i 9001 Stockdale Highway
S ST ES S RIS Bakersfield, Califomnia 93311-1022
Information Madera (661) 654-2289
- Sy Tul E-mail: ssjvic@csub.edu
System vlare Website: www_.csub.edu/ssjvic
2/15/2022
Robert Gerry

Peak & Associates, Inc.
3941 Park Drive, Suite 30-329
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762

Re: 49 West Fir Properties
Records Search File No.: 22-054

The Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center received your record search request for the project area
referenced above, located on the Fresno North USGS 7.5’ quad. The following reflects the results of the records

search for the project area and the 0.25 mile radius:

As indicated on the data request form, the locations of resources and reports are provided in the following

format: X custom GIS maps [ GIS data

Resources within project area: None

Resources within 0.25 mile radius: None

Reports within project area: FR-00577

Reports within 0.25 mile radius: FR-00384

Resource Database Printout (list): [ enclosed [ not requested nothing listed
Resource Database Printout (details): I enclosed not requested [l nothing listed
Resource Digital Database Records: 1 enclosed not requested [ nothing listed

Report Database Printout (list):

enclosed

[ not requested

[ nothing listed

Report Database Printout (details): 1 enclosed not requested [ nothing listed
Report Digital Database Records: 1 enclosed not requested [ nothing listed
Resource Record Copies: [ enclosed [ not requested nothing listed

Report Copies:

enclosed

1 not requested

1 nothing listed

OHP Built Environment Resources Directory: [l enclosed [l not requested nothing listed
Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility: [ enclosed [l not requested nothing listed
CA Inventory of Historic Resources (1976): 1 enclosed not requested [ nothing listed




Caltrans Bridge Survey: Not available at SSIVIC; please see
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/environmental-analysis/cultural-studies/california-historical-bridges-tunnels

Ethnographic Information: Not available at SSJVIC
Historical Literature: Not available at SSJVIC
Historical Maps: Not available at SSIVIC; please see

http://historicalmaps.arcgis.com/usgs/

Local Inventories: Not available at SSJVIC

GLO and/or Rancho Plat Maps: Not available at SSIVIC; please see
http://www.glorecords.blm.gov/search/default.aspx#tsearchTablndex=0&searchByTypelndex=1 and/or
http://www.oac.cdlib.org/view?docld=hb8489p15p;developer=local;style=oac4;doc.view=items

Shipwreck Inventory: Not available at SSIVIC; please see
https://www.slc.ca.gov/shipwrecks/

Soil Survey Maps: Not available at SSIVIC; please see
http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx

Please forward a copy of any resulting reports from this project to the office as soon as possible. Due to the
sensitive nature of archaeological site location data, we ask that you do not include resource location maps and
resource location descriptions in your report if the report is for public distribution. If you have any questions
regarding the results presented herein, please contact the office at the phone number listed above.

The provision of CHRIS Data via this records search response does not in any way constitute public disclosure of
records otherwise exempt from disclosure under the California Public Records Act or any other law, including, but
not limited to, records related to archeological site information maintained by or on behalf of, or in the
possession of, the State of California, Department of Parks and Recreation, State Historic Preservation Officer,
Office of Historic Preservation, or the State Historical Resources Commission.

Due to processing delays and other factors, not all of the historical resource reports and resource records that
have been submitted to the Office of Historic Preservation are available via this records search. Additional
information may be available through the federal, state, and local agencies that produced or paid for historical
resource management work in the search area. Additionally, Native American tribes have historical resource
information not in the CHRIS Inventory, and you should contact the California Native American Heritage
Commission for information on local/regional tribal contacts.

Should you require any additional information for the above referenced project, reference the record search
number listed above when making inquiries. Invoices for Information Center services will be sent under separate
cover from the California State University, Bakersfield Accounting Office.

Thank you for using the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS).

Sincerely,

Celeste M. Thomson
Coordinator


http://historicalmaps.arcgis.com/usgs/
http://www.glorecords.blm.gov/search/default.aspx#searchTabIndex=0&searchByTypeIndex=1
http://www.oac.cdlib.org/view?docId=hb8489p15p;developer=local;style=oac4;doc.view=items
http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx
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State of California— The Resources Agency Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial
NRHP Status Code
Other Listings
Review Code Reviewer Date

Page 1 of 8 *Resource Name or #: 49 West Fir Street, Fresno

P1. Other Identifier:
*P2. Location: O Not for Publication X Unrestricted *a. County: Fresno
and (P2b and P2c or P2d. Attach a Location Map as necessary.)
*b. USGS 7.5' Quad: Fresno North, Calif. Date: 1965 (1981) T 12S;R 20E; SW ¥4 of SE %4 of Sec 33; M.D.B.M.
c. Address: 49 West Fir Street City: Fresno Zip: 93650-1311
d. UTM: Zone: 10 ; mE/ mN (G.P.S.)
e. Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as appropriate) Elevation: 342 Feet (estimate). The
residence is located at 49 West Fir Street in the community of Pinedale.

*P3a. Description: (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)
The property consists of a single-family home and detached garage located on a small, narrow lot. The single-family residence is
single story, rectangular shaped with a front gable roof. Small, covered porches are located along the north, east, and south facing
facades. The roof is covered with asphalt shingles and the sides are coated with stucco. Windows are modern aluminum and look
to be replacements.

The detached garage is single story, rectangular shape with a front gable roof covered with asphalt shingles. The sides are coated
with stucco. A garage door is located along the north facing fagcade. Three double sash windows are located along the east and
south facing facades.

The home was constructed in 1945 according to county building records. Stylistically it fits within the Minimal Traditional Style,
popular between 1935-1950 (McAlester 2017:586-595). The front-gabled roof subtype is less common than other subtypes of
Minimal Traditional Style homes, but otherwise this residence displays the typical stylistic elements of the style.

*P3b. Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) HP2 - Singe family property
*P4. Resources Present: X Building  OStructure OObject OSite ODistrict OElement of District OOther (Isolates, etc.)
0% vl 1,; ~ R — P5b. Description of Photo: (View,

' : % date, accession #) View looking
south of the north facing facade of
the residence. 2/28/22. Acc. #
2022IMG5820

*P6. Date Constructed/Age and
Sources: X Historic
OPrehistoric OBoth
The home was constructed in 1945
according to assessor’s records.
1 *P7. Owner and Address:
Unknown

Y *P8. Recorded by: (Name, affiliation,
and address) Michael Lawson, Peak &
Associates, Inc., 3941 Park Drive, Suite
20-329, El Dorado Hills, CA 95762

4 *P9. Date Recorded: 2/28/22
*P10. Survey Type: (Describe)
Complete, intensive.

*P11. Report Citation: (Cite survey
report and other sources, or enter
" "none.") Cultural Resource Assessment
for the Valley Health Team Project Area,
Pinedale, County of Fresno, California

*Attachments: ONONE X Location Map X Sketch Map X Continuation Sheet X Building, Structure, and Object Record
OArchaeological Record [ODistrict Record [OLinear Feature Record [OMilling Station Record [ORock Art Record
OArtifact Record OOPhotograph Record [ Other (List):

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information



State of California— The Resources Agency Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD

Page 2 of 8 *NRHP Status Code

*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 49 West Fir Street, Fresno

B1. Historic Name:

B2. Common Name:

B3. Original Use: Single family residence B4. Present Use: Single family residence
*B5. Architectural Style: Minimal Traditional
*B6. Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations) The residence was built in 1945 according to
assessor’s records.
*B7. Moved? XNo OYes 0OUnknown Date: Original Location:
*B8. Related Features: Detached garage

B9a. Architect: Unknown b. Builder: Unknown
*B10. Significance: Theme: Residential architecture Area: Central California
Period of Significance: 1900-1972 Property Type: Single family residence Applicable Criteria: A-D

(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)
Under CRHR criterion A, the site must “be associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of California's history and cultural heritage.” The residence and detached garage do not appear to be associated with any specific,
significant contribution.

For a property to be eligible under Criterion B of the CRHR, the features must be associated with persons important in the past.
There is no evidence to suggest that this property was ever associated with a significant person in our past.

For CRHR Criterion C, the resource must embody “the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values.” Minimal Traditional
Style homes represented the one of the most economical to build residential unit layouts available and was widely advertised as
such during the 1930s and 1940s (McAlester 2017:587). The residence at 49 West Fir Street is a slightly less typical, but still very
common, example of this widely built subtype.

For Criterion D. there were no associated archeological deposits observed during the field inspection and recordation and it is
unlikely given the degree of ground disturbance surrounding the buildings that a buried, undiscovered deposit would be present.

We conclude that this residence and detached garage does not meet the threshold under criteria A - D of the CRHR and is not a
historical resource.

B11. Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) v 49 WEST F]R STREET FRESNO

*B12. References: McAlester, Virginia Savage, 2017 A Field
Guide to American Houses. Alfred A. Knopf, New York.

B13. Remarks:

*B14. Evaluator: Melinda Peak

*Date of Evaluation: February, 2022

(This space reserved for official comments.)
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State of California— The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#

CONTINUATION SHEET Trinomial

Page 3 of 8 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 49 West Fir Street, Fresno

*Recorded by: Michael Lawson *Date: 2/28/22 X Continuation O Update

‘_._' x ; ‘;‘.‘ "‘ b i efo g -
A) View looking southwest of the east facing facade of the residence. 2/28/22. Acc. #2022IMG5821

B) View looking southeast of the partial north (left) and west facing facades of the residence. 2/28/22. Acc. #2022IMG5822

DPR 523L (1/95)

*Required information




State of California— The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#

CONTINUATION SHEET Trinomial

Page 4 of 8 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 49 West Fir Street, Fresno

*Recorded by: Michael Lawson *Date: 2/28/22 X Continuation O Update

C) View looking north, northwest of the west (left) and south facing facades of the residence. 2/28/22. Acc. #2022IMG5823

R

left) south facade of the residence (center. 2/28/22. Acc. #2022IMG5828
*Required information

DPR 523L (1/95)




State of California— The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#

CONTINUATION SHEET Trinomial

Page 5 of 8 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 49 West Fir Street, Fresno

*Recorded by: Michael Lawson *Date: 2/28/22 X Continuation O Update

%
LA

F) View looking west of the east acing fac;ae of the detached garage. 2/28/22. Acc. #2022IMG5825

DPR 523L (1/95)

*Required information




State of California— The Resources Agency

CONTINUATION SHEET

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Primary #
HRI#

Trinomial

Page 6 of 8
*Recorded by: Michael Lawson

)

i
1
SIS '

G) View looking north of the south facing facade of the detached garage. 2/28/22. Acc. #2022IMG5827

*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 49 West Fir Street, Fresno

*Date: 2/28/22 X Continuation

»

O Update

DPR 523L (1/95)

*Required information




State of California— The Resources Agency Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#

SKETCH MAP Trinomial

Page 7 of 8 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 49 West Fir Street, Fresno
*Drawn By: Neal Neuenschwander *Date 2/28/22

" 49 WEST FIR STREET, FRESNO
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DPR 523K (1/95) *Required information




State of California— The Resources Agency Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#

SKETCH MAP Trinomial

Page 7 of 8 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 49 West Fir Street, Fresno
*Drawn By: Neal Neuenschwander *Date 2/28/22

" 49 WEST FIR STREET, FRESNO
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DPR 523K (1/95) *Required information




State of California— The Resources Agency Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial

NRHP Status Code
Other Listings

Review Code Reviewer Date
Page 1 of 6 *Resource Name or #: 66 Beechwood Avenue, Fresno
P1. Other Identifier:
*P2. Location: O Not for Publication X Unrestricted *a. County: Fresno

and (P2b and P2c or P2d. Attach a Location Map as necessary.)
*b. USGS 7.5' Quad: Fresno North, Calif. Date: 1965 (1981) T 12S ; R 20E; SW ¥4 of SW¥%4 of Sec 33; M.D.B.M.
c. Address: 66 Beechwood Avenue City: Fresno Zip:93650-1311
d. UTM: Zone: 10 ; mE/ mN (G.P.S.)
e. Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as appropriate) Elevation: 340 Feet (estimate). The
residence is located at 66 West Beechwood Avenue in the community of Pinedale.

*P3a. Description: (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)
The property has a single-family home with detached garage located on a small narrow lot. The residence is singe
story, irregular shape with a hipped roof. The roof is covered with asphalt shingles and the sides are covered with
stucco, except for the south facing facade that has partial decorative brick siding. Windows are modern aluminum
and look to be replacements.

The detached garage is single story with a hipped roof covered with asphalt shingles. The sides are covered with
stucco.

The home was constructed in 1961 according to county building records. Stylistically it fits within the Minimal
Traditional Style, popular between 1935-1950 (McAlester 2017:586-595). The hipped roof subtype is less common
than other subtypes of Minimal Traditional Style homes, but otherwise this residence displays the typical stylistic
elements of the style.

*P3b. Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes) HP2 - Single family property
*P4. Resources Present: X Building  OStructure OObject OSite ODistrict OElement of District OOther (Isolates, etc.)

- P5b. Description of Photo: (View,
date, accession #) View looking
north of the south facing facades of
the detached garage (left), residence
(center). 2/28/22. Acc.
#2022IMG2crop

*P6. Date Constructed/Age and
& Sources: X Historic
OPrehistoric OBoth
The residence was constructed in
1961 according to assessor’s
records.
*P7. Owner and Address:
Unknown
*P8. Recorded by: (Name, affiliation,
and address) Michael Lawson, Peak &
Associates, Inc., 3941 Park Drive, Suite
~ 20-329, El Dorado Hills, CA 95762
.~ *P9. Date Recorded: 2/28/22
*P10. Survey Type: (Describe)
Complete, intensive.

*P11. Report Citation: (Cite survey report and other sources, or enter "none.”) Cultural Resource Assessment for the Valley Health
Team Project Area, Pinedale, County of Fresno, California

*Attachments: ONONE X Location Map X Sketch Map X Continuation Sheet X Building, Structure, and Object Record
OArchaeological Record [ODistrict Record [OLinear Feature Record [OMilling Station Record [ORock Art Record
OArtifact Record OOPhotograph Record [ Other (List):

DPR 523A (1/95) *Required information



State of California— The Resources Agency Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD

Page 2 of 6 *NRHP Status Code

*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 66 West Beechwood Avenue, Fresno
B1. Historic Name:
B2. Common Name:
B3. Original Use: Single family residence B4. Present Use: Single family residence
*B5. Architectural Style: Minimal Traditional
*B6. Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations) The residence was built in 1961 according to
assessor’s records.

*B7. Moved? XNo OYes 0OUnknown Date: Original Location:
*B8. Related Features: Detached garage
B9a. Architect: Unknown b. Builder: Unknown
*B10. Significance: Theme: Residential architecture Area: Central Califronia
Period of Significance: 1900-1972 Property Type: Single family residence Applicable Criteria: A-D

(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)
Under CRHR criterion A, the site must “be associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of California's history and cultural heritage.” The residence and detached garage does not appear to be associated with any
specific, significant contribution.

For a property to be eligible under Criterion B of the CRHR, the features must be associated with persons important in the past.
There is no evidence to suggest that this property was ever associated with a significant person in our past.

For CRHR Criterion C, the resource must embody “the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values.” Minimal Traditional
Style homes represented the one of the most economical to build residential unit layouts available and was widely advertised as
such during the 1930s and 1940s (McAlester 2017:587). The residence located at 66 West Beechwood Avenue is a slightly less
typical, but still very common, example of this widely built subtype.

For Criterion D. there were no associated archeological deposits observed during the field inspection and recordation and it is
unlikely given the degree of ground disturbance surrounding the buildings that a buried, undiscovered deposit would be present.

We conclude that this residence and detached garage does not meet the threshold under criteria a - d of the CRHR and is not a
historical resource.

B11. Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)

66 WEST BEECHWOOD AVENUE FRESNOX

*B12. References: McAlester, Virginia Savage, 2017 A Field
Guide to American Houses. Alfred A. Knopf, New York.

B13. Remarks:

*B14. Evaluator: Melinda Peak

*Date of Evaluation: February, 2022

(This space reserved for official comments.)
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DPR 523B (1/95) :




State of California— The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#

CONTINUATION SHEET Trinomial

Page 3 of 6 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 66 West Beechwood Avenue, Fresno

*Recorded by: Michael Lawson *Date: 2/28/22 X Continuation O Update
{

= S s 3 = ST e N T e
A) View looking northest of the west and south facades of the residence, garage to the left. 2/28/22. Acc. #2022IMG1crop

B) View looking north of the south facing facades of the garage (left), residence. 2/28/22. Acc. 2022IMG2crop

DPR 523L (1/95) *Required information




State of California— The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#

CONTINUATION SHEET Trinomial

Page 4 of 6 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 66 West Beechwood Avenue, Fresno
*Recorded by: Michael Lawson *Date: 2/28/22 X Continuation O Update

}

s —
e
AR - -

.

D) View looking northwest of the south and east facing fagades of the residence. 2/28/ 22. Acc. 2022IMGbcrop
DPR 523L (1/95)

*Required information




State of California— The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#

SKETCH MAP Trinomial

Page 5 of 6 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) 66 Beechwood Avenue, Fresno
*Drawn By: Neal Neuenschwander *Date 2/28/22
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DPR 523K (1/95)

*Required information




State of California— The Resources Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#
LOCAT|ON MAP Trinomial
Page 6 of 6 *Resource Name or #: 66 West Beechwood Avenue, Fresno
*Map Name: Fresno North, Calif. Scale: 1:24,000 *Date of Map: 1965 (1981)
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Appendix C  Consistency Checklist



FRESNO GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG) REDUCTION PLAN UPDATE B g

=
MARCH 2021 TNk

Fresno Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reduction Plan Update —
CEQA Project Consistency Checklist

INTRODUCTION

The City of Fresno updated its 2014 Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reduction Plan (the Plan) in the year 2021 to
conform with existing applicable State climate change policies and regulations. The GHG Plan Update
outlines strategies that the City will undertake to achieve its proportional share of GHG emission
reductions. The purpose of this GHG Reduction Plan Update Consistency Checklist (Checklist) is to help
the City provide a streamlined review process for new development projects that are subject to
discretionary review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section
15183.5.

This Checklist has been developed as part of the GHG Plan Update implementation and monitoring
process and will support the achievement of individual GHG reduction strategies as well as the City’s
overall GHG reduction goals. In addition, this Checklist will further the City’s sustainability goals and
policies that encourage sustainable development and aim to conserve and reduce the consumption of
resources, such as energy and water. Projects that meet the requirements of this Checklist will be
deemed to be consistent with the Fresno GHG Reduction Plan Update and will be found to have a less
than significant contribution to cumulative GHG (i.e., the project’s incremental contribution to
cumulative GHG effects is not cumulatively considerable), pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections
15064(h)(3), 15130(d), and 15183(b). Projects that do not meet the requirements in this Checklist will be
deemed to be inconsistent with the Fresno GHG Reduction Plan Update and must prepare a project-
specific analysis of GHG emissions, including quantification of existing and projected GHG emissions and
incorporation of the measures in this Checklist to the extent feasible. This GHG Checklist can be updated
to reflect adoption of new GHG reduction strategies or to comply with any changes and updates in the
Plan or local, State or federal regulations. Note that not all the measures in the checklist are applicable
to all projects. The projects should comply with applicable measures from the checklist.
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FRESNO GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG) REDUCTION PLAN UPDATE
MARCH 2021

1. Project Information

Contact Information

Project No./Name:

\Valley Health Team Medical Clinic Project

Address:

APNs: 303-161-48, 303-161-49, 303-161-50, 303-61-52,
303-161-53

Applicant Name/Co:

Soyla A. Reyna-Giriffin, Valley Health Team Inc.

Contact Information:

Enrique Aponte, Planner Il

Planning and Development Department, City of Fresnd

(559) 621-8084

Project Information
1. What is the Site acreage of the Project? 1.23 acres
2. Identify all Applicable Proposed Land uses: Medical Clinic

a. Residential (Indicate number of single-family units)

b. Residential (Indicate number of multi-family units)

c. Commercial (total square footage)

11,664 Square feet

d. Industrial (total square footage)

e. Other (describe)

3. Is the project or a portion of the project located in a
transit priority area? (Y/N)

No

4. Provide a brief description of the project proposed:

The project proposes to construct an 11,664 square
foot medical clinic in the Pinedale Community. The
project would include a total of 21,494 square feet of
paved area and 15,626 square feet of landscaped
area. The medical clinic is anticipated to serve 5,000
patients and provide 21,450 visits per year or 82
clients per day. The proposed project would include
new on-site exterior lighting, with approximately 48
new lights and 7,128 square feet of future solar
panels on the roof area of the proposed building.
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Valley Health Team Medical Clinic Project 

APNs: 303-161-48, 303-161-49, 303-161-50, 303-61-52, 303-161-53

Soyla A. Reyna-Griffin, Valley Health Team Inc. 

Enrique Aponte, Planner II

Planning and Development Department, City of Fresno

(559) 621-8084

1.23 acres 

Medical Clinic

11,664 Square feet 

No

The project proposes to construct an 11,664 square 
foot medical clinic in the Pinedale Community. The 
project would include a total of 21,494 square feet of
paved area and 15,626 square feet of landscaped 
area. The medical clinic is anticipated to serve 5,000
patients and provide  21,450 visits per year or 82 
clients per day. The proposed project would include 
new on-site exterior lighting, with approximately 48 
new lights and 7,128 square feet of future solar 
panels on the roof area of the proposed building. 
 
 



FRESNO GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG) REDUCTION PLAN UPDATE
MARCH 2021

2. Determining Land Use Consistency

Checklist Item

As the first step in determining the consistency with the GHG Reduction Plan for discretionary
development projects, this section allows the City to determine the project’s consistency with the land

use assumptions used in the GHG Reduction Plan.

Yes No
1. Is the proposed project consistent with the approved General Plan,
Specific Plan, and Community Plan planned land use and zoning
designations? X

If the answer is Yes, then proceed to the GHG Plan Update Consistency
Checklist.

If the answer is No, then proceed to question 2.

2. If the proposed project is not consistent with the approved planned land
use and zoning designation(s), then provide estimated GHG project
emissions under both existing and proposed designation(s) for
comparison. Compare the maximum buildout of the existing designation
with the maximum buildout of the proposed designation.

If the estimated project emissions at maximum buildout of the proposed
designation(s) is equivalent to or less than the estimated project
emissions at maximum buildout of the existing designation(s), then in
accordance with the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, the
project’s GHG impact is less than significant. If there is a proposed
development project associated with this plan amendment and or rezone
then complete the GHG Plan Update Consistency Checklist and incorporate
applicable measures, otherwise there is no further step required.

If the estimated project emission at maximum buildout of the proposed
designation(s) is greater than the estimated project emissions at
maximum buildout of the existing designation(s), then in accordance with
the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, the project’s GHG impact
is significant. The project must either show consistency with applicable GP
objectives and policies (provide applicable GP objectives and policies here)
or provide analysis and measures to incorporate into the project to bring
the GHG emissions to a level that is less than or equal to the estimated
project emission at maximum buildout of the existing designation(s) unless
the decision-maker finds that a measure is infeasible in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. If there is a proposed development
project associated with this plan amendment and or rezone then complete
the GHG Plan Update Consistency Checklist and incorporate applicable
measures, otherwise there is no further step required.

The proposed
project would
require a rezone
from Residential
Single-Family,
Medium Density
(RM-1) to General
Commercial (GC).
The proposed
project's
emissions were
estimated using
the California
Emissions
Estimator Model,
which estimates
that the proposed
project would
result in
approximately
377.9 metric tons
of CO2e per year.
The maximum
buildout of the
existing single-
family homes
\would result in
approximately
150.4 metric tons
of CO2e per year.
\With consideration
of reduced vehicle
trips and VMT, the
proposed project
would generate
140.3 metric tons
of CO2e per year.
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X

The proposed 
project would require a rezone 
from Residential Single-Family, 
Medium Density 
(RM-1) to General Commercial (GC). The proposed 
project's emissions were estimated using the California Emissions 
Estimator Model, which estimates that the proposed project would result in approximately 
377.9 metric tons of CO2e per year. The maximum buildout of the existing single-family homes would result in approximately 150.4 metric tons of CO2e per year. With consideration of reduced vehicle trips and VMT, the proposed project would generate 140.3 metric tons of CO2e per year. 
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https://www.valleyair.org/rules/currntrules/r9410.pdf
https://www.valleyair.org/rules/currntrules/r9410.pdf
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X

The proposed project would be located on an infill site and would provide medical services in an underserved area in Pinedale. 

The proposed project would include medical clinic uses. 

The project would not have over 
100 employees. 

X

By locating the project in Pinedale, the proposed project would allow patients and visitors the ability to walk. In addition, the project site is located within 1,000 feet of the City of Fresno Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). 

The proposed project would be located on an infill site.

By locating the project in Pinedale, the proposed project would allow patients and visitors the ability to walk and is located within 1,000 feet of the City's BRT. 
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https://www.fresno.gov/publicworks/wp-content/uploads/sites/17/2019/10/Complete-Streets-091119.pdf
https://www.fresno.gov/publicworks/wp-content/uploads/sites/17/2019/10/Complete-Streets-091119.pdf
https://www.fresno.gov/darm/wp-content/uploads/sites/10/2021/01/CEQA-Guidelines-for-Vehicle-Miles-Traveled-Final-Adopted-Version.pdf
https://www.fresno.gov/darm/wp-content/uploads/sites/10/2021/01/CEQA-Guidelines-for-Vehicle-Miles-Traveled-Final-Adopted-Version.pdf
https://www.fresno.gov/darm/wp-content/uploads/sites/10/2021/01/CEQA-Guidelines-for-Vehicle-Miles-Traveled-Final-Adopted-Version.pdf
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The project would be permitted before 2030. 

The project would meet the latest CalGreen standards and would include electric vehicle charging stations.


The project would not include new residential units.

The proposed project would not include modifications to the transportation network. 

The proposed project would result in a less-than-significant VMT impact. Refer to the project's IS/MND for the VMT analysis. 

The project would meet the latest CalGreen standards.
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X

X

The project would 
meet the latest 
CalGreen standards.

The project would 
meet the latest 
CalGreen standards.

X

X

X

The project would be consistent with CalRecycle Waste Diversion and Recycling Mandate.

The project would be consistent with CalRecycle Waste Diversion and Recycling Mandate.

The project would be consistent with CalRecycle Waste Diversion and Recycling Mandate.
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April 08, 2022

Mrs. Jill Gormley, P.E.
City of Fresno

2600 Fresno Street
Fresno, CA 93721-3616

Via Email Only: Jil.Gormley@fresno.gov

Subject: Trip Generation Analysis for the Medical Clinic located in the City of Fresno
(JLB Project No. 004-143)

Dear Mrs. Gormley,

JLB Traffic Engineering, Inc. (JLB) has completed a Trip Generation Analysis (TGA) for the Medical Clinic
(Project) located on the northwest quadrant of Blackstone Avenue and Herndon Avenue in the City of
Fresno. The Project proposes to develop approximately 1.23 acres with an 11,664-square-foot single-
story professional medical clinic. Per information provided to JLB, the proposed Project will undergo a
General Plan Amendment to modify the land use from Medium Density Residential (5.0 to 12.0 dwelling
units per acre) to Commercial General.

The purpose of the TGA is to evaluate the potential difference in traffic generation of the proposed
Project and that which could otherwise be developed per the Fresno General Plan. The TGA will focus
primarily on comparing the anticipated driveway trip generation during a weekday, AM peak hour and
PM peak hour of the Project and no Project alternatives.

Project Description

The Project proposes to develop approximately 1.23 acres with an 11,664-square-foot single-story
professional medical clinic. Per information provided to JLB, the proposed Project will undergo a General
Plan Amendment to modify the land use from Medium Density Residential (5.0 to 12.0 dwelling units
per acre) to Commercial General. Figure 1 presents the latest Project Site Plan.

Project Access

Access to and from Project will generally be from Blackstone Avenue north of Herndon Avenue. More
specifically, the Project will have two (2) full access points along Sugar Pine Avenue and Beechwood
Avenue. A full access to the west side of Sugar Pine Avenue is located approximately 150 feet north of
Beechwood Avenue and another to the north side of Beechwood Avenue is located approximately 200
feet west of Sugar Pine Avenue.

516 W. Shaw Ave., Ste. 103
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Figure 1: Project Site Plan
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Project Trip Generation
Trip generation rates for the proposed Project were obtained from the 10th Edition of the Trip

Generation Manual published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). Table | presents the trip
generation for the proposed Project with trip generation rates for 11,664 square feet of Medical-Dental

Office Building space. At buildout, the proposed Project is estimated to generate a maximum of 406
daily trips, 32 AM peak hour trips and 40 PM peak hour trips.

Table I: Project Trip Generation

Daily AM (7-9) Peak Hour PM (4-6) Peak Hour
Land Use (ITE Code) Size | Unit ip | In |Out ip | In | Out
Rate | Total Trip In |Out| Total Trip In | Out | Total
Rate % Rate %
Med'ca"De”(t;'zg)ﬁ'ce Building | 11 664 | ksf. |34.80| 406 |278| 78|22 | 25| 7 | 32 |346 28| 72| 11 | 29 | 40
Total Project Trips 406 25| 7 32 11 | 29 | 40
Note: k.s.f. = Thousand Square Feet

General Plan Trip Generation

The General Plan proposes that the Project site be developed with Single-Family Detached Housing units
under the Medium Density Residential land use (5.0 to 12.0 dwelling units per acre). For purposes of this
comparison, it is assumed that the Project site is developed according to the median density range
allowable for Medium Density Residential of 8.5 ((5 + 12) + 2 = 8.5) dwelling units per acre. Table Il
presents the trip generation of that which could otherwise be developed consistent with the General
Plan with trip generation rates for 11 Single-Family Detached Housing units. Consistent with the General
Plan, the Project site is anticipated to generate a maximum of 104 daily trips, 8 AM peak hour trips and
11 PM peak hour trips.

Table II: General Plan Trip Generation

Daily AM (7-9) Peak Hour PM (4-6) Peak Hour
Land Use (ITE Code Size | Unit ip | In |Out ip | In | Out
( ) Rate | Total Trip In |Out| Total Trip In | Out | Total
Rate 9% Rate %
Single-Family (Zi:)afhed Housing | 11 | qu. | 944 | 104 |074 25|75 2 | 6 | 8 |099 63|37 | 7 | 4 | 11
Total Project Trips 104 2 | 6 8 7 4 11
Note: d.u. = Dwelling Units
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Trip Generation Comparison
Compared to that which could be developed consistent with the General Plan, the proposed Project is
estimated to generate more traffic by 302 daily trips, 24 AM peak hour trips and 29 PM peak hour trips.
The trip generation comparison between the proposed Project and the General Plan is available in Table
I

Table IlI: Difference in Trip Generation

Daily AM (7-9) Peak Hour PM (4-6) Peak Hour
Total In Out Total In Out Total
Project 406 25 7 32 11 29 40
General Plan 104 2 6 8 7 4 11
Difference in Trip 302 23 1 24 4 25 29
Generation

Transportation Impact Study Needs
Per the Fresno Traffic Impact Study Report Guidelines, a Transportation Impact Study (TIS) Report for a
Project may be required when the following thresholds are met:

1. When project-generated traffic is expected to be greater than 100 vehicle trips during any peak
hour.

2. When a project includes a General Plan Amendment (GPA) which changes the land use.

3. When the project traffic will substantially affect an intersection or roadway segment already
identified as operating at an unacceptable level of service.

4. When the project will substantially change the offsite transportation system or connection to it, as
determined by the Traffic Engineering Manager.

Moreover, the Fresno General Plan has established four (4) Traffic Impact Zones (TIZs) within the City of
Fresno to assist with areas being incentivized for development. In the City of Fresno, all developments
within TIZ-I maintain a LOS standard of F and require a TIS when projected to generate greater than 200
peak hour new vehicle trips. In addition, all developments within TIZ-1l maintain a LOS standard of E and
require a TIS when projected to generate greater than 200 peak hour new vehicle trips. Also, all
developments within TIZ-Ill maintain a LOS standard of D and require a TIS when projected to generate
greater than 100 peak hour new vehicle trips. Lastly, all developments within TIZ-IV maintain a LOS
standard of E and require a TIS when projected to generate greater than 200 peak hour new vehicle
trips.

Considering the Project is located within TIZ-1ll and its anticipated trip generation will not exceed 40
peak hour trips, a TIS would likely not be required. Additionally, the Project is located in an area where
all major streets have been developed to meet or exceed the planned number of lanes. Also, all major
street-to-major street intersections near the vicinity of the Project site are currently signalized and
further improvements to these intersections are not anticipated by City of Fresno or Caltrans agencies.
As a result, the preparation of a TIS beyond that which is included in this technical letter is not
recommended.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions and recommendations presented below regarding the Project located on the northwest
quadrant of Blackstone Avenue and Herndon Avenue in the City of Fresno are based on the results of
the TGA.

e The proposed Project will undergo a General Plan Amendment to modify the land use from Medium
Density Residential (5.0 to 12.0 dwelling units per acre) to Commercial General.

e At buildout, the proposed Project is estimated to generate a maximum of 406 daily trips, 32 AM
peak hour trips and 40 PM peak hour trips.

e Consistent with the General Plan, it is assumed that the Project site is developed according to the
median density range allowable for Medium Density Residential of 8.5 dwelling units per acre. In
this case, the Project site is anticipated to generate a maximum of 104 daily trips, 8 AM peak hour
trips and 11 PM peak hour trips.

e Compared to that which could be developed consistent with the General Plan, the proposed Project
is estimated to generate more traffic by 302 daily trips, 24 AM peak hour trips and 29 PM peak hour
trips.

e Based on JLB’s knowledge of the proposed Project’s surrounding area, all major streets have been
developed to meet or exceed their planned number of lanes and further improvements to these or
nearby intersections are not anticipated.

e The proposed Project is not substantially changing the offsite transportation system or connections
to it.

e Based on the findings and knowledge of the proposed Project’s surrounding area, JLB believes that
this TGA satisfies the City’s requirements for the proposed Project to be processed.

e While the proposed Project will not have a significant change in traffic to warrant the completion of
a detailed traffic study, City of Fresno staff must make the final determination.

If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact me via phone at (559) 570-
8991, or via email at jbenavides@jlbtraffic.com.

L Bawik_ >

Jose Luis Benavides, P.E., T.E.
President

Sincerely,

Z:\01 Projects\004 Fresno\004-143 Valley Health Team\Letter\01 TGA Letter\L06232021 Medical Clinic TGA.docx
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Mitigation Measure Monitoring Program for
Development Permit Application No. P22-00505 & Plan
Amendment Rezone Application No. P22-00507

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) was formulated based upon
the findings of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) prepared for the
proposed Valley Health Team Project (project). The MMRP, which is found in Table A of
this section, lists mitigation measures recommended in the IS/MND for the proposed
project and identifies mitigation monitoring requirements. The MMRP must be adopted
when the City Council makes a final decision on the proposed project.

This MMRP has been prepared to comply with the requirements of State law (Public
Resources Code Section 21081.6). State law requires the adoption of an MMRP when
mitigation measures are required to avoid significant impacts. This requirement facilitates
implementation of all mitigation measures adopted through the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) process. The MMRP is intended to ensure compliance during
implementation of the project.

The MMRP is organized in a matrix format. The first column identifies the mitigation
measure. The second column, entitled “Mitigation Responsibility,” refers to the party
responsible for implementing the mitigation measure. The third column, entitled
“Monitoring/Reporting Agency,” refers to the agency responsible for oversight or ensuring
that the mitigation measure is implemented. The fourth column, entitled “Monitoring
Schedule,” refers to when monitoring will occur to ensure that the mitigating action is
completed. The fifth column, entitled “Verification,” will be initialed and dated by the
individual designated to verify adherence to the project specific mitigation.
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