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Appendix A.1
Air Quality

A.1-1 Construction Emissions
e CalEEMod Output File
e SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) Control Requirements
A.1-2 Operational Emissions
e CalEEMod Output Files
0 Summer
0 Winter
e Regional Stationary Emissions Calculations
e Carbon Monoxide Dispersion Analysis
0 Emfac2007 Output: CO Emissions Factors
0 LOS Analysis
o CO Analysis
= 1-hr
= 8-hr
0 CALINEA4 Files



Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2011.1.1 Date: 12/13/2011

Pointview
South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric
City Park 26 Acre
Golf Course 25 Acre
User Defined Recreational 2 User Defined Unit

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

Climate Zone 8 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 31
Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Recreational Use #2 is Event Garden, which combines with the golf course to occupy less than 5 acres.
City Park = avocade, vineyard, citrus, olives, and vegetable garden.
Construction Phase - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions
Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions
Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions
Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Trips and VMT - Initial planting would require temporary increase in number of on-site employees to 10-20 people at a AVR of 1.135.
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

Grading - Driveway is 1880ft long by 20ft wide (37600 sq ft) with no import/export of materials.

Vehicle Trips - See Traffic Study
Saturday and Sunday rates are assumed to be the same
Energy Use -

Solid Waste - Assumed Event Garden generates same solid waste as golf course

Land Use Change -

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugit-ive Exhaust JPM10 Total- Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 JJNBio- CO2 |j Total CO2 CH4 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
— — —
2011 3.85 32.00 17.63 0.03 3.26 1.51 4.78 1.66 1.51 3.17 0.00 3,221.27 0.00 0.35 0.00 3,228.53
I I
2012 3.93 30.09 16.67 0.04 3.26 1.87 4.67 1.66 1.87 3.06 0.00 3,932.99 0.00 0.35 0.00 3,940.38
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugit-ive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2  NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
— - — — — — I
2011 3.85 32.00 17.63 0.03 3.05 1.51 4.57 1.66 1.51 3.17 0.00 3,221.27 0.00 0.35 0.00 3,228.53
I I
2012 3.93 30.09 16.67 0.04 3.05 1.87 4.46 1.66 1.87 3.06 0.00 3,932.99 0.00 0.35 0.00 3,940.38
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
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3.0 Construction Detail

Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

3.2 Mass Site Grading - 2011

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugit-ive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
- e - e
Fugitive Dust 3.05 0.00 3.05 1.66 0.00 1.66 0.00
Off-Road 3.72 31.50 16.25 0.03 1.49 1.49 1.49 1.49 2,995.55 0.33 3,002.5?
— — — —————
Total 3.72 31.50 16.25 0.03 3.05 1.49 4.54 1.66 1.49 3.15 2,995.55 0.33 3,002.55
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
- - ——— ——— — - -
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
o o e e — o o e —
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.04 0.40 0.23 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 54.91 0.00 54.95
Worker 0.10 0.10 1.15 0.00 0.20 0.01 0.21 0.00 0.01 0.01 170.81 0.01 171.03
Total 0.14 0.50 1.38 0.00 0.22 0.02 0.24 0.00 0.02 0.02 225.72 0.01 225.98
Mitigated Construction On-Site
- - — - -
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

Category Ib/day Ib/day
- — - e
Fugitive Dust 3.05 0.00 3.05 1.66 0.00 1.66 0.00
Off-Road 3.72 31.50 16.25 0.03 1.49 1.49 1.49 1.49 0.00 2,995.55 0.33 3,002.5?
Total 3.72 31.50 16.25 0.03 3.05 1.49 4.54 1.66 1.49 3.15 0.00 2,995.5-5 0.33 3,002.55
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
- - e ——— —— — - -
ROG NOXx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
o o — e e o e e ——
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.04 0.40 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 54.91 0.00 54.95
Worker 0.10 0.10 1.15 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 170.81 0.01 171.03
e
Total 0.14 0.50 1.38 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.02 225.72 0.01 225.98
3.2 Mass Site Grading - 2012
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
- - e ——— ——— — - -
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— e o —
Fugitive Dust 3.05 0.00 3.05 1.66 0.00 1.66 0.00
Off-Road 3.54 29.63 15.40 0.03 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 2,995.55 0.32 3,002.21
Total 3.54 29.63 15.40 0.03 3.05 1.38 4.43 1.66 1.38 3.04 2,995.55 0.32 3,002.21
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
o - - —
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Summer (121311)

4 of 12



Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

Category Ib/day Ib/day
e e e e
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 55.03 0.00 55.07
Worker 0.09 0.09 1.06 0.00 0.20 0.01 0.21 0.00 0.01 0.01 167.29 0.01 167.51
Total 0.12 0.45 1.2-7 0.00 0.22 0.02 0.24 0.00 0.02 0.02 222.32 0.01 222.58
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugﬁve Exhaust JPM10 Totaljf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
- — - e
Fugitive Dust 3.05 0.00 3.05 1.66 0.00 1.66 0.00
Off-Road 3.54 29.63 15.40 0.03 1.38 1.38 1.38 1.38 0.00 2,995.55 0.32 3,002.21
— e — —————
Total 3.54 29.63 15.40 0.03 3.05 1.38 4.43 1.66 1.38 3.04 0.00 2,995.55 0.32 3,002.21
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
- - ——— —— — - -
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
o o I — o o — o e e —
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 55.03 0.00 55.07
Worker 0.09 0.09 1.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 167.29 0.01 167.51
Total 0.12 0.45 1.27 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02 222.32 0.01 222.58

3.3 Fine Site Grading - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

ROG NOX co 502 Fugtive T Exnaust JPMIO0 Tota Fugiive T Exnaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 JNBio CO2] Total CO2] - CHA NZO Coze
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
e - - I
Fugitive Dust 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 3.09 27.65 11.56 0.03 1.34 1.34 1.34 1.34 3,749.27 0.28 3,755.07
e~ e
Total 3.09 27.65 11.56 0.03 0.06 1.34 1.40 0.00 1.34 1.34 3,749.27 0.28 3,755.07
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugit-ive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2  NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 55.03 0.00 55.07
Worker 0.07 0.07 0.81 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 128.69 0.01 128.85
Total 0.10 0.43 1.02 0.00 0.17 0.01 0.19 0.00 0.01 0.02 183.7-2 0.01 183.92
Mitigated Construction On-Site
e e - E —
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Fugitive Dust 0.06 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 3.09 27.65 11.56 0.03 1.34 1.34 1.34 1.34 0.00 3,749.27 0.28 3,755.07
I —
Total 3.09 27.65 11.56 0.03 0.06 1.34 1.40 0.00 1.34 1.34 0.00 3,749.27 0.28 3,755.07

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

ROG NOX co 02 Fugtive ] Exnaust JPMIO0 Total] Fugtve J Exnaust I PM2.5 [ Blo- CO2 JNBio- COZ] Total CO2] . Cha NZ2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pv25 | Pv25s | Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
= . - . - . . ———
Taunng 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
Vendor 0.03 0.36 021 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 55.03 ©.00 55.07
WorKer 0.07 .07 081 0.00 0.01 6.00 0.01 0.00 6.00 0.01 13866 0.01 128.85
Total 0.10 0.43 102 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02 183.72 0.01 183.02

3.4 Paving - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOX co 02 Fugtive ] Exnaust JPMIO0 Total] Fugtve J Exnaust | PM2.5 [ Blo- CO2 JNBio- COZ] Total CO2] . Cha NZO Coze
PM10 PM10 pv25 | Pv25s | ot
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— — — —
Ot Road 3.83 20,46 1452 0.03 T.65 T.65 T.65 T.65 346601 0.34 3.474.00
Paving 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 3.63 29.46 14.52 0.03 185 185 185 T.65 3,466.01 0.34 3,474.09

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

e e - E —

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 55.03 0.00 55.07
Worker 0.07 0.07 0.81 0.00 0.15 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.01 128.69 0.01 128.85
Total 0.10 0.43 1.02 0.00 0.17 0.01 0.19 0.00 0.01 0.02 183.7-2 0.01 183.92

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugﬁve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 C-H4 N?O CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— — — —
Off-Road 3.83 29.46 14.52 0.03 1.85 1.85 1.85 1.85 0.00 3,466.91 0.34 3,474.09
Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 3.83 29.46 14.52 0.03 1.85 1.85 1.85 1.8-5 0.00 3,466.91 0.34 3,474.09

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugit-ive Exhaust JPM10 Total- Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 JNBio- CO2 |j Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 55.03 0.00 55.07
Worker 0.07 0.07 0.81 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 128.69 0.01 128.85
Total 0.10 0.43 1.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02 183.7-2 0.01 183.92

3.5 Golf Course - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugit-ive Exhaust JPM10 Total- Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 JNBio- CO2 |j Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— — — — — —
Off-Road 0.65 4.17 3.05 0.00 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 447.52 0.06 448.74
Total 0.65 4.17 3.05 0.00 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 447.52 0.06 448.74

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

ROG NOX co 502 Fugtive T Exhaust JPMIO Tota Fugiive T Exnaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 JNBio- CO2] Total CO2] - CHA NZO Coze
PM10 PM10 pv25 | Pm25 | Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
= . — — . - . . I ———

Taunng 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
Vendor 6.00 0.00 ©.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ©.00 0.00
WorKer 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 64.34 6.00 6443
Total 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 64.34 0.00 64.43

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOX co 02 Fugtve ] Exnaust JPMIO0 Tol] Fugtve J Exnaust I PM2.5 [ Blo- CO2 JNBio- COZ] Total CO2]  Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pv25 | Pv25s | ot
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— — — — —
Ot Road 0.65 a17 3.05 0.00 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.00 #4752 0.06 948,78
— — — — — —
Total 0.65 W17 3.05 0.00 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.00 #4752 0.06 948,74

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugmve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N?O CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 64.34 0.00 64.43
Total 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 64.34 0.00 64.43

3.6 Event Garden Improvemnts - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

ROG NOX co S0z ] rugtve | Exnaust JPMI0 Tom] Fugitve J Exnaust | PMz5 ] Blo- CO2 JNBlo- COZ] Total COZ] - Cha N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— - - - . — — I
Off-Road 1.82 17.15 7.7 0.02 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 2,443.29 0.16 2,446.68
— — — —
Total 1.82 17.15 7.7 0.02 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 2,443.29 0.16 2,446.68
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
o - — - —
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
= —— — I —— - —— —— — ~—
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 64.34 0.00 64.43
Total 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 64.34 0.00 64.43
Mitigated Construction On-Site
o - - —
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— — — —
Off-Road 1.82 17.15 7.17 0.02 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.00 2,443.29 0.16 2,446.68
— — — —
Total 1.82 17.15 7.7 0.02 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.00 2,443.29 0.16 2,446.68
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
o - - —
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

Category Ib/day Ib/day
e e e e e
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 64.34 0.00 64.43
Total 0.03 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 64.34 0.00 64.43
3.7 Planting - 2012
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugﬁve Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
e - e ——
Off-Road 1.23 5.93 4.87 0.01 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.51 620.36 0.11 622.69
Total 1.23 5.93 4.5 0.01 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.51 620.36 0.11 622.69
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
- — - E—— — — -
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totaljf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
e e e e
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 55.03 0.00 55.07
Worker 0.12 0.13 1.46 0.00 0.28 0.01 0.29 0.00 0.01 0.01 231.64 0.01 231.93
Total 0.15 0.49 1.6-7 0.00 0.30 0.02 0.32 0.00 0.02 0.02 286.6-7 0.01 287.00
Mitigated Construction On-Site
— — - - — — —
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 JNBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction Emissions

Category Ib/day Ib/day
o e -
Off-Road 1.23 5.93 4.87 0.01 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.00 620.36 0.11 622.69
Total 1.23 5.93 4.5 0.01 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.51 0.00 620.36 0.11 622.69
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugﬁve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
e e e —
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.03 0.36 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 55.03 0.00 55.07
Worker 0.12 0.13 1.46 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 231.64 0.01 231.93
Total 0.15 0.49 1.5 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.02 286.5 0.01 287.00

Summer (121311)

12 of 12



RULE 403.

(@)

(b)

()

(Adopted May 7, 1976)(Amended November 6, 1992)
(Amended July 9, 1993)(Amended February 14, 1997)
(Amended December 11, 1998)

FUGITIVE DUST

Purpose

The purpose of this rule is to reduce the amount of particulate matter entrained in
the ambient air as a result of anthropogenic (man-made) fugitive dust sources by
requiring actions to prevent, reduce or mitigate fugitive dust emissions.

Applicability
The provisions of this rule shall apply to any activity or man-made condition
capable of generating fugitive dust.

Definitions

(1)

()

(3)

(4)

()

ACTIVE OPERATIONS shall mean any activity capable of generating
fugitive dust, including, but not limited to, earth-moving activities,
construction/demolition activities, or heavy- and light-duty vehicular
movement.

ANEMOMETERS are devices used to measure wind speed and direction
in accordance with the performance standards, and maintenance and
calibration criteria as contained in the most recent Rule 403
Implementation Handbook, now or hereafter adopted by the Governing
Board.

BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL MEASURES represent fugitive dust
control actions which are required to be implemented within the
boundaries of the South Coast Air Basin. A detailed listing of best
available control measures for each fugitive dust source type shall be as
contained in the most recent Rule 403 Implementation Handbook, now or
hereafter adopted by the Governing Board.

BULK MATERIAL is sand, gravel, soil, aggregate material less than two
inches in length or diameter, and other organic or inorganic particulate
matter.

CHEMICAL STABILIZERS mean any non-toxic chemical dust
suppressant which must not be used if prohibited for use by the Regional
Water Quality Control Boards, the California Air Resources Board, the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), or any applicable law,
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(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

1)

rule or regulation; and should meet any specifications, criteria, or tests

required by any federal, state, or local water agency. Unless otherwise

indicated, the use of a non-toxic chemical stabilizer shall be of sufficient
concentration and application frequency to maintain a stabilized surface.

CONSTRUCTION/DEMOLITION  ACTIVITIES are any on-site

mechanical activities preparatory to or related to the building, alteration,

rehabilitation, demolition or improvement of property, including, but not
limited to the following activities; grading, excavation, loading, crushing,
cutting, planing, shaping or ground breaking.

CONTINGENCY NOTIFICATION means that the U.S. EPA has

determined and notified the District in writing that PM;o contingency

requirements must be implemented based on a finding that: (1) PMy, and

PM3, precursor emissions reductions were less than required at any three-

year milestone reporting interval, or (2) the region failed to attain the

PMio standards within the time frames allotted under the Federal Clean

Air Act, or (3) if as part of an Attainment/Maintenance Plan, the region is

no longer in attainment of the PM;, standards.

CONTRACTOR means any person who has a contractual arrangement to

conduct an active operation for another person.

DISTURBED SURFACE AREA means a portion of the earth's surface

which has been physically moved, uncovered, destabilized, or otherwise

modified from its undisturbed natural soil condition, thereby increasing
the potential for emission of fugitive dust. This definition excludes those
areas which have:

(A)  been restored to a natural state, such that the vegetative ground
cover and soil characteristics are similar to adjacent or nearby
natural conditions;

(B)  been paved or otherwise covered by a permanent structure; or

(C)  sustained a vegetative ground cover over at least 95 percent of an
area for a period of at least 6 months.

DUST SUPPRESSANTS are water, hygroscopic materials, or non-toxic

chemical stabilizers used as a treatment material to reduce fugitive dust

emissions.

EARTH-MOVING ACTIVITIES shall include, but not be limited to,

grading, earth cutting and filling operations, loading or unloading of dirt
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(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

17)

(18)

(19)

or bulk materials, adding to or removing from open storage piles of bulk
materials, landfill operations, or soil mulching.

FUGITIVE DUST means any solid particulate matter that becomes
airborne, other than that emitted from an exhaust stack, directly or
indirectly as a result of the activities of man.

INACTIVE DISTURBED SURFACE AREA means any disturbed surface
area upon which active operations have not occurred or are not expected
to occur for a period of ten consecutive days.

LARGE OPERATIONS means any active operations on property which
contains in excess of 100 acres of disturbed surface area; or any earth-
moving operation which exceeds a daily earth-moving or throughput
volume of 7,700 cubic meters (10,000 cubic yards) three times during the
most recent 365-day period.

MEDIUM OPERATIONS means any active operations on property which
contains between 50 and 100 acres of disturbed surface area; or any earth-
moving operation with a daily earth-moving or throughput volume of
between 3,850 cubic meters (5,000 cubic yards) and 7,700 cubic meters
(10,000 cubic yards) three times during the most recent 365-day period.
NON-ROUTINE means any non-periodic active operation which occurs
no more than three times per year, lasts less than 30 cumulative days per
year, and is scheduled less than 30 days in advance.

OPEN STORAGE PILE is any accumulation of bulk material with 5
percent or greater silt content which is not fully enclosed, covered or
chemically stabilized, and which attains a height of three feet or more and
a total surface area of 150 or more square feet. Silt content level is
assumed to be 5 percent or greater unless a person can show, by sampling
and analysis in accordance with ASTM Method C-136 or other equivalent
method approved in writing by the Executive Officer, the California Air
Resources Board, and the U. S. EPA, that the silt content is less than 5
percent. The results of ASTM Method C-136 or equivalent method are
valid for 60 days from the date the sample was taken.

PARTICULATE MATTER means any material, except uncombined
water, which exists in a finely divided form as a liquid or solid at standard
conditions.

PAVED ROAD means an improved street, highway, alley, public way, or
easement that is covered by typical roadway materials excluding access
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(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

roadways that connect a facility with a public paved roadway and are not
open to through traffic. Public paved roads are those open to public
access and that are owned by any federal, state, county, municipal or any
other governmental or quasi-governmental agencies. Private paved roads
are any paved roads not defined as public.

PM1q is particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter smaller than or
equal to 10 microns as measured by the applicable State and Federal
reference test methods.

PROPERTY LINE means the boundaries of an area in which either a
person causing the emission or a person allowing the emission has the
legal use or possession of the property. Where such property is divided
into one or more sub-tenancies, the property line(s) shall refer to the
boundaries dividing the areas of all sub-tenancies.

REASONABLY AVAILABLE CONTROL MEASURES are appropriate
techniques and procedures used to prevent or reduce the emission and
airborne transport of fugitive dust, outside the boundaries of the South
Coast Air Basin. These include, but are not limited to, application of dust
suppressants, use of coverings or enclosures, paving, enshrouding,
planting, reduction of vehicle speeds, and other measures as specified by
the Executive Officer. A detailed listing of reasonably available control
measures for each fugitive dust source type shall be as contained in the
most recent Rule 403 Implementation Handbook, now or hereafter
adopted by the Governing Board.

SILT means any aggregate material with a particle size less than 74
micrometers in diameter which passes through a No. 200 Sieve.
SIMULTANEOUS SAMPLING means the operation of two PM1g
samplers in such a manner that one sampler is started within five minutes
of the other, and each sampler is operated for a consecutive period which
must be not less than 290 minutes and not more than 310 minutes.

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN means the non-desert portions of Los
Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties and all of Orange
County as defined in California Code of Regulations, Title 17, Section
60104. The area is bounded on the west by the Pacific Ocean, on the
north and east by the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto
Mountains, and on the south by the San Diego county line.

STABILIZED SURFACE means:
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(d)

(27)

(28)

(29)

(30)

(A)  any disturbed surface area or open storage pile which is resistant to
wind-driven fugitive dust;

(B) any unpaved road surface in which any fugitive dust plume
emanating from vehicular traffic does not exceed 20 percent
opacity.

UNPAVED ROADS are any unsealed or unpaved roads, equipment paths,

or travel ways that are not covered by one of the following: concrete,

asphaltic concrete, recycled asphalt, asphalt or other materials with
equivalent performance as determined by the Executive Officer, the

California Air Resources Board, and the U.S. EPA. Public unpaved roads

are any unpaved roadway owned by Federal, State, county, municipal or

other governmental or quasi-governmental agencies. Private unpaved
roads are all other unpaved roadways not defined as public.

VISIBLE ROADWAY DUST means any sand, soil, dirt, or other solid

particulate matter which is visible upon paved road surfaces and which

can be removed by a vacuum sweeper or a broom sweeper under normal
operating conditions.

WIND-DRIVEN FUGITIVE DUST means visible emissions from any

disturbed surface area which is generated by wind action alone.

WIND GUST is the maximum instantaneous wind speed as measured by

an anemometer.

Requirements

1)

()

©)

A person shall not cause or allow the emissions of fugitive dust from any
active operation, open storage pile, or disturbed surface area such that the
presence of such dust remains visible in the atmosphere beyond the
property line of the emission source.

A person conducting active operations within the boundaries of the South
Coast Air Basin shall utilize one or more of the applicable best available
control measures to minimize fugitive dust emissions from each fugitive
dust source type which is part of the active operation.

A person conducting active operations outside the boundaries of the South
Coast Air Basin may utilize reasonably available control measures in lieu
of best available control measures to minimize fugitive dust emissions
from each fugitive dust source type which is part of the active operation.
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A person shall not cause or allow PM1q levels to exceed 50 micrograms
per cubic meter when determined, by simultaneous sampling, as the

difference between upwind and downwind samples collected on high-
volume particulate matter samplers or other U.S. EPA-approved
equivalent method for PM1g monitoring. If sampling is conducted,
samplers shall be:

(A)

(B)

Operated, maintained, and calibrated in accordance with 40 Code
of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 50, Appendix J, or appropriate
U.S. EPA-published documents for U.S. EPA-approved equivalent
method(s) for PM1q.

Reasonably placed upwind and downwind of key activity areas and
as close to the property line as feasible, such that other sources of
fugitive dust between the sampler and the property line are
minimized.

Any person in the South Coast Air Basin shall:

(A)

(B)

prevent or remove within one hour the track-out of bulk material

onto public paved roadways as a result of their operations; or

take at least one of the actions listed in Table 3 and:

Q) prevent the track-out of bulk material onto public paved
roadways as a result of their operations and remove such
material at anytime track-out extends for a cumulative
distance of greater than 50 feet on to any paved public road
during active operations; and

(i) remove all visible roadway dust tracked-out upon public
paved roadways as a result of active operations at the
conclusion of each work day when active operations cease.

Contingency Requirements

When a contingency notification has occurred, the requirements of this
subdivision shall become effective in the county subject to the notification 60
days after the first publication date in newspapers of general circulation in that
county.

Such publication shall specify that a contingency notification has

occurred, and that any person who conducts or authorizes the conducting of a
medium operation shall be required to comply with the provisions of subdivision
(F), in addition to the requirements of subdivision (d).
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()] Special Requirements for Large Operations, and Medium Operations Under a
Contingency Notification

1)

)

©)

Any person who conducts or authorizes the conducting of either a large

operation which is subject to the requirements of this rule, or a medium

operation under a contingency notification as set forth in subdivision (e),

shall either:

(A)  take the actions specified in Tables 1 and 2 for each applicable
source of fugitive dust within the property lines and shall:

Q) notify the Executive Officer not more than 7 days after
qualifying as a large operation or as a medium operation
under a contingency notification;

(i) include, as part of the notification, the items specified in
subparagraphs (f)(3)(A) and (f) (3)(B);

(i) maintain daily records to document the specific actions

taken;

(iv)  maintain such records for a period of not less than 6
months; and

(v) make such records available to the Executive Officer upon
request; or

(B)  obtain an approved fugitive dust emissions control plan (plan).
Any person subject to paragraph (f)(1) who elects to obtain an approved
fugitive dust emission control plan must submit the plan to the Executive
Officer no later than 30 days after the activity becomes a large operation.
Any plan prepared pursuant to subparagraph (f)(1)(B) shall include:

(A)  The name(s), address(es), and phone number(s) of the person(s)
responsible for the preparation, submittal, and implementation of
the plan;

(B) A description of the operation(s), including a map depicting the
location of the site;

(C) A listing of all sources of fugitive dust emissions within the
property lines;

(D) A description of the required control measures as applied to each
of the sources identified in subparagraph (f)(3)(C). The
description must be sufficiently detailed to demonstrate that the
applicable best available control measures or reasonably available
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(4)

()

(6)

(7)

control measures will be utilized and/or installed during all periods
of active operations.

In the event that there are special technical (e.g., non-economic)
circumstances, including safety, which prevent the use of at least one of
the required control measure for any of the sources identified in
subparagraph (f)(3)(C), a justification statement must be provided in lieu
of the description required in subparagraph (f)(3)(D). The justification
statement must explain the reason(s) why the required control measures
cannot be implemented.

Within 30 calendar days of the receipt of a plan submitted pursuant to

subparagraph (f)(1)(B), the Executive Officer will either approve,

conditionally approve, or disapprove the plan , in writing. For a plan to be
approved or conditionally approved, three conditions must be satisfied:

(A)  All sources of fugitive dust emissions must be identified (e.g.,
earth-moving, storage piles, vehicular traffic on unpaved roads,
etc.).

(B)  For each source identified, at least one of the required control
measures must be implemented, or an acceptable justification
statement pursuant to paragraph (f)(4) must be provided; and

(C) I, after implementation of the required control measures, visible
dust emissions are crossing the property line(s), then high wind
measures (e.g., increased watering) must be specified for
immediate implementation.

Conditional approval will be made if conditions are met, but the stated
measures do not satisfactorily conform to the guidance contained in the
applicable Rule 403 Implementation Handbook. If a plan is conditionally
approved, the conditions necessary to modify the plan will be provided in
writing to the person(s) identified in subparagraph (f)(3)(A). Such
modifications must be incorporated into the plan within 30 days of the
receipt of the notice of conditional approval, or the plan shall be
disapproved. A letter to the Executive Officer stating that such
modifications will be incorporated into the plan shall be deemed sufficient
to result in approval of the plan.

If a plan is disapproved by the Executive Officer:

(A)  The reasons for disapproval shall be given to the applicant in
writing.
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(9)
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(B)  Within 7 days of the receipt of a notice of a disapproved plan, the
applicant shall comply with the actions specified in Tables 1 and 2
for each applicable source of fugitive dust within the property
lines.

(C)  The applicant may resubmit a plan at any time after receiving a
disapproval notification, but will not be relieved of complying with
subparagraph (f)(7)(B) until such time as the plan has been
approved.

Failure to comply with any of the provisions in an approved or

conditionally approved plan shall be a violation of subdivision (f).

Any approved plan shall be valid for a period of one year from the date of

approval or conditional approval of the plan. Plans must be resubmitted

annually, at least 60 days prior to the expiration date, or the plan shall
become disapproved as of the expiration date. If all fugitive dust sources
and corresponding control measures or special circumstances remain
identical to those identified in the previously approved plan, the

resubmittal may contain a simple statement of no-change. Otherwise, a

resubmittal must contain all the items specified in subparagraphs (f)(3)(A

through D).

Any person subject to the requirements of paragraph (f)(1) who no longer

exceeds, and does not expect to exceed for a period of at least one year,

the criteria for a large operation or a medium operation under a

contingency notification may request a reclassification as a non-large

operation not subject to subparagraph (f). To obtain this reclassification, a

person must submit a request in writing to the Executive Officer

specifying the conditions which have taken place to reduce the disturbed
surface area and/or the earth-moving or throughput conditions to levels
below the criteria for large operations. A person must further indicate that
the criteria for large operations are not expected to be exceeded during the
subsequent 12-month period. The Executive Officer shall either approve
or disapprove the reclassification within 60 days from receipt of the
reclassification request. The Executive Officer will disapprove the request
if the indicated changes can not be verified to be below the criteria for
large operations or a medium operation under a contingency notification.

If approved, the person shall be relieved of all requirements under

subdivision (f). Any person so reclassified would again be subject to the
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(9)

(h)

requirements of subdivision (f) if at any time subsequent to the
reclassification the criteria for large operations or a medium operation
under a contingency notification are met.

(11) A person responsible for more than one operation subject to subparagraph
(F) at non-contiguous sites may submit one plan covering multiple sites
provided that:

(A)  the contents of the plan apply similarly to all sites; and

(B)  specific information is provided for each site, including, map of
site location, address, description of operations, and a listing of all
sources of fugitive dust emissions within the property lines.

Compliance Schedule

All the newly amended provisions of this rule shall become effective upon
adoption of this Rule Amendment. Pursuant to subdivision (f), any fugitive dust
emission control plan which has been approved or conditionally approved prior to
the date of adoption of these amendments shall remain in effect and the plan
approval date and annual resubmittal date shall remain unchanged. If any
changes to such plans are necessary as a result of these amendments, such
changes shall not be required until the annual resubmittal date, pursuant to

paragraph (f)(9).

Exemptions
1) The provisions of this rule shall not apply to:
(A)  Agricultural operations outside the boundaries of the South Coast
Air Basin, agricultural operations directly related to the raising of
fowls or animals, and agricultural operations conducted within the
boundaries of the South Coast Air Basin provided that the
combined disturbed surface area within one continuous property
line and not separated by a paved public road is 10 acres or less.
(B)  Agricultural operations within the South Coast Air Basin, until
June 30, 1999, whose combined disturbed surface area includes
more than 10 acres. All provisions of this Rule shall become
applicable to agricultural operations exceeding 10 acres beginning
July 1, 1999, excluding those listed in (h)(1)(A), unless the person
responsible for such operations voluntarily implements the
conservation practices contained in the most recent Rule 403
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Agricultural Handbook, now or hereafter adopted by the
Governing Board. The person responsible for such operations
must complete and maintain the self-monitoring form documenting
sufficient conservation practices, as described in the Rule 403
Agricultural Handbook, and must make it available to the
Executive Officer upon request.
Any disturbed surface area less than one-half (1/2) acre on
property zoned for residential uses.
Active operations conducted during emergency life-threatening
situations, or in conjunction with any officially declared disaster or
state of emergency.
Active operations conducted by essential service utilities to
provide electricity, natural gas, telephone, water and sewer during
periods of service outages and emergency disruptions.
Any contractor subsequent to the time the contract ends, provided
that such contractor implemented the required control measures
during the contractual period.
Any grading contractor, for a phase of active operations,
subsequent to the contractual completion of that phase of earth-
moving activities, provided that the required control measures
have been implemented during the entire phase of earth-moving
activities, through and including five days after the final grading
inspection.

Weed abatement operations ordered by a county agricultural

commissioner or any state, county, or municipal fire department,

provided that:

Q) mowing, cutting or other similar process is used which
maintains weed stubble at least three inches above the soil;
or

(i) any discing or similar operation which cuts into and
disturbs the soil is used and meets the following conditions:
[a] A determination is made by the issuing agency of

the weed abatement order that, due to fire hazard
conditions, rocks, or other physical obstructions, it
IS not practical to meet the conditions specified in
clause (h)(1)(H)(i); and

403-11



Rule 403 (Cont.)

)

(A)

(B)

(Amended December 11, 1998)

[b] Such determination is made in writing and provided
to the person conducting the weed abatement
operation prior to beginning such activity; and

[c] Such written determination is provided to the
Executive Officer upon request from the person
conducting the weed abatement operation.

(Note: The provisions of clause (h)(1)(H)(ii) do not exempt

the owner of any property from controlling fugitive dust

emissions emanating from disturbed surface areas which
have been created as a result of the weed abatement
actions.)

sandblasting operations.
2 The provisions of paragraphs (d)(1) and (d)(4) shall not apply:
When wind gusts exceed 25 miles per hour, provided that:

(i)

(i)

(iii)

The required control measures for high wind conditions are
implemented for each applicable fugitive dust source type,
as specified in Table 1, and;

Records are maintained in accordance with clauses
(@A), (F(2)(A)(v) and (f)(1)(A)(v); and

In the event there are technical (e.g., non-economic)
reasons, including safety, why any of the required control
measures in Table 1 cannot be implemented for one or
more fugitive dust source categories, a person submits a
"High Wind Fugitive Dust Control Plan™ (HW-Plan). The
HW-Plan must further provide an alternative measure of
fugitive dust control, if technically feasible. Such plan will
be subject to the same approval conditions as specified in
subparagraphs (f)(5) and (f)(6).

To unpaved roads, provided such roads:

(i)

(i)
(iii)

are used solely for the maintenance of wind-generating

equipment; or

are unpaved public alleys as defined in Rule 1186; or

meet all of the following criteria:

@) are less than 50 feet in width at all points along the
road;

(b) are within 25 feet of the property line; and
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(©) have a traffic volume less than 20 vehicle-trips per
day.
To any active operation, open storage pile, or disturbed surface
area for which necessary fugitive dust preventive or mitigative
actions are in conflict with the federal Endangered Species Act.
To non-routine or emergency maintenance of flood control
channels and water spreading basins.

The provisions of paragraphs (d)(1), (d)(2), and (d)(4) shall not apply to:

(A)

(B)

Blasting operations which have been permitted by the California
Division of Industrial Safety; and

Motion picture, television, and video production activities when
dust emissions are required for visual effects. In order to obtain
this exemption, the Executive Officer must receive notification in
writing at least 72 hours in advance of any such activity and no
nuisance results from such activity.

The provisions of paragraph (d)(4) shall not apply if the dust control
actions, as specified in Table 2, are implemented on a routine basis for
each applicable fugitive dust source type. To qualify for this exemption, a
person must:

(A)

(B)
(©)

maintain records to document the dates of active operations, all
applicable fugitive dust source types, and the actions taken
consistent with Table 2;

retain such records for a period of at least six months; and

make such records available to the Executive Officer upon request.

The provisions of paragraph (d)(5) shall not apply to earth coverings of
public paved roadways where such coverings are approved by a local
government agency for the protection of the roadway, and where such
coverings are used as roadway crossings for haul vehicles.

The provisions of subdivision (f) shall not apply to:

(A)

(B)

officially-designated public parks and recreational areas, including
national parks, national monuments, national forests, state parks,
state recreational areas, and county regional parks;

any construction and/or earth-moving activity in which the
completion date is expected to be less than 60 days after the
beginning date. To qualify for this exemption, a person must:
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Fees

1)

()

©)

Q) notify the Executive Officer not more than 7 days after
qualifying as a large operation or a medium operation
under a contingency notification;

(i) include, as part of the notification, the items specified in
subparagraphs (f)(3)(A) and (f)(3)(B); and

(iii)  take the actions specified in Tables 1 and 2 at such time as
the construction and/or earth-moving activities extend more
than 60 days after qualifying as a large operation or a
medium operation under a contingency notification.

(C) any large operation or a medium operation under a contingency
notification which is required to submit a dust control plan to any
city or county government which has adopted a District-approved
dust control ordinance. To qualify for this exemption, a person
must submit a copy of the city- or county-approved dust control
plan to the Executive Officer within 30 days of the effective date
of this rule or within 30 days of receiving approval from the city or
county government, whichever is later.

(D) any large operation or a medium operation under a contingency
notification subject to Rule 1158, which has an approved dust
control plan pursuant to Rule 1158, provided that all sources of
fugitive dust are included in the Rule 1158 plan.

Any person subject to a plan submittal pursuant to subparagraph (f)(1)(B)
or clause (h)(2)(A)(iii) or subparagraph (h)(1)(B) shall be assessed
applicable filing and evaluation fees pursuant to Rule 306. Any person
who simultaneously submits a plan pursuant to subparagraph (f)(1)(B) and
clause (h)(2)(A)(iii) shall, for the purpose of this rule, be deemed to
submit one plan.

The submittal of an annual statement of no-change, pursuant to paragraph
(H(9), shall not be considered as an annual review, and therefore shall not
be subject to annual review fees, pursuant to Rule 306.

The owner/operator of any facility for which the Executive Officer
conducts upwind/downwind monitoring for PM1q pursuant to paragraph
(d)(4) shall be assessed applicable Ambient Air Analysis Fees pursuant to
Rule 304.1. Applicable fees shall be waived for any facility which is
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exempted from paragraph (d)(4) or meets the requirements of paragraph

(d)(4).
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TABLE 1

BEST [REASONABLY] AVAILABLE CONTROL MEASURES FOR HIGH
WIND CONDITIONS

FUGITIVE DUST

SOURCE CONTROL MEASURES
CATEGORY
Earth-moving (1A) Cease all active operations; OR
(2A) Apply water to soil not more than 15 minutes prior to
moving such soil.
Disturbed surface (0B) On the last day of active operations prior to a
areas weekend, holiday, or any other period when active
operations will not occur for not more than four
consecutive days: apply water with a mixture of
chemical stabilizer diluted to not less than 1/20 of the
concentration required to maintain a stabilized
surface for a period of six months; OR
(1B) Apply chemical stabilizers prior to wind event; OR
(2B) Apply water to all unstabilized disturbed areas 3
times per day. If there is any evidence of wind driven
fugitive dust, watering frequency is increased to a
minimum of four times per day; OR
(3B) Take the actions specified in Table 2, Item (3c); OR
(4B) Utilize any combination of control actions (1B),
(2B), and (3B) such that, in total, these actions apply
to all disturbed surface areas.
Unpaved roads (1C) Apply chemical stabilizers prior to wind event; OR
(2C) Apply water twice [once] per hour during active
operation; OR
(3C) Stop all vehicular traffic.
Open storage piles (1D) Apply water twice [once] per hour; OR
(2D) Install temporary coverings.
Paved road track-out (1E) Cover all haul vehicles; OR
(2E) Comply with the vehicle freeboard requirements of
Section 23114 of the California Vehicle Code for
both public and private roads.
All Categories (IF) Any other control measures approved by the

Executive Officer and the U.S. EPA as equivalent to
the methods specified in Table 1 may be used.

" Measures in [brackets] are reasonably available control measures and only apply to
sources not within the South Coast Air Basin.
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TABLE 2
DUST CONTROL ACTIONS FOR EXEMPTION FROM PARAGRAPH (d)(3)"

FUGITIVE DUST

SOURCE CATEGORY CONTROL ACTIONS

Earth-moving (except (1a) Maintain soil moisture content at a minimum of
construction cutting and 12 percent, as determined by ASTM method D-
filling areas, and mining 2216, or other equivalent method approved by
operations) the Executive Officer, the California Air

Resources Board, and the U.S. EPA. Two soil
moisture evaluations must be conducted during
the first three hours of active operations during a
calendar day, and two such evaluations each
subsequent four-hour period of active operations;
OR

(1a-1) For any earth-moving which is more than 100
feet from all property lines, conduct watering as
necessary to prevent visible dust emissions from
exceeding 100 feet in length in any direction.

Earth-moving: (1b) Maintain soil moisture content at a minimum of
Construction fill areas: 12 percent, as determined by ASTM method D-
2216, or other equivalent method approved by
the Executive Officer, the California Air
Resources Board, and the U.S. EPA. For areas
which have an optimum moisture content for
compaction of less than 12 percent, as
determined by ASTM Method 1557 or other
equivalent method approved by the Executive
Officer and the California Air Resources Board
and the U.S. EPA, complete the compaction
process as expeditiously as possible after
achieving at least 70 percent of the optimum soil
moisture content. Two soil moisture evaluations
must be conducted during the first three hours of
active operations during a calendar day, and two
such evaluations during each subsequent four-
hour period of active operations.

" Measures in [brackets] are reasonably available control measures and only apply to
sources not within the South Coast Air Basin.
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Rule 403 (Cont.)

(Amended December 11, 1998)

TABLE 2 (Continued)”

FUGITIVE DUST
SOURCE CATEGORY

CONTROL ACTIONS

Earth-moving:
Construction cut areas
and mining operations:

(1¢) Conduct watering as necessary to prevent visible
emissions from extending more than 100 feet beyond
the active cut or mining area unless the area is
inaccessible to watering vehicles due to slope
conditions or other safety factors.

Disturbed surface areas
(except completed
grading areas)

(2a/b) Apply dust suppression in sufficient quantity and
frequency to maintain a stabilized surface. Any
areas which cannot be stabilized, as evidenced by
wind driven fugitive dust must have an application
of water at least twice per day to at least 80 [70]
percent of the unstabilized area.

Disturbed surface
areas: Completed
grading areas

(2c)  Apply chemical stabilizers within five working days
of grading completion; OR

(2d)  Take actions (3a) or (3c) specified for inactive
disturbed surface areas.

Inactive disturbed
surface areas

(3a)  Apply water to at least 80 [70] percent of all inactive
disturbed surface areas on a daily basis when there is
evidence of wind driven fugitive dust, excluding any
areas which are inaccessible to watering vehicles
due to excessive slope or other safety conditions;
OR

(3b)  Apply dust suppressants in sufficient quantity and
frequency to maintain a stabilized surface; OR

(3¢c) Establish a vegetative ground cover within 21 [30]
days after active operations have ceased. Ground
cover must be of sufficient density to expose less
than 30 percent of unstabilized ground within 90
days of planting, and at all times thereafter; OR

(3d)  Utilize any combination of control actions (3a), (3b),
and (3c) such that, in total, these actions apply to all
inactive disturbed surface areas.

" Measures in [brackets] are reasonably available control measures and only apply to
sources not within the South Coast Air Basin.
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Rule 403 (Cont.)

(Amended December 11, 1998)

TABLE 2 (Continued)”

FUGITIVE DUST
SOURCE CATEGORY

CONTROL ACTIONS

Unpaved Roads

(42)

(4b)

(4c)

Water all roads used for any vehicular traffic at
least once per every two hours of active
operations [3 times per normal 8 hour work day];
OR

Water all roads used for any vehicular traffic
once daily and restrict vehicle speeds to 15 miles
per hour; OR

Apply a chemical stabilizer to all unpaved road
surfaces in sufficient quantity and frequency to
maintain a stabilized surface.

Open storage piles

(5a)
(5b)

(5¢)
(5d)

Apply chemical stabilizers; OR

Apply water to at least 80 [70] percent of the
surface area of all open storage piles on a daily
basis when there is evidence of wind driven
fugitive dust; OR

Install temporary coverings; OR

Install a three-sided enclosure with walls with no
more than 50 percent porosity which extend, at a
minimum, to the top of the pile.

All Categories

(6a)

Any other control measures approved by the
Executive Officer and the U.S. EPA as
equivalent to the methods specified in Table 2
may be used.

" Measures in [brackets] are reasonably available control measures and only apply to
sources not within the South Coast Air Basin.

403-19




Rule 403 (Cont.) (Amended December 11, 1998)

TABLE 3
TRACK-OUT CONTROL OPTIONS
PARAGRAPH (d)(5)(B)

CONTROL OPTIONS

1)

Pave or apply chemical stabilization at sufficient concentration and frequency to
maintain a stabilized surface starting from the point of intersection with the
public paved surface, and extending for a centerline distance of at least 100 feet
and a width of at least 20 feet.

)

Pave from the point of intersection with the public paved road surface, and
extending for a centerline distance of at least 25 feet and a width of at least 20
feet, and install a track-out control device immediately adjacent to the paved
surface such that exiting vehicles do not travel on any unpaved road surface after
passing through the track-out control device.

(3)

Any other control measures approved by the Executive Officer and the U.S. EPA
as equivalent to the methods specified in Table 3 may be used.
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Summer

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2011.1.1 Date: 11/9/2011

Pointview
South Coast AQMD Air District, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric
City Park 26 Acre
Golf Course 25 Acre
Racquet Club 1 1000sqft
User Defined Recreational 2 User Defined Unit

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

Climate Zone 8 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 31
Project Characteristics -

Land Use - User Defined Recreational is Event Garden, which combines with the golf course to occupy less than 5 acres.
City Park = avocade, vineyard, citrus, olives, and vegetable garden.
Construction Phase - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions
Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions
Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions
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Trips and VMT - Initial planting would require temporary increase in number of on-site employees to 10-20 people at a AVR of 1.135.

Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Summer

Grading - Driveway is 1880ft long by 20ft wide (37600 sq ft) with no import/export of materials.

Vehicle Trips - See Traffic Study
Saturday and Sunday rates are assumed to be the same
Racquet Club only for energy usage factors. No mobile trips associated.

Energy Use -

Solid Waste - Assumed Event Garden generates same solid waste as golf course

Land Use Change -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

—
PM2.5

ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugmve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust Bio- CO2 J NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
e — — I —

Area 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Energy 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
Mobile 2.57 6.93 27.63 0.04 4.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33 4,299.62 0.23 4,304.55

— e e e
Total 2.60 6.94 27.63 0.04 4.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33 4,306.60 0.23 0.00 4,311.57
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day

Area 0.(?3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Summer

Mobile 257 6.93 27.63 0.04 4.60 0.28 4388 0.07 0.26 0.33 4,299.62 0.23 4,304.55
Total 2.60 6.94 27.63 0.04 4.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33 4,306.60 0.23 0.00 4,311.57
4.0 Mobile Detalil
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
ROG NOX co 02 Fugtive ] Exnaust JPMIO0 Tol] Fugtve J Exhaust I PM2.5 [ Blo- CO2 JNBio- COZ] Total CO2]  Cha NZ2O Coze
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— - -
Mitigated 257 6.93 27.63 0.04 4.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33 4,299.62 0.23 4,304.55
Unmitigated 257 6.93 27.63 0.04 4.60 0.28 4388 0.07 0.26 0.33 4,299.62 0.23 4,304.55
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
4.2 Trip Summary Information
- -
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
— —
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
City Park 20.80 20.80 20.80 81,216 81,216
Golf Course 13.00 15.00 15.00 52,991 52,991
Racquet Club 0.00 0.00 0.00
E—
User Defined Recreational 280.00 280.00 280.00 1,250,558 1,250,558
-
Total 313.80 315.80 315.80 1,384,766 1,384,766
4.3 Trip Type Information
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Summer

— —
Miles Trip %
Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-Sor C-C H-O or C-NW
City Park 8.90 13.30 7.40 33.00 48.00 19.00
Golf Course 8.90 13.30 7.40 33.00 48.00 19.00
Racquet Club 8.90 13.30 7.40 11.50 69.50 19.00
User Defined Recreational 8.90 13.30 7.40 10.00 80.00 10.00
5.0 Energy Detalil
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
- - I — - -
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
— o e o e — ——
NaturalGas 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
Miligaled
NaturalGas 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
Unmitigated
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO 80-2 Fugﬁve Exhaust §PM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust JPM2.5 Totaljl Bio- CO2 §NBio- CO2[f Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
e
Land Use kBTU Ib/day Ib/day
City Park 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Golf Course 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Summer

Racquet Club 59.2877 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
User Defined 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
Mitigated
NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO 80-2 Fugﬁve Exhaust §PM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust JPM2.5 Totaljl Bio- CO2 JNBio- CO2ff Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU Ib/day Ib/day
City Park 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Golf Course 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
P
Racquet Club 0.0592877 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
User Defined 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Recreational
Total 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
- - ——— —— — - -
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
[ — e I o o e o e —
Mitigated 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Unmitigated 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Summer

I Total I NA I NA I NA I NA I NA I NA I NA I NA I NA I NA I NA I NA I NA I NA

I NA I NA I

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Unmitigated
ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugﬁve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 JNBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
e e e
IArchitectural Coating| 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Consumer Products 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mitigated
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugﬁve Exhaust JPM10 Totaljf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
e e e
IArchitectural Coating| 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Consumer Products 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Summer

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Vegetation
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Winter

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2011.1.1 Date: 11/9/2011

Pointview
South Coast AQMD Air District, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric
City Park 26 Acre
Golf Course 25 Acre
Racquet Club 1 1000sqft
User Defined Recreational 2 User Defined Unit

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

Climate Zone 8 2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 31
Project Characteristics -

Land Use - User Defined Recreational is Event Garden, which combines with the golf course to occupy less than 5 acres.
City Park = avocade, vineyard, citrus, olives, and vegetable garden.
Racquet Club only for energy usage (natural gas, electricity)

Construction Phase - See Construction Assumptions
Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions
Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions
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Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Trips and VMT - Initial planting would require temporary increase in number of on-site employees to 10-20 people at a AVR of 1.135.

Point View Master Use Plan Project

Operational Emissions - Winter

Grading - Driveway is 1880ft long by 20ft wide (37600 sq ft) with no import/export of materials.

Vehicle Trips - See Traffic Study
Saturday and Sunday rates are assumed to be the same
Racquet Club only for energy usage factors. No mobile trips associated.

Energy Use -

Solid Waste - Assumed Event Garden generates same solid waste as golf course

Land Use Change -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugit-ive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2  NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area 0.(?3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
~———
Energy 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
Mobile 2.67 7.56 26.31 0.04 4.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33 3,991.64 0.21 3,996.11
— — e
Total 2.70 7.57 26.31 0.04 4.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33 3,998.62 0.21 0.00 4,003.13
Mitigated Operational
— - — - - — —
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 I NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
- - —— —— ~—
Area 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 I 0.00
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Point View Master Use Plan Project

Operational Emissions - Winter

Energy 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
Mobile 2.67 7.56 26.31 0.04 4.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33 3,991.64 0.21 3,996.11
Total 2.70 757 26.31 0.04 4.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33 3,998.62 0.21 0.00 4,003.13
4.0 Mobile Detail
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
- - I — - -
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 I PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
[ — - - — e =
Mitigated 2.67 7.56 26.31 0.04 4.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33 3,991.64 0.21 3,996.11
Unmitigated 2.67 7.56 26.31 0.04 4.60 0.28 4.88 0.07 0.26 0.33 3,991.64 0.21 3,996.11
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily 7rip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
— —
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
City Park 20.80 20.80 20.80 81,216 81,216
Golf Course 13.00 15.00 15.00 52,991 52,991
Racquet Club 0.00 0.00 0.00
I
User Defined Recreational 280.00 280.00 280.00 1,250,558 1,250,558
-
Total 313.80 315.80 315.80 1,384,766 1,384,766
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4.3 Trip Type Information

Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Winter

— —
Miles Trip %
Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW
City Park 8.90 13.30 7.40 33.00 48.00 19.00
Golf Course 8.90 13.30 7.40 33.00 48.00 19.00
Racquet Club 8.90 13.30 7.40 11.50 69.50 19.00
User Defined Recreational 8.90 13.30 7.40 10.00 80.00 10.00
5.0 Energy Detail
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
- - I — -
ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 J NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
e e e e ——
NaturalGas 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
Mitigated
NaturalGas 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
Unmitigated
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGas Use ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugﬁve Exhaust [JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Totall Eo- CO2 gNBio- CO2Jf Total CO2 5H4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU Ib/day - Io/day
- e e — I e —
City Park 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 I 0.00
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Point View Master Use Plan Project

Operational Emissions - Winter

Golf Course 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Racquet aub 59.2877 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
User Defined 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Recreational
Total 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
Mitigated
- [ - -
NaturalGas Use ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust [[PM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Totalj Bio- CO2 §NBio- CO2Jf Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU Ib/day - Io/day
o — e I e e —
City Park 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Golf Course 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Racquet Club 0.0592877 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
User Defined 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Recreational
Total 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.98 0.00 0.00 7.02
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
- — - E——— — — -
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
e I e e e
Mitigated 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 I 0.00
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Point View Master Use Plan Project

Operational Emissions - Winter

Unmitigated 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugit-ive Exhaust JPM10 Totalff Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2  NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural Coating| 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Consumer Products 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mitigated
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugit-ive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2  NBio- CO2 [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural Coating| 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Consumer Products 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational Emissions - Winter

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Vegetation
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Regional Stationary Emissions Calculations

Point View Master Use Plan Project
Regional and Localized Emissions Calculations (lbs/day)

VOC NOx co SO2 PM10 PM2.5
Regional Project Emissions
Mobile 3 8 28 <1 5 <1
Area <1 17 1 <1 <1 <1
Energy <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Total Project 3 24 29 <1 5 <1
Net Project Emissions
Net Mobile 3 8 28 <1 5 <1
Net Area <1 17 1 <1 <1 <1
Net Energy <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Total Net 3 24 29 <1 5 <1
SCAQMD Significance Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Difference (52) (31) (521) (150) (145) (55)
Significant? No No No No No No
Localized Project Emissions VvOC NOXx co S02 PM10 PM2.5
Area <1 17 1 <1 <1 <1
Energy <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Total <1 17 1 <1 <1 <1
Localized Significance Threshold N/A 98 785 N/A 4 2
Difference N/A (81) (784) N/A (4) (2)
Significant? N/A No No N/A No No

“ Area source emissions are calculated using the CalEEMod emissions model. Area sources include natural gas consumption,
landscape fuel consumption, consumer products and miscellaneous sources (e.g., commercial solvent usage, architectural coatings).

b Stationary source emissions include emissions due to project-related electricity generation. Electricity generation-related emissions
are calculated based on guidance provided in the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook.

¢ The SCAQMD LSTs are based on Source Receptor Area 3 (Southwest Coastal Los Angeles County) for a one-acre site within a 60-
meter receptor distance. One acre is the small project area for which LSTs are provided; the actual operational area at any given

time is likely to be smaller.

Numbers may not add up exactly, due to rounding. Worksheets and modeling output files are provided in Appendix A.

Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2011.

Regional Stationary emissions 12/14/2011



Title Los Angeles County Avg Winter CYr 2022 Default Title

Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Run Date : 2011/11/23 10:13:42

Scen Year: 2022 -- All model years in the range 1978 to 2022 selected
Season : Winter

Area : Los Angeles

AEEAEXEIAKA AL A A A AXT A AL A XA A AX A A XA XA A A XA AKX AL A AAAXAT A AKX AKX A AXA A AKX ALAAAXAAAXAALAAAXAAXAXAAXAAXAXAAAAAXAALAXAAAXKX*X

E k x

Year: 2022 -- Model Years 1978 to 2022 Inclusive -- Winter
Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006

County Average Los Angeles County Average

Table 1: Running Exhaust Emissions (grams/mile)

Pollutant Name: Carbon Monoxide Temperature: 60F Relative Humidity:
50%
Speed

MPH LDA LDT MDT HDT UBUS MCY ALL
3 1.467 2.631 3.618 7.863 20.809 24.532 2.569
4 1.434 2.569 3.552 7.863 20.809 24 .532 2.525
5 1.403 2.509 3.490 7.863 20.809 24.532 2.483
6 1.372 2.451 3.344 7.220 18.994 23.663 2.391
7 1.343 2.396 3.211 6.628 17.378 22.862 2.304
8 1.315 2.342 3.087 6.083 15.936 22.124 2.223
9 1.288 2.291 2.973 5.583 14.648 21.442 2.148
10 1.261 2.241 2.867 5.124 13.495 20.814 2.077
11 1.236 2.194 2.769 4_.705 12.462 20.235 2.010
12 1.211 2.147 2.678 4.324 11.535 19.702 1.948
13 1.187 2.103 2.592 3.978 10.701 19.211 1.889
14 1.164 2.060 2.513 3.666 9.951 18.760 1.835
15 1.141 2.018 2.438 3.387 9.274 18.346 1.783
16 1.119 1.978 2.368 3.140 8.664 17.967 1.735
17 1.098 1.939 2.302 2.923 8.113 17.621 1.691
18 1.078 1.901 2.240 2.736 7.614 17.306 1.649
19 1.058 1.865 2.182 2.570 7.162 17.021 1.609
20 1.038 1.830 2.127 2.473 6.753 16.765 1.575
21 1.020 1.796 2.075 2.384 6.382 16.536 1.542
22 1.001 1.763 2.025 2.301 6.045 16.333 1.510
23 0.984 1.731 1.979 2.225 5.739 16.156 1.480
24 0.967 1.700 1.935 2.154 5.461 16.004 1.451
25 0.950 1.670 1.893 2.089 5.208 15.876 1.424
26 0.934 1.640 1.853 2.029 4.979 15.773 1.398



Title Los Angeles County Avg Winter CYr 2022 Default Title

Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Run Date : 2011/11/23 10:40:37

Scen Year: 2022 -- All model years in the range 1978 to 2022 selected
Season : Winter

Area : Los Angeles

AEEAEXEIAKA AL A A A AXT A AL A XA A AX A A XA XA A A XA AKX AL A AAAXAT A AKX AKX A AXA A AKX ALAAAXAAAXAALAAAXAAXAXAAXAAXAXAAAAAXAALAXAAAXKX*X

E k x

Year: 2022 -- Model Years 1978 to 2022 Inclusive -- Winter
Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006

County Average Los Angeles County Average

Table 1: Running Exhaust Emissions (grams/mile)

Pollutant Name: Carbon Monoxide Temperature: 60F Relative Humidity:
50%

Speed

MPH LDA LDT MDT HDT UBUS MCY ALL
27 0.918 1.612 1.815 1.974 4.771 15.693 1.373
28 0.902 1.585 1.779 1.923 4.581 15.638 1.349
29 0.887 1.558 1.744 1.876 4.410 15.606 1.326
30 0.873 1.532 1.712 1.833 4.255 15.599 1.304
31 0.859 1.507 1.681 1.793 4.114 15.616 1.283
32 0.845 1.483 1.651 1.757 3.987 15.658 1.263
33 0.832 1.460 1.623 1.724 3.874 15.725 1.244
34 0.819 1.437 1.596 1.695 3.772 15.820 1.226
35 0.806 1.414 1.570 1.668 3.681 15.941 1.208
36 0.794 1.393 1.545 1.644 3.600 16.092 1.192
37 0.782 1.372 1.522 1.623 3.529 16.272 1.176
38 0.770 1.352 1.500 1.605 3.468 16.484 1.161
39 0.759 1.332 1.479 1.589 3.416 16.729 1.147
40 0.748 1.313 1.459 1.575 3.372 17.010 1.134



Point View Master Use Plan Project

LOS Analysis
Intersection Level of Service Summary
NP (2022) WP (2022)
Peak LOS Criterial | Criteria 2
No. Intersection Hour V/C Delay LOS V/C Delay | LOS Increase | LOS >=D? | Analyze? | Analyze? | Analyze?
A AM 0.373 D 0.386 D 3.5% Yes Yes No Yes
1 [VviaR Hawth Boul
la Rivera and Hawthorne Boulevard PM_|_ 0.332 C 0.333 C 0.3% No No No No
. AM 0.471 A 0.508 A 7.9% No No No No
2 |Palos V D Hawth Boul
alos Verde Drive and Hawthorne Boulevard oM 045 A 0462 A > 7% NG NG NG No
. . AM 0.294 B 0.336 B 14.3% No No No No
3 |Palos Verde D South dS D
alos Verde Drive (South) and Seacove Drive PM | 00273 B 0.309 B 13.0% No No No No
4 Palos Verde Drive (South) and Wayfarers Chapel AM 0.294 B 0.36 C 22.4% No No No No
Drive PM 0.306 B 0.311 B 1.6% No No No No
5 Palos Verde Drive (South) and Palos Verde Drive AM 0.499 C 0.573 D 14.8% No No Yes Yes
(East) PM 0.516 C 0.528 C 2.3% No No No No
. . . . AM 0.284 A 0.326 B 14.8% No No No No
6 |Palos Verde Drive (South) and Point View Driveway oM 0277 A 0346 5 >7.9% No No No No
The SCAQMD recommends performing a CO hotspots analysis if the volume to
capacity ratio increases by two percent or more as a result of a proposed project for
intersections rated D or worse or if the LOS declines from C to D.
Criteria 1 = LOS D + V/C increase >= 2%
Criteria2=LOS CtoD
LOS Analysis (112111) 12/1/2011




Point View Master Use Plan Project
CALINE4 Modeling Results and Estimated Local 1-Hour Carbon Monoxide Concentrations (ppm)

Projected Background 1-Hour CO Concentrations (ppm) ?

Monitoring Station: Hawthorne

Year 1-Hr Concentration
2012 7.3
Future Without Project Future With Project
Intersection Estimated Estimated Exceedance of
and Traffic CO Local CO Traffic CO Local CO Significance
Receptor Locations Contribution ® Concentration © Contribution Concentration © Threshold ¢

VIA RIVERA AND HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD
NE 0.6 7.9 0.6 7.9 NO
SE 0.6 7.9 0.6 7.9 NO
sSw 0.5 7.8 0.5 7.8 NO
NW 0.7 8.0 0.7 8.0 NO
VIA RIVERA AND HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD
NE 0.5 7.8 0.5 7.8 NO
SE 0.5 7.8 0.5 7.8 NO
SW 0.5 7.8 0.5 7.8 NO
NW 0.6 7.9 0.6 7.9 NO
PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST
NE 0.7 8.0 0.5 7.8 NO
SE 0.6 7.9 0.5 7.8 NO
SW 0.6 7.9 0.6 7.9 NO
NW 0.6 7.9 0.5 7.8 NO
PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST
NE 0.6 7.9 0.5 7.8 NO
SE 0.6 7.9 0.5 7.8 NO
SW 0.5 7.8 0.5 7.8 NO
NW 0.5 7.8 0.5 7.8 NO
0
NE 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO
SE 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO
SW 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO
NW 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO
0
NE 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO
SE 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO
SW 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO
NW 0.0 7.3 0.0 7.3 NO

a Based on guidance provided by the AQMD Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook.
b The 1-hour traffic contribution (ppm) is determined by inputing total traffic volumes into the CALINE4 model.

¢ The estimated local concentration is the traffic contribution + the background concentration.
d The California Ambient Air Quality Standard for 1-hour CO concentrations is 20 ppm.

CO Summary 1-Hour

12/1/2011



Point View Master Use Plan Project
CALINE4 Modeling Results and Estimated Local 8-Hour Carbon Monoxide Concentrations (ppm)

Projected Background 8-Hour CO Concentrations (ppm)*®

Monitoring Station: Hawthorne

Average Persistence Factor =

0.70

Year 8-Hr Concentration
2012 6.1
Future Without Project Future With Project
Intersection Estimated Estimated Exceedance of
and Traffic CO Local CO Traffic CO Local CO Significance
Receptor Locations Contribution” Concentration ® Contribution” Concentration ® Threshold ¢

VIA RIVERA AND HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD
NE 0.4 6.45 0.3 6.38 NO
SE 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
Sw 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
NW 0.4 6.45 0.4 6.45 NO
VIA RIVERA AND HAWTHORNE BOULEVARD
NE 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
SE 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
SW 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
NW 0.4 6.45 0.4 6.45 NO
PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST
NE 0.4 6.45 0.3 6.38 NO
SE 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
Sw 0.4 6.45 0.3 6.38 NO
NW 0.4 6.45 0.3 6.38 NO
PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST
NE 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
SE 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
Sw 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
NW 0.3 6.38 0.3 6.38 NO
0
NE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
Sw 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
NW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
0
NE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
NW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
0
NE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
NW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
0
NE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SwW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
NW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
0
NE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
Sw 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
NW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
0
NE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SE 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
SW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO
NW 0.0 6.1 0.0 6.1 NO

a Based on guidance provided by the AQMD Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook.

b The persistence factor is calculated as recommended in Table B.15 in theTransportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol(Institute of Transportation Studies, UC
Davis, Revised 1997). This is a generalized persistence factor likely to provide a conservative estimate in most situations.

¢ The estimated local concentration is the traffic contribution + the background concentration.

d The California Ambient Air Quality Standard for 8-hour CO concentrations is 9 ppm.

CO Summary 8-Hour

12/1/2011



CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 1

JOB: PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST AM NO PROJECT

RUN: (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

1. SITE VARIABLES

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 0. (FT)
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .0 CM/S
CLAS= 7 () VS= .0 CM/S
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= .0 PPM
SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C)

11. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (FT) * EF H W
DESCRIPTION * X1 Y1 X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (FT) (FT)
* *

A. NF * 15 -1500 15 -500 * AG 568 2.8 0 50.0
B. NA * 15 -500 15 0* AG 568 3.9 0 33.0
C. ND * 15 0 15 500 * AG 568 3.0 0 33.0
D. NE * 15 500 15 1500 * AG 568 2.8 0 50.0
E. SF * _-15 1500 -15 500 * AG 529 2.8 0 50.0
F. SA * -15 500 -15 0* AG 529 3.9 0 33.0
G. SD * 15 0 -15 -500 * AG 529 3.0 0 33.0
H. SE * _15 -500 -15 -1500 * AG 529 2.8 0 50.0
1. WF * 1500 8 500 8 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
J. WA * 500 8 0 8 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
K. WD * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
L. WE * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
M. EF * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
N. EA * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
0. ED * 0 -8 500 -8 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
P. EE * 500 -8 1500 -8 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
Q. NL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
R. SL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
S. WL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
T. EL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0

111. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

COORDINATES (FT)
RECEPTOR X Y Z

* X %
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MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE )
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MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE)
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CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 6

JOB: PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST AM NO PROJECT
RUN: .0O0O000OE+00
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

1. SITE VARIABLES

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 0. (FT)
BRG= .0 DEGREES VD= .0 CM/S
CLAS= 7 (G) VS= .0 CM/S
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= .0 PPM
SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C)

11. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (FT) * EF H w

DESCRIPTION * X1 YL X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (FT) (FT)
________________ D
A. NF * 15 -1500 15 -500 * AG 568 2.8 0 50.0
B. NA * 15 -500 15 0* AG 568 3.9 0 33.0
C. ND * 15 0O 15 500 * AG 568 3.0 0 33.0
D. NE * 15 500 15 1500 * AG 568 2.8 0 50.0
E. SF * _15 1500 -15 500 * AG 529 2.8 0 50.0
F. SA * _15 500 -15 0* AG 529 3.9 0 33.0
G. SD *  _15 0 -15 -500 * AG 529 3.0 0 33.0
H. SE * _15 -500 -15 -1500 * AG 529 2.8 0 50.0
1. WF * 1500 8 500 8 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
J. WA * 500 8 0 8 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
K. WD * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
L. WE * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
M. EF * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
N. EA * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
0. ED * 0O -8 500 -8* AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
P. EE * 500 -8 1500 -8 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
Q. NL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
R. SL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
S. WL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
T. EL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0

I11. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

*  COORDINATES (FT)

RECEPTOR * X Y z
____________ *_
1. NE3 * 40 25 6.0
2. SE3 * 40  -25 6.0
3. SW3 * 40 -25 6.0
4. NW3 *  _40 25 6.0
5. NE7 * 53 38 6.0
6. SE7 * 53 -38 6.0
7. SW7 * .53  -38 6.0
8. NW7 * 53 38 6.0
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CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 1

JOB: PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST AM WITH
PROJECT
RUN: (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

I. SITE VARIABLES

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 0. (F)
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .0 CM/S
CLAS= 7 (G) VS= .0 CM/S
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= .0 PPM
SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C)

11. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (FT) * EF H w

DESCRIPTION * X1 YL X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (FT) (FT)
________________ K e e e e — — ——————_—
A. NF * 15 -1500 15 -500 * AG 582 2.8 0 50.0
B. NA * 15 -500 15 0* AG 582 3.9 0 33.0
C. ND * 15 0O 15 500 * AG 679 3.0 0 33.0
D. NE * 15 500 15 1500 * AG 679 2.8 0 50.0
E. SF * _15 1500 -15 500 * AG 541 2.8 0 50.0
F. SA * _15 500 -15 0* AG 541 3.9 0 33.0
G. SD *  _15 0 -15 -500 * AG 541 3.0 0 33.0
H. SE * _15 -500 -15 -1500 * AG 541 2.8 0 50.0
1. WF * 1500 8 500 8 * AG 102 2.8 0 35.0
J. WA * 500 8 0 8 * AG 102 6.3 0 33.0
K. WD * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
L. WE * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
M. EF * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
N. EA * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
0. ED * 0O -8 500 -8 * AG 5 6.3 0 33.0
P. EE * 500 -8 1500 -8 * AG 5 2.8 0 35.0
Q. NL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
R. SL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
S. WL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
T. EL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
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CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 4

JOB: PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST AM WITH
PROJECT

RUN: .00000OE+00
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

1. SITE VARIABLES

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 0. (FT)
BRG= .0 DEGREES VD= .0 CM/S
CLAS= 7 (G) VS= .0 CM/S
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= .0 PPM
SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C)

11. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (FT) * EF H w
DESCRIPTION * X1 YL X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (FT) (FT)
* *

A. NF * 15 -1500 15 -500 * AG 582 2.8 0 50.0
B. NA * 15 -500 15 0* AG 582 3.9 0 33.0
C. ND * 15 0O 15 500 * AG 679 3.0 0 33.0
D. NE * 15 500 15 1500 * AG 679 2.8 0 50.0
E. SF * _15 1500 -15 500 * AG 541 2.8 0 50.0
F. SA * _15 500 -15 0* AG 541 3.9 0 33.0
G. SD *  _15 0 -15 -500 * AG 541 3.0 0 33.0
H. SE * _15 -500 -15 -1500 * AG 541 2.8 0 50.0
1. WF * 1500 8 500 8 * AG 102 2.8 0 35.0
J. WA * 500 8 0 8 * AG 102 6.3 0 33.0
K. WD * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
L. WE * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
M. EF * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
N. EA * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
0. ED * 0O -8 500 -8* AG 5 6.3 0 33.0
P. EE * 500 -8 1500 -8 * AG 5 2.8 0 35.0
Q. NL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
R. SL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
S. WL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
T. EL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0



I11. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

* COORDINATES (FT)

RECEPTOR * X Y Z
———————————— *—————————————————————
1. NE3 * 40 25 6.0
2. SE3 * 40 -25 6.0
3. SW3 * -40 -25 6.0
4. NW3 * -40 25 6.0
5. NE7 * 53 38 6.0
6. SE7 * 53 -38 6.0
7. SW7 * -53 -38 6.0
8. Nw7 * -53 38 6.0

IV. MODEL RESULTS (PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.)

* PRED * CONC/LINK

* CONC * (PPM)
RECEPTOR * (PPM) * A B C D E F G H [ J

* *
1. NE3 * 2* 0 0 .0 .1 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 * 3~ 0 0 .0 .1 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
3. SW3 * 2* 0 0 .0 .0 0 .1 0 .0 .0 .0
4. NW3 * 2* 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
5. NE7 * 1* O0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
6. SE7 * 2* 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
7. SW7 * 1* 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
8. NW7 * 1* 0 0 .0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0

IV. MODEL RESULTS (PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.) (CONT.)

* CONC/L INK

* (PPM)
RECEFTOR * K L M N O P Q@ R S T
____________ *__________________________________________________
1. NE3 * 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 = o0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
3. SwW3 * 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
4. NW3 = o0 .0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
5. NE7 * 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
6. SE7 * 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
7. SW7 * 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
8. NW7 * 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0



CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
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JOB: PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST PM NO
PROJECT

RUN: (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

1. SITE VARIABLES

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 0. (FT)
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .0 CM/S
CLAS= 7 (G) VS= .0 CM/S
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= .0 PPM
SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C)

11. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (FT) * EF H w
DESCRIPTION * X1 YL X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (FT) (FT)
* *

A. NF * 15 -1500 15 -500 * AG 537 2.8 0 50.0
B. NA * 15 -500 15 0* AG 537 3.9 0 33.0
C. ND * 15 0 15 500 * AG 537 3.0 0 33.0
D. NE * 15 500 15 1500 * AG 537 2.8 0 50.0
E. SF * _15 1500 -15 500 * AG 613 2.8 0 50.0
F. SA * _15 500 -15 0* AG 613 3.9 0 33.0
G. SD *  _15 0 -15 -500 * AG 613 3.0 0 33.0
H. SE * _15 -500 -15 -1500 * AG 613 2.8 0 50.0
1. WF * 1500 8 500 8 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
J. WA * 500 8 0 8 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
K. WD * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
L. WE * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
M. EF * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
N. EA * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
0. ED * 0O -8 500 -8* AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
P. EE * 500 -8 1500 -8 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
Q. NL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
R. SL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
S. WL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
T. EL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0



I11. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

* COORDINATES (FT)

RECEPTOR * X Y Z
———————————— *—————————————————————
1. NE3 * 40 25 6.0
2. SE3 * 40 -25 6.0
3. SW3 * -40 -25 6.0
4. NW3 * -40 25 6.0
5. NE7 * 53 38 6.0
6. SE7 * 53 -38 6.0
7. SW7 * -53 -38 6.0
8. Nw7 * -53 38 6.0

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE )

* * PRED * CONC/LINK
* BRG * CONC * (PPM)
RECEPTOR * (DEG) * (PPM) * A B C D E F G H
* * *
1. NE3 * 185. * 5* 0 3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .1
2. SE3 * 185. * 5* 0 3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .1
3. SwW3 * 5. * 6* 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .3 .0 .0
4. NW3 * 5. * 5* 0 0 .0 .1 .0 .3 .0 .0
5. NE7 * 186. * 4% 0 .2 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
6. SE7 * 354, * 4* 0 0 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
7. Sw7 - 4* 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .2 .0 .0
8. NW7 * 6. * 4* 0 0 .0 .1 .0 .2 .0 .0
IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) (CONT.)
* CONC/LINK
* (PPM)
RECEPTOR  * | J K L M N O P Q R S T
*
1. NE3 * o0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 *~ o0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
3. SW3 * o0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
4. NW3 *~ o0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
5. NE7 * o0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
6. SE7 * o0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
7. SW7 *~ o0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
8. NW7 * o0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0



CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
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JOB: PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST PM NO
PROJECT

RUN: .00000OE+00
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

1. SITE VARIABLES

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 0. (FT)
BRG= .0 DEGREES VD= .0 CM/S
CLAS= 7 (G) VS= .0 CM/S
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= .0 PPM
SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C)

11. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (FT) * EF H w
DESCRIPTION * X1 YL X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (FT) (FT)
* *

A. NF * 15 -1500 15 -500 * AG 537 2.8 0 50.0
B. NA * 15 -500 15 0* AG 537 3.9 0 33.0
C. ND * 15 0 15 500 * AG 537 3.0 0 33.0
D. NE * 15 500 15 1500 * AG 537 2.8 0 50.0
E. SF * _15 1500 -15 500 * AG 613 2.8 0 50.0
F. SA * _15 500 -15 0* AG 613 3.9 0 33.0
G. SD *  _15 0 -15 -500 * AG 613 3.0 0 33.0
H. SE * _15 -500 -15 -1500 * AG 613 2.8 0 50.0
1. WF * 1500 8 500 8 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
J. WA * 500 8 0 8 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
K. WD * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
L. WE * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
M. EF * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
N. EA * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
0. ED * 0O -8 500 -8* AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
P. EE * 500 -8 1500 -8 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
Q. NL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
R. SL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
S. WL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
T. EL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0



111. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

* COORDINATES (FT)

RECEPTOR * X Y Z
———————————— *—————————————————————
1. NE3 * 40 25 6.0
2. SE3 * 40 -25 6.0
3. SW3 * -40 -25 6.0
4. NW3 * -40 25 6.0
5. NE7 * 53 38 6.0
6. SE7 * 53 -38 6.0
7. SW7 * -53 -38 6.0
8. Nw7 * -53 38 6.0

IV. MODEL RESULTS (PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.)

* PRED * CONC/LINK

* CONC * (PPM)
RECEPTOR * (PPM) * A B C D E F G H [ J

* *
1. NE3 * 2* 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 * 2* 0 0 .0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
3. SW3 * 3* 0 0 .0 .0 0 .1 0 .0 .0 .0
4. NW3 * 2* o0 0 0 0 .1 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0
5. NE7 * 1* ©0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
6. SE7 * 1* 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
7. SW7 * 1* O0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
8. NW7 * 1* 0 0 .0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0

IV. MODEL RESULTS (PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.) (CONT.)
CONC/LINK

RECEPTOR

* o+ % X
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=
=
w

ok % o X ok X %

cooooooo
cooooooo
cooooooo
cooooooo
cooooooo
cooooooo
cooooooo
cooooooo
[cNoNeoNoNoNoNoNe)
cooooooo



CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 1

JOB: PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST PM WITH
PROJECT

RUN: (WORST CASE ANGLE)
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

1. SITE VARIABLES

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 0. (FT)
BRG= WORST CASE VD= .0 CM/S
CLAS= 7 (G) VS= .0 CM/S
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= .0 PPM
SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C)

11. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (FT) * EF H w
DESCRIPTION * X1 YL X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (FT) (FT)
* *

A. NF * 15 -1500 15 -500 * AG 705 2.8 0 50.0
B. NA * 15 -500 15 0* AG 705 3.9 0 33.0
C. ND * 15 0O 15 500 * AG 609 3.0 0 33.0
D. NE * 15 500 15 1500 * AG 609 2.8 0 50.0
E. SF * _15 1500 -15 500 * AG 715 2.8 0 50.0
F. SA * _15 500 -15 0* AG 715 3.9 0 33.0
G. SD *  _15 0 -15 -500 * AG 715 3.0 0 33.0
H. SE * _15 -500 -15 -1500 * AG 715 2.8 0 50.0
1. WF * 1500 8 500 8 * AG 4 2.8 0 35.0
J. WA * 500 8 0 8 * AG 4 6.3 0 33.0
K. WD * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
L. WE * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
M. EF * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
N. EA * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
0. ED * 0O -8 500 -8* AG 100 6.3 0 33.0
P. EE * 500 -8 1500 -8 * AG 100 2.8 0 35.0
Q. NL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
R. SL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
S. WL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
T. EL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0



I11. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

* COORDINATES (FT)

RECEPTOR * X Y Z
———————————— *—————————————————————
1. NE3 * 40 25 6.0
2. SE3 * 40 -25 6.0
3. SW3 * -40 -25 6.0
4. NW3 * -40 25 6.0
5. NE7 * 53 38 6.0
6. SE7 * 53 -38 6.0
7. SW7 * -53 -38 6.0
8. Nw7 * -53 38 6.0

IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE )

* * PRED * CONC/LINK
* BRG * CONC * (PPM)
RECEPTOR * (DEG) * (PPM) * A B C D E F G H
* * *
1. NE3 * 185. * 7* 0 4 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .1
2. SE3 * 185, * 6* 0 4 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .1
3. SwW3 * 5. * 6* 0 0 .0 .1 .0 .4 .0 .0
4. NW3 * 5. * 6* 0 0 .0 .1 .0 .4 .0 .0
5. NE7 * 186. * 5* 0 .2 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .1
6. SE7 * 354, * 4* 0 0 .2 .0 .1 .0 .0 .0
7. Sw7 - 5* 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .3 .0 .0
8. NW7 * 6. * 5* 0 0 .0 .1 .0 .2 .0 .0
IV. MODEL RESULTS (WORST CASE WIND ANGLE) (CONT.)
* CONC/LINK
* (PPM)
RECEPTOR  * | J K L M N O P Q R S T
*
1. NE3 * o0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 *~ o0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
3. SW3 * o0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
4. NW3 *~ o0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
5. NE7 * o0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
6. SE7 * o0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
7. SW7 *~ o0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
8. NW7 * o0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0



CALINE4: CALIFORNIA LINE SOURCE DISPERSION MODEL
JUNE 1989 VERSION
PAGE 4

JOB: PALOS VERDES DRIVE SOUTH AND PALOS VERDES DRIVE EAST PM WITH
PROJECT

RUN: .00000OE+00
POLLUTANT: Carbon Monoxide

1. SITE VARIABLES

U= .5 M/S Z0= 100. CM ALT= 0. (FT)
BRG= .0 DEGREES VD= .0 CM/S
CLAS= 7 (G) VS= .0 CM/S
MIXH= 1000. M AMB= .0 PPM
SIGTH= 5. DEGREES TEMP= 15.6 DEGREE (C)

11. LINK VARIABLES

LINK * LINK COORDINATES (FT) * EF H w
DESCRIPTION * X1 YL X2 Y2 * TYPE VPH (G/MI) (FT) (FT)
* *

A. NF * 15 -1500 15 -500 * AG 705 2.8 0 50.0
B. NA * 15 -500 15 0* AG 705 3.9 0 33.0
C. ND * 15 0O 15 500 * AG 609 3.0 0 33.0
D. NE * 15 500 15 1500 * AG 609 2.8 0 50.0
E. SF * _15 1500 -15 500 * AG 715 2.8 0 50.0
F. SA * _15 500 -15 0* AG 715 3.9 0 33.0
G. SD *  _15 0 -15 -500 * AG 715 3.0 0 33.0
H. SE * _15 -500 -15 -1500 * AG 715 2.8 0 50.0
1. WF * 1500 8 500 8 * AG 4 2.8 0 35.0
J. WA * 500 8 0 8 * AG 4 6.3 0 33.0
K. WD * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
L. WE * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
M. EF * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 2.8 0 35.0
N. EA * 0 1800 0 1900 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
0. ED * 0O -8 500 -8* AG 100 6.3 0 33.0
P. EE * 500 -8 1500 -8 * AG 100 2.8 0 35.0
Q. NL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
R. SL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 3.8 0 33.0
S. WL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0
T. EL * 0 -1900 0 -1800 * AG 0 6.3 0 33.0



I11. RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

* COORDINATES (FT)

RECEPTOR * X Y Z
———————————— *—————————————————————
1. NE3 * 40 25 6.0
2. SE3 * 40 -25 6.0
3. SW3 * -40 -25 6.0
4. NW3 * -40 25 6.0
5. NE7 * 53 38 6.0
6. SE7 * 53 -38 6.0
7. SW7 * -53 -38 6.0
8. Nw7 * -53 38 6.0

IV. MODEL RESULTS (PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.)

* PRED * CONC/LINK

* CONC * (PPM)
RECEPTOR * (PPM) * A B C D E F G H [ J

* *
1. NE3 * 2* 0 0 .0 .1 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
2. SE3 * 3~ 0 0 .0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
3. SW3 * 3* 0 0 .0 .0 .1 .1 0 .0 .0 .0
4. NW3 * 3* o0 0 .0 0 .1 .1 .0 .0 .0 .0
5. NE7 * 1* O0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
6. SE7 * 2* 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
7. SW7 * 1* 0 0 .0 .0 .0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0
8. NW7 * 1* 0 0 .0 .0 0 .0 0 .0 .0 .0

IV. MODEL RESULTS (PRED. CONC. INCLUDES AMB.) (CONT.)
CONC/LINK

RECEPTOR

* o+ % X

O~NOOOBAWNE
=
=
w

ok % o X ok X %
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Appendix A.2
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

e CalEEMod Output Files
= Construction
= QOperational

e GHG Analysis



CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2011.1.1

1.0 Project Characteristics

Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

Date: 12/13/2011

Pointview

South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric
City Park 26 Acre
Golf Course 25 Acre
User Defined Recreational 2 User Defined Unit

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban

Climate Zone 8

1.3 User Entered Comments
Project Characteristics -

Wind Speed (m/s)
2.2

Precipitation Freq (Days)

31

Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

Land Use - Recreational Use #2 is Event Garden, which combines with the golf course to occupy less than 5 acres.
City Park = avocade, vineyard, citrus, olives, and vegetable garden.
Construction Phase - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Trips and VMT - Initial planting would require temporary increase in number of on-site employees to 10-20 people at a AVR of 1.135.

Annual (121311)
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Point View Master Use Plan Project

Construction GHG Emissions

Grading - Driveway is 1880ft long by 20ft wide (37600 sq ft) with no import/export of materials.

Vehicle Trips - See Traffic Study
Saturday and Sunday rates are assumed to be the same
Energy Use -

Solid Waste - Assumed Event Garden generates same solid waste as golf course

Land Use Change -

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOX co SOz Fugitive J| Exhaust JPMIO0 Total] Fugitve J Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 JNBio- CO2f Total CO2]  CH4 N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2011 0.05 0.43 0.24 0.00 0.05 0.02 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.00 39.31 39.31 0.00 0.00 39.40
2012 0.10 0.80 0.44 0.00 0.06 0.04 0.10 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.00 98.43 98.43 0.01 0.00 98.61
o e e
Total 0.15 1.23 0.68 0.00 0.11 0.06 0.17 0.06 0.06 0.12 0.00 137.74 137.74 0.01 0.00 138.01
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugit-ive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jf Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
— — — e
2011 0.05 0.43 0.24 0.00 0.05 0.02 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.00 39.31 39.31 0.00 0.00 39.40
2012 0.10 0.80 0.44 0.00 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.00 98.43 98.43 0.01 0.00 98.61
e e e
Total 0.15 1.23 0.68 0.00 0.10 0.06 0.16 0.06 0.06 0.12 0.00 137.74 137.74 0.01 0.00 138.01

Annual (121311)
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3.0 Construction Detail

Point View Master Use Plan Project

Construction GHG Emissions

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

3.2 Mass Site Grading - 2011

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

—
Fugitive

—
PM2.5

ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 || Total CO2 CH4 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.0-5 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.05 0.43 0.22 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 36.68 36.68 0.00 0.00 36.76
Total 0.05 0.43 0.22 0.00 0.05 0.02 0.5 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.00 36.68 36.68 0.00 0.00 36.76
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugﬁve Exhaust JPM10 Totaljf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N'zo CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
e e e e e e
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.67
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.97 1.97 0.00 0.00 1.97
Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.64 2.64 0.00 0.00 2.64

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Annual (121311)
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Point View Master Use Plan Project

Construction GHG Emissions

ROG NOX co S0z ] rugtve ] Exnaust JPMI0 Toml] Fugtve J Exnaust | PM25 ] Blo- COZ JNBo- COZ] Total CO2] . CHA NZO Coze
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
e I I - - e —
Fugitive Dust 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.05 0.43 0.22 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 36.68 36.68 0.00 0.00 36.76
Total 0.05 0.43 0.22 0.00 0.05 0.02 0.07 0.03 0.02 0.05 0.00 36.68 36.68 0.00 0.00 36.76
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugit-ive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 || Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.67
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.97 1.97 0.00 0.00 1.97
Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.64 2.64 0.00 0.00 2.64
3.2 Mass Site Grading - 2012
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
e e — . . — - E—
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.0-5 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.43 5.43 0.00 0.00 5.45
Total 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 5.43 5.43 0.00 0.00 5.45

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

Annual (121311)



Point View Master Use Plan Project

Construction GHG Emissions

ROG NOX co S02 Fugtive ] Exnaust JPMIO0 Total] Fugtve J Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 JNBio- CO2] Total CO2]  CHa NZO Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haang 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 |
Vendor 6.00 0.00 ©.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.10
WorKer 6.00 6.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 025 029 6.00 6.00 0.2
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.39
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX co 02 Fugtive ] Exnaust JPMIO0 Total] Fugtve J Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 JNBio- COZ] Total CO2]  ChHa NZO Coze
PM10 PM10 pM2.5 | Pm25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugve Dust 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Of-Road 0.01 0.06 .03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 543 543 0.00 0.00 .45
Total 0.01 0.06 0.03 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.03 0.00 5.43 5.43 0.00 0.00 5.45
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX co S0z Fugitve ] Exnaust JPMIO0 Tol] Fugtve J Exhaust | PM2.5 ] Blo- CO2 JNBlo- COZ] Total CO2]  Cha NZO Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haunng 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
Vendor 6.00 600 6.00 6.00 600 6.00 600 6.00 6.:00 0.00 600 616 610 600 6.00 0.10
WorKer 0.00 0.00 ©.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.29 029 0.00 0.00 0.29
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.39

3.3 Fine Site Grading - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugﬁve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 J NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.03 0.26 0.11 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 32.30 32.30 0.00 0.00 32.35
Total 0.03 0.26 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 32.30 32.30 0.00 0.00 32.35
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX ) SO2 | Fugitve J Exhaust JPMIO Total] Fugiive J Exhaust | PM25 J Bio- CO2 J NBio- CO2f Total CO2]  CHA N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.47 0.47 0.00 0.00 0.47
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.04 1.04 0.00 0.00 1.04
Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 151 151 0.00 0.00 151
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugit-ive Exhaust JPM10 Total- Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.03 0.26 0.11 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 32.30 32.30 0.00 0.00 32.35
Total 0.03 0.26 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 32.30 32.30 0.00 0.00 32.35

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugﬁve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
= —— — - —— - - — - - e —

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.47 0.47 0.00 0.00 0.47
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.04 1.04 0.00 0.00 1.04
Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.51 1.51 0.00 0.00 1.51

3.4 Paving - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugmve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 J NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 9.43 9.43 0.00 0.00 9.45
Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 9.43 9.43 0.00 0.00 9.45

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOX co 502 Fugtive | Exhaust JPMIO0 Total Fugtive T Exnaust | PM2.5 [ Blo. CO2 JNBlo- COZ] Total CO2] . CHa NZO Coze |
PM10 PM10 pvM2.5s | Pm2s Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haunng 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
Vendor 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.15
WorKer 6.00 0.00 ©.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 033 0.00 0.00 0.33
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.48 0.48 0.00 0.00 0.48

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

ROG NOX co 02 Fugtive ] Exnaust JPMIO0 Total] Fugtve J Exhaust | PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 JNBio- CO2] Total CO2]  ChHa NZO Coze
PM10 PM10 PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Ot Road 0.01 0.0 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 043 043 0.00 0.00 .45
Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ©.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 .43 .43 0.00 0.00 9.45

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOX co SOz Fugitive J| Exhaust JPMIO0 Total] Fugive J Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 JNBio- CO2f Total CO2]  CH4 N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haunng 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
Vendor 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 0.15 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.15
WorKer 0.00 0.00 ©.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 033 033 0.00 0.00 0.33
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.48 0.48 0.00 0.00 0.48

3.5 Golf Course - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOX co SOz Fugitive J| Exhaust JPMIO0 Total] Fugitive J Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 JNBio- CO2f Total CO2]  CH4 N2O Coz2e
PM10 PM10 pM2.5 | Pm25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
OfRoaq .01 0.05 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .07 .07 0.00 0.00 5.0
Total 0.01 0.05 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.07 5.07 0.00 0.00 5.0

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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Point View Master Use Plan Project

Construction GHG Emissions

ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugﬁve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Haunng 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 |
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.69 0.69 0.00 0.00 0.69
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.69 0.69 0.00 0.00 0.69
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugmve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jf Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.01 0.05 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.07 5.07 0.00 0.00 5.09
Total 0.01 0.05 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 507 507 0.00 0.00 5.09
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX co 02 Fugtive ] Exnaust JPMIO0 Total] Fugtve J Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 JNBio- COZ] Total CO2]  ChHa NZO Coze
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.69 0.69 0.00 0.00 0.69
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.69 0.69 0.00 0.00 0.69

3.6 Event Garden Improvemnts - 2012

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Point View Master Use Plan Project

Construction GHG Emissions

ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugﬁve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 f NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
- - — —
Off-Road 0.03 0.24 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 31.02 31.02 0.00 0.00 31.07
Total 0.03 0.24 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 31.02 31.02 0.00 0.00 31.07
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugmve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
= —— - —— - - — - - e —
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.77 0.77 0.00 0.00 0.77
Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.77 0.77 0.00 0.00 0.77
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugmve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 f NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.03 0.24 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 31.02 31.02 0.00 0.00 31.07
Total 0.03 0.24 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 31.02 31.02 0.00 0.00 31.07
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CO SO2 Fugmve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM-Z.S Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jf Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
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Point View Master Use Plan Project

Construction GHG Emissions

Category tons/yr MT/yr
— e e e e e
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.77 0.77 0.00 0.00 0.77
Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O.% O.% 0.00 0.00 0.77
3.7 Planting - 2012
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugﬁve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 [f Total CO2 CH4 N'zo CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
e e — — e e
Off-Road 0.02 0.08 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 7.88 7.88 0.00 0.00 7.91
Total 0.02 0.08 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 7.88 7.88 0.00 0.00 7.91
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
e e e e e e
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.70 0.70 0.00 0.00 0.70
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.76 2.76 0.00 0.00 2.77
Total 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.46 3.46 0.00 0.00 3.47
Mitigated Construction On-Site
— — - - — — —
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Construction GHG Emissions

Category tons/yr MT/yr
e e — — e e
Off-Road 0.02 0.08 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 7.88 7.88 0.00 0.00 7.91
Total 0.02 0.08 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 7.88 7.88 0.00 0.00 7.91
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugﬁve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N'zo CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
e e e e e e
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.70 0.70 0.00 0.00 0.70
Worker 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.76 2.76 0.00 0.00 2.77
Total 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.46 3.46 0.00 0.00 3.47
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG Emissions

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2011.1.1 Date: 12/14/2011

Pointview
South Coast AQMD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric
City Park 26 Acre
Golf Course 2.5 Acre
Racquet Club 1 1000sqft
User Defined Recreational 2 User Defined Unit

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) Utility Company Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

Climate Zone 8 2.2
Precipitation Freq (Days)
1.3 User Entered Comments 31
Project Characteristics -

Land Use - User Defined Recreational is Event Garden, which combines with the golf course to occupy less than 5 acres.
City Park = avocade, vineyard, citrus, olives, and vegetable garden.
Racquet Club only for energy usage (natural gas, electricity)

Construction Phase - See Construction Assumptions
Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions
Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions
Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Off-road Equipment - See Construction Assumptions

Ops Annual 121411 1lofll



Trips and VMT - Initial planting would require temporary increase in number of on-site employees to 10-20 people at a AVR of 1.135.

Point View Master Use Plan Project

Operational GHG Emissions

Grading - Driveway is 1880ft long by 20ft wide (37600 sq ft) with no import/export of materials.

Vehicle Trips - See Traffic Study
Saturday and Sunday rates are assumed to be the same

Racquet Club only for energy usage factors. No mobile trips associated.

Energy Use -

Solid Waste - Assumed Event Garden generates same solid waste as golf course

Land Use Change -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

—
PM2.5

ROG NOX co 02 Fugtive J Exhaust JPMI0 Total'l Fugtve J Exnaust Blo- CO2 JNBio- CO2] Total co-2|_0H4 Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area. 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
Energy 6.00 0.00 ©.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.35 6.35 0.00 0.00 .37
Mobile 0.04 011 .42 0.00 0.06 6.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 5762 5762 6.00 0.00 5768 |
Waste 600 6.00 600 600 508 6.00 508 613 6.00 767
Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.00 212.60 | 212.60 0.01 0.00 213.34
Total 0.04 0.11 0.42 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 2.08 21657 ] 278.65 0.13 0.00 262.06
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOX co SO2 Fugitive J| Exhaust JPMIO0 Total] Fugitve J Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 JNBio- CO2f Total CO2]  CH4 N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total
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Point View Master Use Plan Project

Operational GHG Emissions

Category tons/yr MT/yr
e e e e e e
Area 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
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.35 6.35 0.00 0.00 6.37
Mobile 0.04 0.11 0.42 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 57.62 57.62 0.00 0.00 57.68
Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.08 0.00 2.08 0.12 0.00 4.67
Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 212.60 212.60 0.01 0.00 213.34
— — —
Total 0.04 0.11 0.42 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 2.08 276.57 278.65 0.13 0.00 282.06
2.3 Vegetation
Vegetation
ROG NOXx CcO SO2 CO2e
Category tons MT
Vegetation Land 155.00
han
Total 155.00
4.0 Mobile Detail
4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile
ROG NOx CcO S02 Fugit-ive Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 || Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG Emissions

Category tons/yr MT/yr
[— e — — I I
Mitigated 0.04 0.11 0.42 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 57.62 57.62 0.00 0.00 57.68
Unmitigated 0.04 0.11 0.42 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 57.62 57.62 0.00 0.00 57.68
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily ?rip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
— —
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
City Park 3.12 3.12 3.12 12,182 12,182
Golf Course 1.00 1.00 1.00 3,905 3,905
Racquet Club 0.00 0.00 0.00
User Defined Recreational 23.00 23.00 23.00 102,724 102,724
- e e
Total 27.12 27.12 27.12 118,812 118,812
4.3 Trip Type Information
— —
Miles Trip %
Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW
City Park 8.90 13.30 7.40 33.00 48.00 19.00
Golf Course 8.90 13.30 7.40 33.00 48.00 19.00
Racquet Club 8.90 13.30 7.40 11.50 69.50 19.00
User Defined Recreational 8.90 13.30 7.40 10.00 80.00 10.00

5.0 Energy Detail

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG Emissions

ROG NOX co 02 Fugitive ] Exnaust JPMIO0 Total] Fugtve J Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 JNBio- CO2] Total CO2]  ChHa NZO Coze
PM10 PM10 pM2.5 | Pm25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
P — — _— - —
Electricity Mitgateq 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.10 5.10 0.00 0.00 521
Electricity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 515 519 0.00 0.00 £
nmitigate

NatUralGas 6.00 6.00 ©.00 6.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 115 115 6.00 6.00 T.16
e

NaturalGas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 115 115 0.00 0.00 T.16
Unmitigated

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
- — — - -
NaturalGas Use ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust [[PM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust JPM2.5 Totalf Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2[f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr
e I o o I e e o e —
City Park 0 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
Golf Course 0 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
Racquet Club 21640 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.15 1.15 0.00 0.00 1.16
User Defined 0 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
Recreational
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.15 1.15 0.00 0.00 1.16
Mitigated
NaturalGas Use ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugﬁve Exhaust [PM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust JPM2.5 Totalf Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2[f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5
Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr
P e e e e e ——
City Park 0 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
Golf Course 0 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
Racquet Club 21640 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.15 1.15 0.00 0.00 1.16
User Defined 0 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
Recreational
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG Emissions

I Total I I 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 I 1.15 I 1.15 I 0.00 I 0.00 I 1.16 I
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
Electricity Use ROG NOx CO S02 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr
P
City Park 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Golf Course 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Racquet Club 9240 5.19 0.00 0.00 5.21
User Defined 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rggrggtiongl
Total 5.19 0.00 0.00 5.21
Mitigated
—
Electricity Use ROG NOx CO S02 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
—
Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr
City Park 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
E—
Golf Course 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Racquet Club 9240 5.19 0.00 0.00 5.21
User Defined 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Recreational
Total 5.19 0.00 0.00 5.21

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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Point View Master Use Plan Project

Operational GHG Emissions

ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugﬁve Exhaust JPM10 Totalf Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N'zo CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
e e e e — e
Mitigated 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
Unmitigated 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
- - e ——— — - -
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 [f Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
e — o o I —
Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Consumer Products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 0.00 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
Mitigated
- - e ——— — - -
ROG NOXx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [ NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
e — — o I —
Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Consumer Products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG Emissions

I Total I 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 I I 0.00 I 0.00 I I 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 I 0.00 I

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

ROG NOX co S0z J Tom CO2]  CHA NZO Coze
Category tons/yr MT/yr
P I
Ntgatea 212.60 .01 0.00 213.34
Onmitigated 51560 6.01 600 213.34
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

7.2 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated
- - -
Indoor/Outdoor ROG NOx [e]) S02 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr
— e I I
City Park 0/30.9785 193.35 0.00 0.00 193.98
Golf Course 0/2.9787 18.59 0.00 0.00 18.65
Racquet Club 0.0591431 / 0.66 0.00 0.00 0.71
0.036249
- I
User Defined 0/0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Recreational
Total 212.60 0.00 0.00 213.34
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG Emissions

Mitigated
- - -
Indoor/Outdoor ROG NOx [e]) S02 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr
— e — I
City Park 0/30.9785 193.35 0.00 0.00 193.98
Golf Course 0/2.9787 18.59 0.00 0.00 18.65
Racquet Club 0.0591431 / 0.66 0.00 0.00 0.71
0.036249
User Defined 0/0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Recreational
Total 212.60 0.00 0.00 213.34
8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
Category/Year
ROG NOx Cco SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N-ZO CO2e
tons/yr MT/yr
[ e e ——
Mitigated 2.08 0.12 0.00 4.67
Unmitigated 2.08 0.12 0.00 4.67
Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG Emissions

e - —
Waste Disposed ROG NOx CO S02 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr
o - I ——
City Park 2.24 0.45 0.03 0.00 1.02
Golf Course 2.33 0.47 0.03 0.00 1.06
P
Racquet Club 5.7 1.16 0.07 0.00 2.59
User Defined 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Recreational
Total 2.08 0.13 0.00 4.67
Mitigated
Waste Disposed ROG NOXx CcO S02 Total CO2 (?H4 N-20 CO2e
Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr
- e ——
City Park 2.24 0.45 0.03 0.00 1.02
Golf Course 2.33 0.47 0.03 0.00 1.06
Racquet Club 5.7 1.16 0.07 0.00 2.59
User Defined 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Recreational
Total 2.08 0.13 0.00 4.67
9.0 Vegetation
ROG NOXx [e]e) S0O2 Total CO2 CH4 N-20 CO2e
Category tons. T
Unmitigated 155.00 0.00

0.00 I 155.00
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Point View Master Use Plan Project
Operational GHG Emissions

I Total I NA I NA I NA I NA I NA I NA I NA I NA I

9.1 Vegetation Land Change

Vegetation Type

- o - —
Initial/Final ROG NOXx CcO S02 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
-
Acres tons MT
Cropland o/ 2-5 155.00 0.00 0.00 155.00
—
Total 155.00 0.00 0.00 155.00
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Construction
GHG Analysis (121411)

Point View Master Use Plan Project
GHG Analysis

Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

CO.e
(Metric

Emission Source Tons)
Construction (Total — Years 2011- 138
2012)
Agricultural Uses 11
Golf Course/Event Garden 38
Driveway Paving 89

Source: PCR Services Corporation
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Table for report
GHG Analysis (121411)

Point View Master Use Plan Project
GHG Analysis

Proposed Project- 2012 (Mitigated)

Emission Source | CO,e° (Metric Tons)
Construction 138
On-road Vehicles® 58
Electricity 46
Natural gas* 1.16
Water Conveyance 213
Waste 5
Total Operations 323
Total 461

GHG Threshold
Metric Tons (CO2e) 3,000
Above the threshold? No

® Mobile source values were derived using CalEEMod. BAU

lemissions do not include Pavley or LCFS standards. Emissions
calculated using the CARB Pavley | and Low Carbon Fuel
Standard Post processor for EMFAC2007.

° Electricity Usage Rates from CalEEMod default values for Los
[Angeles Department of Water and Power. Proposed project
emissions include CalGreen Mandatory Requirements which
increases energy efficiency by 15% beyond Title 24 requirement

° Natural Gas Usage Rates from California Commercial End Use
Survey (CEUS). Project related emissions include CALGreen
requirements.

 Water conveyance energy rates from California Energy
Commission Staff Report: California's Water - Energy
Relationship. 2007. Project realted electricty emission factors

© All CO2e factors were derived using the California Climate Action

Sources: PCR Services Corporation, 2011.
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POINT VIEW MASTER USE PLAN
PROJECT

MND
Appendix B

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Assessment Files
Provided by PCR Services Corporation

February 2012

B.1 California Air Resources Board Air Toxics Control Measure (Diesel 1dling)



To: Owners, Operators, Renters
or Lessees of In-Use Off-
Road Vehicles in California

Number 377 June 2008

NEW IDLING LIMITS FOR OWNERS, OPERATORS, RENTERS OR LESSEES OF IN-USE OFF-
ROAD DIESEL VEHICLES
EFFECTIVE 6/15/08

The Air Resources Board (ARB) has adopted a regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicles, which
became effective under California law on June 15, 2008. This regulation is designed to reduce
harmful emissions from diesel powered construction and mining vehicles operating in California.
Fleet owners are subject to retrofit or accelerated replacement/repower requirements for which ARB
must obtain authorization prior to enforcement from the United States Environmental Protection
agency under the federal Clean Air Act. However, this regulation also imposes idling limitations on
owners, operators, renters or lessees of off-road diesel vehicles, which the ARB is authorized to
enforce.

The idling limits are effective and enforceable as of June 15, 2008 The regulation requires an
operator of applicable off-road vehicles (self-propelled diesel-fueled vehicles 25 horsepower and up
that were not designed to be driven on-road) to limit idling to no more than five minutes. These
requirements are specified in title 13, California Code of Regulations as follows:

§2449(d)(3) Idling

The Idling limits in Section 2449(d)(3) shall be effective and enforceable immediately upon this
regulation being certified by the Secretary of State. Fleets must meet the following idling limits.

(A)Idling Limit — No vehicles or engines subject to this regulation may idle for more than 5
consecutive minutes. ldling of a vehicle that is owned by a rental company is the responsibility of
the renter or lessee, and the rental agreement should so indicate. The idling limit does not apply
to:

1. idling when queuing,

2. idling to verify that the vehicle is in safe operating condition,

3. idling for testing, servicing, repairing or diagnostic purposes,

4. idling necessary to accomplish work for which the vehicle was designed (such as operating a
crane),

idling required to bring the machine system to operating temperature, and

idling necessary to ensure safe operation of the vehicle.

o o

(B) Written Idling Policy — As of March 1, 2009, medium and large fleets must also have a written
idling policy that is made available to operators of the vehicles and informs them that idling is
limited to 5 consecutive minutes or less.

ED — Form #075 (Rev. 07/04)



(C)Waiver — A fleet owner may apply to the Executive Officer for a waiver to allow additional idling in
excess of 5 consecutive minutes. The Executive Officer shall grant such a request upon finding
that the fleet owner has provided sufficient justification that such idling is necessary.

Therefore, waivers will be handled on a case by case basis.

§2449(i) Right of Entry

For the purpose of inspecting off-road vehicles and their records to determine compliance with these
regulations, an agent or employee of ARB, upon presentation of proper credentials, has the right to
enter any facility (with any necessary safety clearances) where off-road vehicles are located or off-
road vehicle records are kept.

Non-Compliance: Health and Safety Code, Section 39 674 (a) authorizes civil penalties for the

violation of the programs for the regulat ion of toxic air contaminants not to exceed one thousand
dollars ($1,000) for each day in which the violation occurs.

Health and Safety Code, Section 39674 (b) authorizes civil penalties for the violation of the programs
for the regulation of toxic air contaminants not to exceed ten thousand dollars ($10,000) for each day
in which the violation occurs.

As a matter of policy, each first time violation of the idling requirements will be assessed a minimum
civil penalty of $3 00. Subsequent penalties ¢ an be up to $1,000 to $10,000.  The standard for
assessing penalties is one of strict liability. The owner, renter or lessee will be responsible for the
penalty.

ARB will assess daily penalties for each idling vehicle found to be in violation. While ARB
enforcement inspectors are not intending to begin unilateral field inspections for idling violations until
after September 15 of this year, they will pursue idling complaints received from the public after June
15, 2008. "Idling inspections" will be conducted by our field staff by observing offroad vehicles at
construction sites, mines or any other location where such vehicles operate. In case a vehicle is
observed idling for more than five minutes, the operator and the site supervisor will be contacted to
determine the reason for the idling and, if the reason for idling is not exempted by the rule, a $3® per
day of violation citation will be issued to the owner, renter or lessee of the vehicle for a first time
violation.

For further information about the In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle regulation, please visit our website
at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordiesel/ordiesel.htm. Fact sheets are available at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/ordiesel/factsheets.htm, and the full text of the regulation is available at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2007/ordies|07/frooal.pdf

For questions regarding enforcement of the In-Use Off-Road Vehicle regulation, please contact
Mr. Tajinder Gill at (626) 459-4304 or tgill@arb.ca.gov.

If you have questions about the regulation or our outreach efforts, please contact Ms.Elizabeth White
(916-324-1704 or eiwhite@arb.ca.gov), or Ms. Kim Heroy Rogalski (916-327-2200 or
kheroyro@arb.ca.gov).
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Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Review
of the All-weather Access Road Plans for the
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GINTER & ASSOCIATES, INC.

27631 DURAZNO
MissioN VIEJo, CA 92692
OFC (949) 5812363 CELL (714) 4781167

York Point View Properties, LLC August 31, 2010
550 Silver Spur Road, Ste. 250 Project # 100-01
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Attn: Mr. Jim York

SUBJECT: Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Review
Of the All-weather Access Road Plans for the
Point View Site, City of Rancho Palos Verdes, California

REFERENCES: See attached list of references (Appendix 1)

1.0 Introduction

In accordance with your request, Ginter & Associates, Inc. has prepared this report to
provide recommendations and a review of the subject All-weather Access Road Plans for the
Point View site from an engineering geologic and geotechnical engineering standpoint. The
plans were prepared by Rothman Engineering, Inc. at a scale of 1"=60’ and include sheets C-
1 through C-6 (attached in Appendix Il) and are utilized as the base for this report.

Sheet C-2 has been reduced to a scale of 1’=100’ and is used as a base for our
Geologic Map (Figure 3). Laboratory analyses are present in Appendix Ill.

A significant amount of geologic and geotechnical engineering data from the previous
geotechnical consultant, Neblett & Associates, Inc (N&A) that pertains to the subject access
road pathway and immediate environ’s subsurface conditions has been utilized in this report.

Details of this information can be reviewed in reference reports by N&A dated
12/29/2000; 6/17/2008 (Appendix ).

100-01
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It is noteworthy that the authors of this report were previously employed by N&A and
have been directly involved with the aforementioned referenced reports and their
investigations as Chief Geologist and Project Geotechnical Engineer for N&A. The authors
have accumulated a vast knowledge of the geology and geotechnical engineering conditions
of the Point View site and its surroundings.

1.1Site Location and Description

The Point View site is an irregularly shaped parcel of hilly terrain containing
approximately 94 acres in the south-central portion of the Palos Verdes Peninsula as
shown on Figure 1. The subject access road transgresses the southern portion of the
Point View site in a generally northeast to southwest direction with an ingress/egress
located at the southwest corner at Palos Verdes Drive and another ingress/egress
located near the northeast corner at Narcissa Drive (see Figure 2 and Sheet C-2).

The access road near Palos Verdes Drive is at an approximate elevation of 220
m.s.l. and rises to the northeast to an approximate elevation of 405 m.s.l. and
descends gradually to Narcissa Drive at an elevation of 385 m.s.|. The steepest
gradient is in the southwest (center line and profile sheet C-3) at approximately 16.8%
rising to the northeast and then shallows to a gradient of 6 to 7% (center line and
profile sheets C-4 and C-5) in the northeast.

2.0 Regional Geologic Setting:

The Palos Verdes Hills (PVH) are in the Continental Border land province and have a
complex geologic structure and tectonic evolution. The PVH are dominated by a northwest-
southwest trending, doubly plunging anticlinorium and the Palos Verdes Fault (Figure 2).

The core of the PVH consists of Mesozoic Catalina Schist overlain by Tertiary
sediments of the Monterey Formation and basalt which in turn are overlain by shallow marine
and non-marine surficial deposits of Quaternary age.

Several large landslides, including the Portuguese Bend landslide complex and the
Abalone Cove landslide result from seaward dipping daylighted Tertiary marine shales along
the southerly portion of the PVH.

One of the most striking features of the PVH is the 13 remnant marine terraces which
document the relatively rapid uplift of the peninsula throughout the Quaternary Period and
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owe their origin to glacio-eustatic fluctuations in sea level superimposed on a tectonically
rising block.

The subject access road and Point View site are located along the southwest rim of

the synclinorium formed by the Ancient Portuguese Landslide Complex as shown in Figure 1.

3.0 Site Geology

The subject access road will be transgressing surficial deposits consisting of Marine

and Non-Marine Terrace Deposits (Qt); Undifferentiated Modern Colluvium and Paleo Seacliff
Debris and Marine Terraces (Qupc); and Ancient Portuguese Bend Landslide Debris. A
description of these units follows:

100-01
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3.1 Terrace Deposits (Ot):

Included within this unit are both Marine and Non-Marine Terrace Deposits. The
Marine Terraces commonly include well-rounded pebbles, cobbles, boulders and
shells in a sandy to silty sand matrix and occur as remnants in ancient wave-cut
platforms. The Non-Marine Terrace Deposits are a poorly sorted mixture of slope
wash, talus and colluvium which locally overlie marine terraces or ancient wave-cut
platforms.

This unit has been delineated on the attached Geologic Map (Figure 3) and
occurs along the southern portion of the Point View site. Some of these materials
occur locally within the unit designated as Qupc, as well as the large ancient landslide
mass (Qlso).

3.2 Undifferentiated Colluvium, Paleo-seacliff Debris and Marine Terrace
Deposits (includes cliff-derived colluvium, talus, toppled blocks, slumps and
local paleoslides, [Qups]):

This collage of surficial materials rims the Ancient Portuguese Bend Landslide
Complex within the southwest portion of the Point View Parcel in a complex array of
deposits associated with the ancient shore-cliff. This unit includes undifferentiated
modern colluvium, paleo-seacliff debris includes cliff-derived colluvium, talus, toppled
blocks, slumps and local shallow slides. The direction of movement of the shallow
slides is generally seaward and obtuse to the major ancient landslide movement,
which is in an east-southeasterly direction in the central and north-east portion of the
Point View parcel.



The upper soils of this unit generally consist of a heterogeneous mixture of
sand, silts and clays with rounded to angular clasts of the Altamira Shale Member of
the Monterey Formation.

3.3 Ancient Portuguese Bend Landslide Deposits (Qlso):

This ancient landslide complex encroaches upon the northern portion of the
Point View site as depicted in Figure 3 and extends offsite to the north into the Upper
Filiorum and east as shown on Figure 2.

The depth of this slide complex in the vicinity of the northern portion of the
subject access road is generally 190 ft.+ and contains, in general, sands, silts and
clays with clasts of bedrock fragments derived from the Altamira Shale Member of the
Monterey Formation.

4.0 Laboratory Testing:

Laboratory R-Value tests were performed on soils obtained from surface samples

obtained in the vicinity of the proposed access road as shown on Figure 3. The lab test
results are presented in Appendix .

5.0 Recommendations:

100-01
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5.1 Removal of Unsuitable Material

Based on the boring logs in the proposed road’s vicinity from previous
investigations and the recent site visit, the surface soils in the upper 3 vertical feet will
require removal and replacement with compacted artificial fill. Prior to grading
operations, all vegetation should be removed and disposed of off-site. Following site
preparation operations, it is recommended that the exposed site soils be over-
excavated to a minimum uniform depth of 3 feet below existing grades. The excavation
should be performed under the observation of the Project Geotechnical Engineer. The
over-excavation should extend to minimum 3 ft. distance beyond street footprint.

5.2 Pavement Section Recommendations

The traffic index for the proposed access road is not known at this time.
Therefore, we are providing pavement sections for various traffic indices so that



appropriate section can be chosen once the traffic index for the proposed road
become known. The pavement section was computed based on California Test
Method 301 procedures for various assumed traffic indices tabulated below for the
subject street. The selected design R-value is based on the result of laboratory
R-Value test on representative sub-grade soil sample obtained from the subject street
alignment. The result of R-value tests for sub-grade soil sample from the street
alignment is attached.

Design Assumed Traffic Index Recommended Minimum
R-Value Pavement Section

Asphalt Aggregate
Concrete (in.) | Base (in.)

3 3 2

4 3 5
12

5 3 8.5

6 4 10

Aggregate base should consist of crushed aggregate base (CAB) or crushed
miscellaneous base (CMB), or equivalent, as specified in Sections 200-2.2 and 200-2.4 in the
Standard Specifications For Public Works Construction, “Green Book”, and be compacted to
minimum 95 percent of the maximum laboratory density determined in accordance with
ASTM: D-1557, Method C.

The sub-grade soils should consist of engineered fill compacted to at least 90 percent
relative compaction at approximately 2 to 3 percentage points wet of optimum moisture
contents and exhibit firm and unyielding condition prior to placement of base course material.
Additional testing should be performed, as necessary, to verify the sub-grade soil conditions
exposed and compliance with project requirements.

LIMITATIONS

The report has been prepared for the exclusive use of York Point View Properties, LLC
and their design consultants relative to the design and construction of the proposed access
road. This report is not intended for other parties, and it may not contain sufficient information
for other purposes.
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The owner or his representative should make sure that the information and preliminary
recommendations presented in this report are brought to the attention of the Project Architect
and Project Engineer and incorporated into the project plans.

This office should be provided with final grading and foundation plans for review to
enable us to confirm the preliminary recommendations and update the report, as necessary.

The findings contained in this report are based upon our evaluation and interpretation
of the information obtained from limited borings and the results of the laboratory testing and
engineering analysis. The opinions and recommendations provided were based on the
assumption that the geotechnical conditions, which exist across the site, are similar to those
observed in the test excavations. The condition and characteristics of the sub-surface
materials at locations and depths other than those excavated and observed may be different
and no representations are made as to their quality and engineering properties. Should any
conditions encountered during construction differ from those described herein, this office
should be contacted immediately for evaluation of the actual conditions and for appropriate
recommendations prior to continuation of work.

The findings and recommendations presented herein were obtained in accordance
with currently accepted professional engineering principles and practice in the field of
geologic and geotechnical engineering, and reflect our best professional judgment. We make
no other warranty either express or implied.

This report is subject to review by the controlling authorities. If you have any
questions, or require additional information, please contact the undersigned.

Respectfully submitted,

Dave Ginter R.G., C.E.G. Vela “Ganesh” Ganeshwara P.E., G.E.
Principal Engineering Geologist/President Consulting Geotechnical Engineer

Attachments: Figure 1 Site Location Map
Figure 2 Regional Geologic Map
Figure 3 Site Geologic Map
Appendix | References
Appendix Il Grading Plans for All-weather Access Road, Point View Site, by Rothman Engineering, Inc.
Appendix Il Laboratory Analyses
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"We Test the Earth"

PACIFIC MATERIALS LABORATORY, INC.

August 11, 2010
Lab No. 3886-5
File No. 10-5795-5

C. Y. Geotech, Inc.
9428 Eton Ave., Unit M
Chatsworth, CA 91311

SUBJECT: R-Value Testing
Samples Delivered to Laboratory
Gentlemen:

Pursuant to your request, R-Value testing was performed on soil samples delivered to our laboratory.
R-Value testing was performed in accordance with California Test 301-F criteria. The test results follow:

R-VALUE RESULTS

PROJECT: GEl/Ganesh, CYG-10-5578

LOCATION: B-1 - Point View Development

Soil Description: Dark Brown Fine Sandy Silty Clay with Some Gravels
ITEM 1 2 3
Compaction Pressure - psi 200/350 125/150 100/125
Initial Moisture - % 26.6 26.6 26.6
Moisture at Compaction - % 31.9 34.0 36.1
Density - pcf 86.4 82.6 79.2
R-Value 29 18 14
Exudation Pressure 578 430 280
Expansion Pressure thickness ft. 0.63 0.70 0.17

Assigned R-Value: 14*

Footnote:
*Please verify R-value based upon expansion thickness (see California Test 301-F procedures).

150 Wood Road, Suite B « Camarillo, CA 93010 - Office (805) 482-9801~Fax (805) 445-6551 « Email: pacificmaterialslab@msn.com



File No. 10-5795-5 Lab No. 3886-5 Page 2

R-VALUE RESULTS

PROJECT: GEl/Ganesh, CYG-10-5578

LOCATION: B-2 - Point View Development

Soil Description: Dark Brown Fine Sandy Silty Clay with Some Gravels
ITEM 1 2 3
Compaction Pressure - psi 150/200 125/175 100/150
Initial Moisture - % 27.4 27.4 274
Moisture at Compaction - % 33.8 35.9 38.0
Density - pcf 82.8 80.4 78.9
R-Value 21 15 12
Exudation Pressure 509 403 298
Expansion Pressure thickness ft. 0.80 0.67 0.47

Assigned R-Value: 12%

Footnote:
*Please verify R-value based upon expansion thickness (see California Test 301-F procedures).

Thank you for allowing Pacific Materials Laboratory, Inc. to be of service. If we may be of further service

regarding this or other geotechnical issues, please do not hesitate to call (805) 482-9801, fax (805)
445-6551 or write.

Respectfully Submitted,

PACIFIC MATERIALS LABORATORY, INC.

DCP:.dkp
cc: Addressee (3)

PACIFIC MATERIALS LABORATORY, INC.
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GINTER & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Engineering Geology Consultants
27631 Durazno
Mission Viejo, CA 92692
ofc (949) 581-2363  cell (714) 478-1167

York Point View Properties, LLC August 19, 2011
550 Silver Spur Road, Ste. 250 Project No. 100-06
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Attn: Mr. Jim York

Subject: Geologic Summary for the Point View
Master Use Plan
Rancho Palos Verdes, California

References: See Appendix |

Introduction:

This report has been prepared to provide a summary of the geology of the Point View property
and surrounding area. It is intended as a general overview in support of the improvements that
have been completed and those that are proposed as part of the Point View Master Use Plan.
Improvements include a paved access road, event garden, restroom remodel, gazebo,

waterline, agriculture, small golf course and greenhouse.

It should be noted that the undersigned has provided professional consultation on this property
since 2000 through 2008, as Chief Geologist for Neblett & Associates, Inc. (N&A). During this
period Mr. Ginter provided the majority of subsurface investigations and associated reports for
the subject site. More recently, as Principal of Ginter & Associates, Inc., Mr. Ginter continues to

provide geological and geotechnical consultation to the property owner.
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Site Location and Description:

The Point View development site is an irregularly shaped parcel of hilly terrain containing
approximately 94 acres in the south-central portion of the Palos Verdes peninsula as shown on
Figure 1. The site ranges in elevation from approximately 700 feet mean sea level (m.s.l.) in the
extreme northwest portion to approximately 170 feet m.s.l. in the extreme southeast portion
resulting in 530 feet of relief.

The steep-sided Barkentine Canyon bounds the site to the west. Palos Verdes Drive South
bounds the south. The northern and northeastern boundary is contiguous to the Upper Filiorum
which was acquired by RPV in 2010 and the Plum Tree property which is under separate
ownership. The eastern parcel perimeter trends irregularly along Narcissa Drive and the single
family homes in the Portuguese Bend Community. The Point View site has a distinct
geomorphic position on the southwestern semi-circular “rim” which approximately defines the
boundary of the ancient Portuguese Bend landslide complex (Figure 1) which physiographically
is a “deflated area” due to mass wasting from ancient landsliding. The large bowl-shaped
synclinorium is expressed by the physiography, direction of landslide movements and

underlying geologic structure.

Locally, the site is bisected in the central portion by a small northeast-southwest trending
canyon with relatively shallow flanks which drains to the southwest to a storm drain and
ultimately to Abalone Cove. West and north of this drainage the site consists of a relatively long
prominent ridgeline which ascends from south to north in a stair-step fashion at a relatively
steep gradient. East of this drainage, the site consists of a well rounded flat-topped anvil-shaped
ridge in the north with steep slopes descending to the south to shallow slopes near Palos

Verdes Drive South.







Project History:

Various Geologists have performed geologic investigations on the Point View property and
surrounding area from 1969 to present. A complete index of these investigations is provided in

the references attached (Appendix VI).

The most significant early investigations pertaining directly to the Point View property include
those performed by Moore and Taber (1969), Robert Stone and Associates (1979),
Law/Crandall (1990, 1991), Leighton and Associates (1996, 1998, 1999), and Dr. Perry Ehlig
(1982-1999).

Also, noteworthy investigations have been performed on adjacent properties by Dr. Karl Vonder
Linden (1972); Dr. Richard Jahns (1973); Robert Stone and Associates (1979); Lindvall, Richter
and Associates (1973); Dr. Ehlig, Bryant, Conrad and others (1982-1992); and Leighton &
Associates (L&A) (1990).

In the summer of 2000, Neblett & Associates (David Ginter) began their initial involvement with
the Point View property. This initial work included a thorough review of all geologic,
hydrogeologic, geotechnical data, all available drilling logs and core samples pertaining to the

subject site and its environs.

During this initial phase of work, Neblett also reviewed historical air photos contained in the
Fairchild Aerial Photo Collection at Whittier College, as well as various color and infrared color

photos from Geo-Tech Imagery International.

Upon completion of the initial research Neblett and others conducted a subsurface investigation

which resulted in the publication of a comprehensive report on 12/29/00.

Subsequent work by N&A included response reports addressing comments by Bing Yen &
Associates (N&A response reports dated September 17, 2001; September 26, 2001; November

3]



12, 2001; December 12, 2001; March 11, 2002; April 30, 2002; June 28, 2002; and November
8, 2002). In the spring of 2003, Bing Yen & Associates was acquired by the ATC Group. ATC
then became the City of Rancho Palos Verdes' geotechnical consultant for the Point View
project, and after reviewing all the reports and documents submitted by N&A. The result of the
12/29/00 report and subsequent responses to City Geologists’ comments was a letter issued on
3/3/03 to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes stating that the reports and work by N&A were
approved for the purpose of exclusion from the moratorium.

N&A provided Preliminary Geotechnical Recommendations for the Point View Event Garden
Fireplace (December 16, 2008). In the summer of 2009, N&A dissolved and Ginter &
Associates, Inc. (G&A) became the project’'s Geotechnical Consultant of Record for the Point
View site. (February 2, 2010).

The following is a brief summary of pertinent reports provided by N&A under the supervision of
Mr. Ginter:

e December 29, 2000; “Preliminary Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Report and
Grading Plan Review, Point View Development Site, Rancho Palos Verdes, California”

This was a comprehensive report which included a thorough literature review, a
review of logs and cores by others, a historical air photo review, a subsurface
investigation involving 3 core borings with Borehole Imagery Processing Systems
(BIPS) and emplacement of wells and a review of L&A’s core borings (concurrent
investigation by L&A) and downhole log bucket auger borings. This report
contained various geologic maps, cross-sections, groundwater analyses, a
conceptual remediation/removal plan with a sub-drainage system and stability
analyses. The report concluded that a feasible development area could be
established from a geotechnical aspect.

e September 26, 2001; “Response to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes for the
Geotechnical Investigation and Grading Plan Review Report, Point View Development
Site”
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N&A responded to various questions by the City’s reviewer, Bing Yen &
Associates, concerning groundwater, slope stability, temporary backcut stability
and shear strength parameters.

e November 12, 2001; “Shear Strength Parameters For Landslide Mass, Point View,

Rancho Palos Verdes”

N&A revised the strength parameters for the landslide mass to a cohesion of 800
psf (38 kPa) and a friction angle of 24 degrees. This is considered very
conservative, based on laboratory tests by N&A and others and two independent
rock quality correlations presented by Hoek and Bierniawski.

e December 12, 2001; “Shear Strength Parameters For Cross-Bedding Bedrock, Point

View, Rancho Palos Verdes”

This letter provided additional geotechnical information to substantiate the cross-
bedding bedrock shear strength parameters utilized for the slope stability
analyses. These parameters for bedrock (cohesion of 3000 psf-143 kPa) and a
friction angle of 28 degrees are based on the amalgamation of laboratory testing
and rock strength correlations presented by Hoek (2000) and Bieniawski (1989).

e March 11, 2002 and April 30, 2002; “Addendum Response to City of Rancho Palos
Verdes for the Geologic/Geotechnical Engineering Investigation and Grading Plan

Review Report, Point View”

This report provided a re-analysis of the previous cross-sections and new cross-
sections in the Abalone Cove area utilizing the revised strength parameters.
Also, included were the results of additional field mapping of the bluffs and inter-
tidal shelf. The geologic data, maps, figures and analysis provided previously and
in this report, confirm the temporary and long-term stability and overall feasibility
of this project.




e June 28, 2002; “Second Addendum Response to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, Point

View Development Site”

N&A responded to additional requests by the reviewer, which included stability
analysis on a section positioned by the City Geologist from Point View to Abalone
Cove and a section located in the deepest part of the conceptual removal plan
and extending to the north into the superjacent community. The stability analyses
confirmed the feasibility of the project, and the community to the north would not
be affected.

e November 8, 2002; “Third Addendum Response Report, Point View Development,

Rancho Palos Verdes”

N&A responded to the reviewer’s concerns relative to the southeast corner of the
project. It was concluded, based on the geology and stability analyses, that the
grading activities would not affect the nearby community in the southeast corner
of the site, nor would grading/development activities aggravate the Abalone Cove
Landslide.

e September 14, 2007; “Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Report and Grading Plan

Review, Point View, City of Rancho Palos Verdes, California”

This comprehensive report included all of N&A'’s investigations and analyses up
to this date, as well as data obtained from investigations by other consultants and
provided recommendations for a feasible and safe development site. The
Conceptual Lotting Study Plan by the Templeton Group was used for the basis of
their analyses, etc.

This report included a dewatering and subdrainage network plan, a removal plan,
a sequence of grading scenario, buttresses, and accompanying stability
analyses.




June 17, 2008; “Geologic Report Providing the Geologic Data to Support Adjusting the
Moratorium Boundary Line Within the Point View Site, City of Rancho Palos Verdes,
California”

N&A prepared this comprehensive report which presented the geologic data and
analyses to support the proposed re-alignment of the Moratorium Boundary Line
within the Point View Site. All data from N&A, as well as all pertinent data from
other consultants, was amalgamated into this report's text, figures, tables and
appendices. This data and the analyses have delineated the southern limits of
the Ancient Portuguese Bend Landslide complex within Point View and are
coincident with the proposed Moratorium Boundary Line as presented in this
report.

October 8, 2008; “Response to the City of Rancho Palos Verdes Regarding Landslide
Moratorium Line Adjustment for Point View”

Responses to various comments by the reviewer regarding minor adjustments for
a setback, etc. were provided.

December 16, 2008; “Preliminary Geotechnical Recommendations, Point View Event
Garden Fireplace, Point View, Rancho Palos Verdes”

This report provided recommendations for the removals, excavations, fill
placement and foundation design.

February 9, 2009; “Response to City of Rancho Palos Verdes for the Point View Event
Garden Fireplace”

N&A responded to their comments regarding updated CBC 2007 requirements
for soluble sulfate, expansive soils, etc. and other minor items.
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N&A provided summaries of groundwater measurements on the following dates:

March 21, 2002
April 5, 2002

May 17, 2002
November 27, 2002
December 18, 2002
April 2, 2003
November 21, 2003
March 30, 2004
July 15, 2004
September 30, 2004

February 25, 2005

Ginter & Associates, Inc. (G&A) provided the following reports/letters:

“Comments Concerning the All-Weather Access Road from Narcissa Drive to the Point
View Event Garden” — August 20, 2009

“Response to City’s Review of Access Road Report” — October 25, 2010

“Engineering Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Evaluation of the Proposed
Orchard and Vineyard Agricultural Operation” — February 18,2010

“Comments Concerning the Emplacement of the 2” Waterline Along Narcissa Drive and
into Point View” — November 30, 2009

“Comments Regarding Applicability of the Geologic Report dated 6/17/08 by N&A” —
February 19, 2010 and February 28, 2011

“Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Review for the Proposed Gazebo” — August 30,
2010

“Response to City’s Review of Gazebo Report” — October 22, 2010

“Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Review of the All-Weather Access Road Plans”
— August 31, 2010
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* “Response to City’s Review of All-Weather Access Road” — October 25, 2010

Jurisdiction Aspects:

In 1973, the City of Rancho Palos Verdes was incorporated and the Portuguese Bend landslide
complex was included within its boundaries. At that time, the City agreed that the slide area
would remain status quo and that no action would be taken to stabilize the active Portuguese
Bend Landslide.

However, in April 1978, following the rainiest winter since 1890 (Ehlig, 1982) the Abalone Cove
landslide adjacent to the subject site began moving within an 80-acre area containing 20+
homes. This prompted the City of Rancho Palos Verdes to place a building moratorium on the
entire area containing the Portuguese Bend landslide complex pending investigations to
determine which parts, if any, were stable enough to permit development. It also commissioned
a study to determine what could be done to stop the Abalone Cove landslide.

This study was supervised by the late Dr. Perry Ehlig who determined that the slide could be
stabilized by removing groundwater from as few as six wells. The Abalone Cove Homeowners
Protective Association (ACHPA) was formed to install the wells and a pipeline to transport water
to the ocean. The rate of slide movement abruptly slowed in response to dewatering by mid-
1980.

In 1981, the State of California passed legislation that permitted the establishment of Geologic
Hazard Abatement Districts and the Abalone Cove Landslide Abatement District (ACLAD) was
established.

The moratorium line, moratorium areas, and landslides in the vicinity are shown on the attached
Figures 1, 2 and Appendix V. The Point View site is situated as shown on Figure 2 in the
southwestern portion of the Moratorium within zone 1, which is described by the City of Rancho
Palos Verdes as “Un-subdivided land unaffected by large historic landslides located uphill or to
the west of subdivided area”.
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Figure 2

CITY OF RANCHO PALOS
VERDES LANDSLIDE
MORATORIUM ZONES
AND PORTUGUESE BEND
PLANNING AREAS
(Boundaries are approximate,
base map from U.S.G.S., 7.5
min. quadrangle of Redondo
Beach, San Pedro and
Torrance)

“il.
PROJECT NO. :
100-06
DATE :

Aug. 19, 2011




It should be noted that the location of the moratorium line was not based on site specific
subsurface investigation, but rather a reconnaissance — level review of air photographs,
geologic mapping by various geologists, and published geologic maps. It is unknown at this time
who placed the moratorium line on the city topographic maps, however, discussions with
representatives of the City of Rancho Palos Verdes indicate that they surmise that Dr. Perry
Ehlig was asked by the City to put the moratorium line on the map.

Based on N&A'’s site specific subsurface investigations that included locating the southern limits
of the Ancient Portuguese Landslide Complex within the Point View Site, they suggested the
position of the moratorium boundary line should be relocated accordingly.

N&A proposed a revised Moratorium Line in their October 8, 2008 response report. This
adjustment was based on core boring B-3 by L&A (1995), and N&A's bucket auger borings
BNA-1 (2005), BNA-2, BNA-3, BNA-4A, BNA-4B, B-4 (L&A core boring, 1995) BNA-6, BNA-6B,
BNA-6C, BNA-5, BNA-5B, BNA-7, BNA-9, BNA-10 and BNA-10B (bucket auger borings BNA-2
through BNA-10B by N&A were drilled in 2006.)

After reviewing this response report, the City’'s consulting Geologist approved the revised
Moratorium Line within the Point View site on March 29, 2011. The approved revised
Moratorium Line is shown on the Revised Figure 7 (attached).

Investigative Methods:

The following investigative methods were utilized by N&A and others during the previous

investigations:

Aerial Photograph Analyses

A total of 63 stereo-pair photographs were reviewed from the Whittier College Fairchild
Aerials Photography Collection from 1927 through 1958. Twelve of these were purchased
for detailed analyses. In addition, a collage of photographs from Geo-Tech Imagery, Int’l
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were reviewed. These infrared/oblique and vertical infrared stereo pairs were purchased
for detailed analyses.

The photos were useful in depicting the geomorphic expressions of the small and large
landslides including landslide scarps and inferred direction of movement, as well as
delineating any possible tonal lineaments indicative of faulting.

Geologic Field Mapping

Field mapping of the site and proximate areas, including the existing beach cliff and
shoreline area, was performed by N&A’s project and staff geologists throughout the
investigations to delineate the various bedrock units, their lithology and structure, as well
as the various surficial deposits.

Bucket-Auger Borings

Several episodes of subsurface investigations involving bucket-auger borings have
occurred on the subject site. Noteworthy among these are 7 bucket-auger borings in
1996 by Leighton & Associates (L & A). The 7 bucket-auger borings by L & A that were
also downhole logged by N&A in 2000; and 12 bucket-auger borings by N&A in
2005/2006.

All bucket-auger borings were downhole-logged by a registered geologist and sampled
at regular intervals to provide materials for laboratory analyses.

The data from these borings were instrumental in determining depths of landslide debris,
groundwater, and in-place bedrock lithology and structure.
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Diamond Core Borings and Piezometers

Several episodes of diamond core borings up to 350 feet in depth have also been drilled
on-site and in the area to the north known as the Upper Filiorum.

In 1991, Law/Crandall drilled 3 diamond core borings — one in the subject site, and 2 in
the Upper Filiorum area. In 1996, L & A drilled 9 core borings within the Point View site
and one in the Upper Filiorum. During the joint investigation of 2000, L & A drilled 3 core
borings in the Upper Filiorum, and N&A drilled 3 core borings within the Point View site.

The core borings drilled in 2000 by L&A and N&A utilized the Colog Borehole Imagery
Processing System (BIPS) to log the hole via a sophisticated camera, which provided a
video log with precise depth indicators, color plots, ad bedding plane angle
measurements. After completion of the BIPS logging, the holes were flushed out and
piezometers were installed.

N&A'’s investigation in 2006 included a 300-foot deep core boring south of the Point View
site above the existing beach cliff within Abalone Cove Shoreline Park. The core boring
by N&A (2006) south of the site near the beach cliff was logged by a registered geologist
and also by the BIPS. Upon completion of the BIPS logging, a piezometer was also
installed in this boring.

All core borings were logged by a geologist in the field during drilling and detailed in the
laboratory facility. The core borings by Law/Crandall were geophysically logged and then
converted to a monitoring well with one of the borings eventually converted to a pumping
well for ACLAD (ACLAD Well No. WW-14).

The 1996 core borings by L & A had select borings geophysically logged and borings B-
4 through B-10 were converted to piezometers.
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Geomorphic Setting:

The Palos Verdes Hills (PVH) form a rectangular peninsula on the southwest border of the Los
Angeles Basin. The PVH are an elongate dome that rises from sea level to more than 1,400
feet. Rounded hills and broad valleys occur in the relatively higher west central portion of the
hills. In contrast, steep slopes, gullies and deep canyons, characterize the ocean-bound sides.
The western and southwestern shorelines are typified by broad coastal terraces and steep sea-
cliffs, some in excess of 100 feet high.

The northern boundary of the PVH is a prominent escarpment that rises from the alluvial plains
in the north (approx. elevation 150) to the crest of the escarpment to the immediate south
(approx. elevation 225). The escarpment extends from near San Pedro Bay for about three
miles west-northwest to Santa Monica Bay. The escarpment presumably marks the main trace
of the Palos Verdes Fault. (Dibblee, 1999 & Wright,1991).

One of the most striking features of the PVH is the flight of 13 marine terraces, which have been
well-documented in the classic Woodring, et al. paper (1946). These remnant marine terraces
document the relatively rapid uplift of the PVH throughout the Quaternary Period. The terraces
are as high as elevation 1230 feet; and they range in age from approximately 80 ka to 2ma
(Shlemon, 2004). Woodring et al. (1946) mapped the site as being partially underlain by
Pleistocene terrace numbers 2, 4, 5, and 7.

Regional Geologic Setting:

The PVH are in the Continental Borderland province and have a complex geologic structure and
tectonic evolution. The dominant structural features of the PVH are the northwest-southeast
trending, doubly plunging anticlinorium and the Palos Verdes fault. Numerous other faults and
minor folds occur on the limbs of the anticlinorium.

The Palos Verdes Peninsula is located at the southwestern edge of the Los Angeles Basin.
This proximity to the Transverse Ranges and boundary between the Pacific and North American
plates has also influenced the structure and geologic history of the Palos Verdes Hills.
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The San Andreas Fault System is comprised of many right-lateral, northwest-striking faults with
the main San Andreas Fault and the sub-parallel faults such as the Whittier-Elsinore, San
Jacinto, Newport-Inglewood, and Palos Verdes in succession to the west.

The Continental Borderland is characterized by northwest-trending basins and ridges that
formed during middle-Miocene time. Miocene/Pliocene deformation included right-slip on major
northwest-trending faults, differential vertical displacement, with folding and faulting of basinal
sedimentary rocks (Wright,1991). The inner part of the borderland, which includes the PVH,
has a basement of Mesozoic blueschist, greenschist, and other rocks of the Catalina Terrane.
These rocks are oceanic trench sediments and basalts that were metamorphosed in Cretaceous
time, at relatively high pressures and low temperatures, during initial subduction along the plate
margin (Wright, 1991).

The geology of the Palos Verdes Hills has been well-documented by the classic publication of
Woodring et al. (1946) and other well-known geologists such as T.W. Dibblee (1999) and Ehlig
(1982).

The core of the Palos Verdes Hills consists of late Jurassic to late Cretaceous age blueschist
and greenschist basement rocks known as the Catalina Schist, which outcrops in the
northeastern slope of the peninsula. The oldest and most prevalent unit overlying the schist is
the marine biogenic shale of the middle to late Miocene age Monterey Formation. The
Monterey Formation is subdivided into the middle Miocene siliceous Altamira Shale, with a
basalt at its base, the Valmonte Diatomite, and the late Miocene Malaga Mudstone. Overlying
the Malaga Mudstone is the late Pliocene Fernando Formation, consisting of the Repetto
Siltstone member and the Pico Member. The Fernando is, in turn, overlain by lower Pleistocene
Lomita Marl, Timms Point Silt and San Pedro Sand (Woodring et al. 1946, Ehlig, 1987).
Mantling these units are the late Pleistocene Palos Verdes Sand and both marine and non-
marine terrace deposits.

The 13 marine terraces that encircle the flanks of the Palos Verdes Hills owe their origin to
glacio-eustatic fluctuations in sea level superimposed on a tectonically rising block (Shlemon,
2004). Uplift commenced during the Pliocene, with the submarine growth of a doubly plunging
anticline which emerged as an island in the early Pleistocene and became part of the mainland
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in the late Pleistocene via continued anticlinal uplift, regional uplift, deposition of sediments in
the adjoining Los Angeles Basin, and eustatic sea level lowering (Conrad and Ehlig, 1987).

The Palos Verdes Hills are comprised of Tertiary and Quaternary bedrock units and younger
Quaternary surficial units in a northwest-southeast trending anticlinal fold. Underlying the
Tertiary and Quaternary rock is a “core” of Mesozoic age crystalline basement rock. This fold is
the result of compression along the steeply dipping Palos Verdes fault zone. The Palos Verdes
fault is considered to be active offshore (McNeilan et al., 1995, Francis et al, 1999), but no
evidence of recent activity has been substantiated on land. Several faults and folds are
expressed across the hills with a similar northwesterly trend. The Cabrillo fault, in the
southeasterly portion of the peninsula, has also been mapped as an active fault offshore (Fisher
et al., 2004). Holocene activity on the onshore portion of the Cabrillo fault has not been verified
to date. The Cabrillo fault is located approximately 3 miles east of the subject site. Several
large landslides, including Portuguese Bend, Abalone Cove, Klondike Canyon, South Shores,
and Point Fermin result from failure of seaward dipping daylighted tertiary marine shales along
the southerly portion of the Palos Verdes Hills. Several smaller slides, also resulting from
northwest dipping tertiary marine shales have been mapped in the northerly central portion of
the Palos Verdes Hills.

Neotectonics in the Palos Verdes Hills:

Palos Verdes Fault:

The Palos Verdes Fault is a northwest trending right lateral reverse oblique fault that is ~50
miles long. It has a sub-parallel strand that continues southerly for an additional 56 miles as the
Palos Verdes-Coronado Bank fault zone. Onshore, the fault escarpment forms the northern
boundary between flat topography of the South Bay and the Palos Verdes Hills to the south.
The Palos Verdes Fault has three segments based on character and rate of displacement. The
northwestern offshore segment, which underlies Santa Monica Bay and extends from the Palos
Verdes Hills northwest to Redondo Canyon; the central segment of mainly oblique slip is
delineated by the escarpment along the northeastern flank of the Palos Verdes Hills; and the
offshore southern segment, which bifurcates into several strands with predominantly right-lateral
slip in the Los Angeles and Long Beach Harbors (Marlow et al., 2000).
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The offshore northwestern segment has been traced by bathymetry and seismic profiles from
the Palos Verdes Hills to the Redondo Canyon in Santa Monica Bay (Fisher et al., 2004). This
segment is characterized by right slip with evidence of recent sea floor displacement.

Several investigations of the offshore southeastern segment of the Palos Verdes Fault have
characterized its style and activity using high-resolution seismic reflection data, multi-beam
bathymetry, and a variety of other geophysical and geologic data. This segment of the Palos
Verdes Fault has complex structural variations caused by changes in strike and fault geometry
of a master right-lateral strike-slip fault at depth (Fisher et al., 2004).

McNeilan et al. (1996) in their study of the southeastern segment of the Palos Verdes fault in
the Los Angeles Outer Harbor, have located the fault, documented evidence of Holocene
activity, determined a slip-rate of 2.7 to 3 millimeters per year, and suggest a recurrence interval
of 400 to 900 years for a Mw 7.0 to 7.2 event.

The onshore Palos Verdes Fault has been documented at depth by oil well data from the Gaffey
Oil Field as presented on maps and cross-sections by Department of Oil and Gas and Dibblee
(1999).

The Cabrillo Fault:

The onshore Cabrillo Fault, as mapped by Woodring et al. (1946), Cleveland (1976) and
Dibblee (1999), is an inferred and concealed northwest-trending structure about four miles long,
extending from Cabrillo Beach into central part of the Palos Verdes Hills. At present, there is
little information about the extent and activity of the onshore Cabrillo Fault.

Offshore, the Cabrillo Fault extends southeasterly for 5 to 7 miles where Holocene activity is
indicated (Bryant et al., 1986; and Fisher et al., 2004).
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Marine Terraces:

In the Palos Verdes Hills, 13 uplift-transgression cycles produced marine terrace remnants that
encircle the peninsula as documented by Lajoie et al. (1991) and summarized by Shlemon
(2004) were cut by eustactically rising sea levels superimposed in the tectonically rising Palos
Verdes Hills. Woodring et al. (1946) dated some terraces based on paleontology. More
recently, as noted in Shlemon 2004, the terraces are now relatively and numerically dated by
the marine oxygen-isotope stage chronology (MIS) and by amino-acid stereochemistry of fossil
mollusks. The lowest terrace (Woodring et al., 1946 “Terrace number 1") was likely cut during
Marine Isotope Stage 5A transgression-regression approximately 80ka ago.

Rate of Uplift:

Two competing hypotheses characterize the mechanism of the uplift of the Palos Verdes Hills.
Shaw & Suppe, (1996) and Namson & Davis, (1990) suggest that major thrust or reverse faults
underlie the Palos Verdes Hills. In contrast, McNeilan, (1996), postulate that uplift is related to
oblique slip along a restraining bend in the Palos Verdes Fault Zone. Ward and Valensise
(1994), “modeled” the uplift of the PVH and postulated 3.0 to 3.7 mml/year of oblique
dextral/reverse slip on a fault dipping 67 degrees at a depth of 6 to 12 kilometers.

Site Geology:

A portion of the Point View site (the north and northeast portions) contains the western
extremities of the large pre-historic Portuguese Bend landslide complex. The undifferentiated
Altamira Shale member is exposed along the western portion of the site containing interbedded
shales, sandstones and dolomitic siltstone, which is interspersed with basalt as sills and

intrusions.
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Overlying these units are surficial deposits consisting of marine and non-marine terrace

deposits and an undifferentiated collage of modern colluvium and paleoseacliff debris which

includes cliff derived colluvium, talus, toppled blocks, slumps and local paleoslides.

Stratigraphy:

The following is a brief description of the surficial deposits and underlying bedrock units from

youngest to oldest, within and in the vicinity of the site. These units are delineated on Figure 9

and also on Figure 7 which was excerpted from a previous report (N&A, 2000).

Quaternary Landslide Deposits (Qls)

These landslides have been delineated as not being a part of the ancient landslide
complex (Qlso) and are located west of the ancient landslide complex as delineated
on Figures 7 and 9. These two landslides are also considered to be paleoslides
associated with an ancient shoreline and are part of the undifferentiated surficial
deposit designated as Qupc.

They vary in thickness from 30+ feet to 75+ feet and contain disoriented bedrock
fragments in a silty to clayey matrix that is relatively loose and soft.

Ancient Landslide Deposits (Qlso)

This ancient landslide complex encroaches upon the northern portion of the subject
site as depicted on Figure 9 in Appendix V and extends offsite to the north into the
Upper Filiorum and east, as shown on Figure 7 (Appendix V).

The depth of this slide complex is on the order of 200+ feet near the northeast
property line and varies in depth to the north and east of the site from 50+ feet to
100+ feet in general. The limits of the ancient landslide deposits are as shown on the
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attached Revised Figure 7 and generally are in the mid-section of the property from
the east to the northwest.

Based on the cores and BIPS images from the subsurface investigation and outcrops
exposing this unit, the characteristics of the landslide deposits are highly variable.
Some of the slide material contains bedrock that has retained its initial structure and
is not easily distinguished from in-place bedrock. Other portions of slide material are
highly unconsolidated debris consisting of angular blocks in a fine-grained matrix

with numerous voids.

Portions of the site contain terrace deposits which have moved en masse within the
large landslide movements and have been designated as landslide debris.

The clasts of the majority of the slide debris contain the rock types of the Altamira
Shale Member's Tuffaceous, Cherty and Phosphatic Lithofacies and range from
relatively large bedrock blocks to rubble.

Undifferentiated Colluvium, Paleo-seacliff Debris and Marine Terrace Deposits [includes

cliff-derived colluvium, talus, toppled blocks, slumps and local paleoslides (Qupc)]

This collage of surficial materials rims the ancient landslides complex within the
southwest portion of the Point View Parcel in a complex array of deposits associated
with the ancient shore-cliff correlated with Terrace No. 4 of Bryant, Woodring and
others at the 60-80 meter elevation (195 ft. to 260 ft.). This unit includes
undifferentiated modern colluvium, paleo-seacliff debris and marine terrace deposits.
The paleo-seacliff debris includes cliff-derived colluvium, talus, toppled blocks,
slumps and local shallow slides. The direction of movement of the shallow slides is
generally seaward and obtuse to the major ancient landslide movement, which is in
an east-southeasterly direction in the central and north-east portion of the Point View
parcel.
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Terrace Deposits (Ot)

Included within this unit are both marine and non-marine terrace deposits. The
marine terraces commonly include well-rounded pebbles, cobbles, boulders and
shells in a sandy to silty sand matrix and occur as remnants in ancient wave-cut
platforms. The non-marine terrace deposits are a poorly sorted mixture of slope
wash, talus and alluvium which locally overlie marine terraces or ancient wave-cut
platforms.

This unit has been delineated on the attached Geologic Maps (Figures 7 and 9 of
Appendix V) and occurs along the southern portion of the subject site. Some of
these materials occur locally within the unit designated as Qupc, as well as the large
ancient landslide mass (Qlso).

Colluvium (Qcol)

This surficial deposit occurs in the northwest portion of the site in relatively steep
terrain bounding the ancient landslide complex. It consists of a loose,
heterogeneous, and incoherent mass of soil material and/or rock fragments
deposited by rainwash and sheet wash.

Accumulations of colluvium have been explored up to 14+ feet in depth but, in
general, thickness probably ranges between 5 feet and 10 feet.

Monterey Formation: Altamira Shale Member: Valmonte Diatomite (Tmv)

The Valmonte Diatomite occurs conformably overlying the Phosphatic Lithofacies
north of the subject site and along the crest of the peninsula. It mainly consists of
diatomite with minor phosphatic mudstone, siliceous limestone, sandstones and
some vitric ash.
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Phosphatic Lithofacies (Tmap)

This unit overlies the Cherty lithofacies and is exposed in the same area north of the
site. It contains bituminous, phosphatic, diatomaceous shale with limestone and
siltstone interbeds.

Cherty Lithofacies (Tmac)

Overlying the tuffaceous section is the Cherty Lithofacies which is exposed north of
the subject site along the cliff-face of the backscarp of the Ancient Portuguese
landslide complex (see Figure 7, Appendix V). It contains primarily chert and
porcelanite derived from diatomaceous sediments (Dibblee, 2000) with a few
limestone interbeds.

Fragments of this unit have been incorporated into the landslide debris and are often
found at the surface as relatively square blocks a few feet in diameter.

Tuffaceous Lithofacies (Tmat)

This unit consists of interbedded tuffaceous sandstone, dolomitic siltstone,
mudstone, dolostone, silty to sandy shale, Portuguese Tuff, sandstone, and basalt.
The Portuguese Tuff occurs as a partially bentonized 50-60 feet thick unit within the
Altamira Shale and appears responsible for the majority of the large landslides within
and adjacent to the subject site.

The subsurface investigation encountered approximately a 200-foot to 250-foot
stratigraphic section of this unit. Detailed descriptions are presented on the boring
logs reports referenced (Appendix I) from N&A.
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Intrusive basaltic rocks (Tb)

Basaltic rocks (volcanics) as sill-like bodies occur within the Altamira Shale Member
and are grossly conformable with the interbeds. Thicknesses range from one foot to
150+ ft. and were encountered in the subsurface investigation at depth northeast of
the subject site, and in several core borings on-site, as well as in Core boring BNA-
12 located south of the site near the beach.

Outcrops of this unit are rare and have been delineated on the attached geologic
maps based on the investigations by L&A, Inc., and the investigation by Lindvall and
Richter for the westerly adjacent parcel.

A review of aerial photographs and recent observations from private aircraft by the
undersigned indicate the basalt extends from the beach offshore beneath the sea a
considerable distance.

There is a considerable accumulation of basalt in the southern portion of the Point
View site and southerly to the ocean’s intertidal zone as denoted on the logs of core
borings B-1, B-2, NBMW-003, and BNA-12.

The basalts range from fresh, hard, medium to dark gray rocks to soft, crumbly,
altered rocks that are commonly variegated. The fresh, hard basalts were identified
at depth in the drill core from the thicker bodies. The thin shallow basalts are
considerably altered by chemical and mechanical weathering, as well as
hydrothermal alteration which occurred concurrently with their emplacement or
shortly thereafter.

Secondary minerals such as epidote, calcite, pyrite, marcasite, quartz, zeolites and
clay minerals were recognized commonly as infillings in fractures and vugs.
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Geologic Structure:

As previously indicated, the subject site is situated on the south limb of a major antiform whose
axis is located north of the Portuguese Bend Landslide Complex (Dibblee, 1999).

The major structural feature affecting the site and the immediate environs is the generally east-
west trending anticlinal fold whose axis has been shown concealed north of the site and which
has been connected to that of Lindvall and Richter on the adjacent westerly property (Figure 7,
Appendix V). The subject site is positioned on the south limb of this anticline.

The knowledge of the geologic structure within the site and environs has been greatly
enhanced by the recent core borings and the associated BIPS data from N&A’'s NBMW-001,
002, 03, and BNA-12; L&A’s core borings B-11/00, B-12/00 and B-13/00 as well as their bucket
auger borings BA-8/00 thru BA-16/00. The graphic logs of pertinent borings are portrayed on
the geologic map, which depict the bedding attitudes to the depths imaged by the BIPS for the
core borings, as well as bedding and slide plane attitudes recorded from downhole logging from
the bucket auger borings. The bedding attitudes portrayed on the graphic logs of L&A’s core
borings were obtained from their dip-meter logs. Note that not all of their core borings have
geophysical logs.

The in-place structural data indicates, in general, a large undulating synclinorium with the
subject Point View Parcel situated along the southwestern portion of this mega-structure.

The structure on the eastern portion of this site in the vicinity of NBMW-001 shows consistent
and relatively shallow dips to the east and northeast below the landslide. Farther to the west in
the vicinity of NBMW-002, moderate dips to the east-northeast are present below the landslide.
In the vicinity of NBMW-003, the bedrock dips moderately to the east-southeast. North and
northeast of the Point View Parcel and into the Upper Filiorum portion, the geologic structure
generally indicates shallow southeast dips immediately north of the northwest corner of the
Point View Site, to shallow southerly dips northeast of the site in the vicinity of B-12/00.
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The anticline delineated by Lindvall and Richter for the westerly adjacent property to the north
of the northwest perimeter of the Point View Parcel appears to continue in an easterly trend to
the area between B-11/00 and B-12/00. Based on the bedding attitudes from these two borings,
this anticline appears to be subdued in this area compared to the well-pronounced anticline from
Lindvall and Richter to the west.

Based on the previous and recent subsurface data, local contortions of the bedding structure
occur as a result of basalt intrusions present in the western portion of the Point View Parcel and
near the southern perimeter.

The main anticlinal fold of Dibblee (1999) and the lesser-order anticline fold just north of the site
may well be related to late Cenozoic tectonic uplift of the Palos Verdes Hills. Variations from the
gross structure and minor flexures could be considered expressions of disruptions due to the
emplacements of masses of volcanic rocks from submarine volcanism. Some of these localized
contortions may have also been the result of submarine penecontemporaneous deformation
during the Miocene.

Regional Landslide History:

Ancient Portuguese Bend Landslide Complex

One of the most well-known and studied landslide complexes in the Palos Verdes and Los
Angeles areas, this slide occupies an areal extent of 2.5 square miles. In 1956, the Los
Angeles County Road Department was in the process of extending Crenshaw Boulevard
from its then terminus at Crest Road down to Palos Verdes Drive South when signs of
distress confirmed reactivation of a segment that ultimately involved 260 acres of improved
and unimproved properties. This project had initially reached removal of an estimated
200,000 cubic yards of earth immediately below Crest Road when signs of distress became
apparent within a storm drain adjacent to grading and also at the then beach improvements
of the Portuguese Bend Club. Since that time, the 1956 activated segment has continued to
plague dwelling units and roadway improvements within its boundaries. Development has,
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however, been actively pursued due to real estate benefits engendered by ocean views
and ocean-moderated Mediterranean climate.

The Portuguese Bend Landslide complex is comprised of discrete segmented landslides
with each segment exhibiting cycles of movement and quiescence. Extensive detailed
subsurface investigations by N&A for the Point View site have identified the areal and
vertical limits of the various instabilities. These studies have been benefited by employing
special downhole logging photographic techniques (BIPS — Borehole Imaging Processing
System) that had not been available to previous investigations. Not only are continuous
cores of the boreholes made available for study, special photographic equipment provided
a downhole recording of the underlying rock units, thus allowing detailed inspections and
analysis after completion of the field investigation.

Active Portuguese Bend Landslide Complex

The currently active Portuguese Bend landslide is bordered on the east and west
lowermost segments by the 80 acre Abalone Cove and 50 acre Klondike Canyon
Landslides, respectively. The subject site development is located 2000+ ft. northwest of the
active portion of the Portuguese Landslide Complex and is located on the western fringe of
the inactive ancient landslide complex (Figure 1).

The currently active segments, have been in constant motion since its most recent 1956
inception with notable accelerations recorded following heavy rains.

Abalone Cove Landslide

Bordering the southwest side of the 1956 activated Portuguese Bend Landslide, the
Abalone Cove Landslide is a remobilized part of the western portion of the ancient
(Pleistocene age) Portuguese Bend Landslide complex.
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Movement was first noticed in 1974 at the shoreline toe where distress propagated upslope
to inland of Palos Verdes Drive South by 1980. Subsurface investigations by Ehlig in 1982
disclosed the westernmost segment is moving over ancient, inactive landslide debris.
Dewatering prompted by cooperative homeowner efforts via an assessment has reduced
movement to nearly imperceptible amounts associated with internal settlement. This area is
remote from the Point View site and is approximately 3,000 ft.+ east of Point View.

Some investigations model landslide movement in a southerly direction down to the subject
beachfront. However, subsurface investigations by N&A employing BIPS northwesterly of
this slide indicate the slide movement may have been deflected by in place basaltic
intrusions that redirect movement from an initially southeasterly to a southern direction.

Klondike Canyon Landslide

This fifty-acre instability juxtaposed the southeasternmost limits of the active Portuguese
Bend Landslide and is arguably related to the larger, ancient landslide complex (Kerwin,
1982) Robert Stone and Associates (1982) hypothesized this slide originated as an eastern
extension of the Portuguese Bend Landslide at least 37,000 years ago. Following several
wet years, the slide activated in 1980, but moved less than three feet and caused minimal
damage. Some authors feel the Klondike Canyon movement is due to drag from the
Portuguese Bend, an association suggested by GPS survey data which recorded
decreasing movement in an easterly direction from the common slide boundary. There
have been no recorded or visibly noted movements since its 1980 active period.

Beach Club Landslide

A mapped area within the sea cliff portion of the Klondike Canyon Landslide exhibits a
separate, discrete slide identified as the Beach Club Landslide. The basal failure plane is
obviously independent of the larger Klondike slide as this latter basal failure surface is
some 100 feet below the existing shore line elevation.
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Flying Triangle Landslide

Overlooking the east side of the Portuguese Bend Landslide, this 32-acre instability is not
physically a part of the Portuguese Bend complex. Studies indicate the slide is divided into
three segments which are referred to as an eastern segment, shallow in depth; a main
mass segment moving into Klondike Canyon; and a southern segment moving
independently of the main mass into Paint Brush Canyon.

In 1980 approximately 5 acres of this slide became active. Subsequent wet years caused
expansion of slide movement when, in 1983, the total landslide activity exceeded 90 acres
Ehlig — 1992. Abatement activity by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes consists of two
horizontal drains installed at the toe of the Klondike Canyon lobe.

This slide initiated homeowner litigation that involved 4 destroyed structures and one
supported by designed, deepened piles. There has been no further remedial stabilization of
this slide due to the prohibitively deep (300-400 ft.) failure surface and interference of
adjoining improved properties.

South Shores Landslide (AKA 25" Street Slide)

Approximately 2 ¥ miles east of the Portuguese Bend Landslide on Palos Verdes Drive
South, this well known although inactive landslide became viewed as a potential geologic
hazard in 1956 when the reactivated Portuguese Bend Landslide demonstrated its adverse
impacts on man’s improvements. Dating by carbon-14 techniques disclosed its initial
activity at 16,000 + ybp and its activity was likely a single event. Subsurface investigative
techniques at the time the area was studied were hindered by hard, fractured bedrock units
that all but precluded drilling efforts (Ray-1960). The slide depth was, however, established
by indirect means using identifiable marker beds and these procedures disclosed the slide
ranged to depths of 150 ft. (measured vertically). Areal dimensions include approximately
3,800 ft. from crown to toe and 2,000 ft. from flank to flank south of Palos Verdes Drive
South.
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Immediately following the 1956 reactivation of the Portuguese Bend Landslide, it was
apparent that agency controls lacked effective measures for identifying and resolving
geotechnical hazards. Construction within the then known and mapped 25" Street landslide
did not require specific subsurface investigations nor were any efforts made to define
adequate factors of safety. Although the Portuguese Bend slide raised concerns regarding
construction of permanent single family structures, the then under construction residential
improvements were allowed to continue. Proposed improvements in the then design stage
were revised to a trailer court facility currently known as the South Shores Trailer Court.
There have been no known reports of damage from landslide activity since completion of
these improvements.

Ocean Trails Golf Course Landslide

A regulation 18-hole golf course overlooking the Pacific Ocean experienced damaging
landslide activity in the early summer of 2000, just two weeks prior to its official opening.
The 37 + acre landslide area is south of Palos Verdes Drive South between the intersection
of Palos Verdes Drive East and Ocean Trails Drive and occupies a gently inclined wave cut
terrace capped by marine and non-marine deposited soils. Altamira shale of the Monterey
Formation comprises the underlying bedrock and bedding structure inclines at shallow
angles towards the ocean. A portion of the sea cliff descending from the pad exhibited
landslide activity that had not experienced signs of recent movement. The original project
developer and consultant proposed constructing a below grade, compacted earth shear key
intended to interrupt and support adversely oriented bedding structure underlying the
project. Since this would involve extensive grading and disturbance the Coastal
Commission did not approve this concept and the existing landslide and golf course was
capped with compacted, on site clayey adobe. These efforts were not successful in
inhibiting movement and the reactivated slide destroyed a green and fairway within the golf
course. Another developer then assumed control of the project and the golf course is under
their current management.

The failure was remediated by partial removal of landslide debris and installation of shear
keys and shear pins.
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Point Ferman Landslide

Occupying a prominence projecting from the southeasternmost seacoast segment of the
Palos Verdes Hills this landslide was triggered in 1929. Contributing factors include an over
steepened wave cut sea cliff, adversely oriented bedding structure and rain fall in January
of 1929. These combining effects precipitated movement along a bentonitic clay layer.

One of the oldest known active landslides in the peninsula, there have been no efforts to
restore the slide due to its severe topography, geologic setting and lack of financial
incentive to achieve code specified remediation.

Bluff Cove Landslide

In the early 1980s a local reentrant in the wave cut sea cliffs at the northwest portion of the
Palos Verdes peninsula comprised the site instabilities that adversely impacted several
single family residential structures. These now removed improvements were involved with
landslides that affected both Altamira shale bedrock and soil units assigned to terrace
deposits. The earliest slides involved Altamira bedrock and resulted in the loss of 2
residential structures, subsequent slides affecting nearly structures occurred within high
(100 ft.), over-steepened slopes comprised of unconsolidated terrace deposits.

Site Landslides:

Paleoslides Associated with the Ancient Shoreline (Qupc)

Several borings penetrated shallow paleoslides that have failed along an ancient shorecliff.
They consist of a loose, heterogeneous mixture of disoriented bedrock fragments in a
sandy to silty clay matrix commonly overriding rounded cobbles, gravels and beach sands.
These slides are now concealed by accumulations of colluvium, soil and vegetation and are
not considered part of the ancient landslide complex (QIso).
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The paleoseacliff concept presented herein by N&A has also been recognized by the late
Dr. Perry Ehlig in his review for the City of Rancho Palos Verdes of Mr. Keith W. Ehlert's
geologic investigation report for the adjacent Wayfarer’s Chapel project (1997). Dr. Ehlig
noted that when comparing the elevation of the top of the in-place bedrock of the Ehlert
boring and the Moore and Taber boring MT-8 and MT-3, “the elevation difference of 70 feet
between the top of bedrock in the two borings suggests that a buried wave-cut sea cliff lies
between the two borings”.

Remnants of two paleoslides along the ancient shoreline have been delineated along the
western ridgeline that trends north-south. In some cases, they have overridden both marine
and non-marine terraces and other beach deposits.

Detailed downhole logging of some of the borings describe distinct slide planes dipping to
the south and obtuse to the ancient landslide complex present on-site.

Quaternary Landslides (QIs)

The two paleoslides described above associated with the ancient shoreline off the western
ridgeline are also designated as Quaternary Landslides and are considerably younger than
the ancient landslide complex.

Ancient Landslide Complex (Qlso)

Based on the downhole logging of the bucket — auger borings penetrating this unit, and the
cores and BIPS images from the subsurface investigation and outcrops exposing this unit,
the characteristics of these deposits are highly variable. Some of the slide material contains
bedrock that has retained its structure and is not easily distinguished from in-place bedrock.
Other portions of slide material are highly unconsolidated debris consisting of angular
blocks in a fine-grained matrix with numerous voids.
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Portions of the site contain terrace deposits which have moved en masse with the large
landslide movements and have been designated as landslide debris.

The clasts of the majority of the slide debris contains the rock types of the Altamira Shale
Member’'s Tuffaceous, Cherty and Phosphatic Lithofacies and range from relatively large
bedrock blocks to rubble.

The direction of movement is in an arcuate fashion towards the east and southeast. The
ancient landslide movement has been partially “steered” by the subsurface geologic
structure dipping to the east and southeast, as well as the preponderance of basalt via
volcanic intrusion along the southern portion of the site forming a natural “buttress”.

The landslides within the ancient landslide complex have occurred as a series of multiple
failures consisting of rotational, block-guide and slump type movements, which extended
over a considerable period of time dating back to approximately 120,000 years ago. The
major landslides failed along the Potuguese Tuff resulting in the arcuate and hummocky
morphology mimicking that of the recently active Abalone Cove landslide southeast of the
subject site.

The initial large-scale movements probably initiated in the general area east of the subject
site in the vicinity of the recently active Abalone Cove landslide and to the northeast near
water well WW-13. This original development of large landsliding was probably associated
with an emerging coastline due to declining sea-level and/or uplift of the Palos Verdes Hills
which eroded and daylighted the weak beds of the Portuguese Tuff. This initial movement
aggravated the stability of the surrounding areas to the west, northwest, and north.

The landslide movements and their directions of movement have been primarily controlled
by the geological structure. The landslide directions of movement are essentially down-dip
to the east-southeast in the eastern portion of the Point View Parcel, to the southeast in the
northwest portion, and to the south in the area northeast of the site in the vicinity of B-12.
These movement directions focus in the area immediately northeast of the site in the
vicinity of WW-13 and WW-6.
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Also, previous work reported by Law/Crandall, Inc. (July 2, 1991) states that “The ancient
slide is quite deep in Core Hole LC-C1, with sliding indicated to have been largely in an
easterly direction”, which further supports our landslide directions of movement.

Groundwater Analyses

A critical factor that plays an important role in the landsliding was and still is groundwater.
The initial major landsliding to the east and northeast of the site disrupted the natural
drainage systems, which resulted in a build-up of ground water and hydrostatic pressure
that lubricated the Portuguese Tuffs surrounding the initial movement area. This

groundwater “sump” northeast of the site is also supported by historical groundwater data.

This firm has reviewed the available groundwater data obtained from the City of Rancho
Palos Verdes and various reports. In N&A’s 2000 report, this data was amalgamated and
presented on a Groundwater Contour Map and a Historical Average Daily Well Production
Bar Graph. The majority of the data relates to the ACLAD wells.

N&A monitored the wells on site and in the Upper Filiorum area from May 8, 2000 through
2008. It should be noted that many of the wells are dry and the majority of the site has no
appreciable groundwater. The only portion of the site that contains any appreciable
groundwater is the extreme northeast corner in the vicinity of NBMW-001 and 002, LC-1, B-
5, Monaghan-1, and BNA-1. It should also be noted that no records have been found
concerning the Monaghan-1 Well regarding who the driller was, the log, and the screened
interval, etc.

The water elevation versus time graphs show the groundwater elevation fluctuations
through time. (May 8, 2000 through 2008) for the monitoring wells measured by N&A. They
indicate, in general, that the static groundwater elevation has risen approximately 10 ft. in
each well that has water with the exception of LC-2 and B-13/00 located to the north in the
Upper Filiorum area, Monaghan-1, and BNA-12.
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Based on our review of the groundwater data, the most significant area of groundwater
accumulation and highest well production is located to the northeast of the subject site
(Figure 7, Appendix V). This “sump” also generally coincides with the structural low in the
base of the landslide in the area offsite and northeast of NBMW-001.

Recent communications with ACLAD personnel indicate several of their pumping wells are
drying up and overall production is gradually decreasing. However, the “sump” area
described earlier that contains W-13 is still producing over 40,000 * gallons per day.

The groundwater regime for the subject site and its environs is complex with the
groundwater trapped in various compartments and associated with the intra-landslides
within the ancient landslide complex. Recent communications with ACLAD personnel also
infer the groundwater is in compartments and that some of their pumping wells are
connected to others.

Summary of Existing and Proposed Improvements:

The improvements completed as of this date include the Event Garden with the fireplace and
restroom remodel and a portion of the access road from Narcissa to the Event Garden. All work
was completed in accordance with the geotechnical recommendation.

Future improvements yet to be completed include the all-weather access road, the gazebo, the
greenhouse, small golf course and some agriculture. Future work By G&A will include the
geotechnical reviews for the greenhouse and golf course, as well as the observation, monitoring
and reporting for the grading, etc. of the all-weather access road.

Conclusions:

Based on the geologic data and analyses by this firm, N&A and L&A the existing and proposed
improvements listed above will not aggravate the existing geologic conditions and/or existing
landslides within and in the immediate environs of the subject site. The reader is referred to the

33|



referenced reports by this firm and by N&A (2000 through 2008) for detailed geologic

information (i.e. boring logs, etc.).

Respectfully submitted,
GINTER & ASSOCIATES, INC.

Dave Ginter, P.G., C.E.G.
President/Principal Engineering Geologist

cc: Gary Weber, Weber Consulting

Attachments:
Figure 1 — Site Location Map
Figure 2 — City of Rancho Palos Verdes Landslide Moratorium Zones and Portuguese Bend Planning Areas
Appendix | — References
Appendix Il — Point View Figures of Various Improvements
Appendix Il — Seismicity Evaluation From N&A'’s 6/17/08 Report
Appendix IV — Charts of Well Monitoring Elevation vs. Time From N&A'’s 6/17/08 Report
Appendix V — Revised Geologic Maps Figures 7 and 9 From N&A 6/17/08 Report
Appendix VI — Summary of Borings Within and Adjacent to the Point View Site
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Explanation

Qcol coLuvium
Qt TERRACE DEPOSITS, MARINE AND NON-MARINE
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18884
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NON-MARINE TERRACE

QIs/QISO  LANDSLIDE DEPOSITS SHOWING APPROXIMATE
DIRECTION OF FLOW

Tmat  TERTIARY MONTEREY FORMATION, TUFFACEOUS
LITHOFACIES OF THE ALTAMIRA SHALE MEMBER

< Tb  BasaLmcRrocks
™ R g — IL. ~— — APPROXIMATE GEOLOGIC CONTACT; DOTTED WHERE
o CONCEALED, QUERIED WHERE UNCERTAIN

7293 M 04 BNA-11 APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF BUCKET AUGER BORING BY
A pypemat ® NEBLETT & ASSOCIATES (20005-2008)
174.08 N NBMW.oo2  APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF DIAMOND CORE BORING BY _H_Q ure 3
S NEBLETT & ASSOCIATES (2000), CONVERTED TO A
®  owmmncwmL GEOLOGIC MAP
B-11/00 APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF DIAMOND CORE BORING BY
® LEIGHTON & ASSOCIATES (2000), CONVERTED TO A
MONITORING WELL
B-16/00 APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF BUCKET AUGER BORING BY
® LEIGHTON & ASSOCIATES (2000)
BA-10 APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF BUCKET AUGER BORING BY
P LEIGHTON & ASSOCIATES (1996)
B9 APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF DIAMOND CORE OR ROTARY
o BORING BY LEIGHTON AND ASSOCIATES (1996)
LC2 APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF DIAMOND CORE BORING BY (.\ e
S LAW/CRANDALL & ASSOCIATES (1991), MONITORING '
WELL INSTALLED
APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF BORING BY MOORE & .
202 AR (1978) PROJECT NO. :
MT33  APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF BORING BY MOORE & 100-01
° TABER (1969) e
August, 2010
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 TABLL 1.

PEAK GROUND ACCELERATION VALULS AND SEISMIC DESIGN PARAMETERS

POINT VIEW PROJECT

PEAK GROUND ACCELERATION VALURES

Attenuation Funcian Authg__r

Esumaled PGA Value

Soft Rock/Fill Arcas

Bozorgnia and others (1999) 0.359g
| Sadigh and others (1997) 0.345g
. Boore and others (1997) 0.373g

Mean PGA Value 0.359g

SITLE COORDINATIES:
SITE LATITUDE: 33,7469
SITE LONGITUDE: 183789
UBC SEISMIC ZONE;

0.4

NEAREST TYPE A FAULT:

Cucaronga Fault
DISTANCE: 734 km

NEAREST TYPE B FAULT:

ifalos Verdes
DISTANCE: 6.1 km

UBC SOIL PROKFILE TYPL: SD
FILL AREAS

SELECTER UBC SEISMIC COEFFICIENTS:
Na: 1.0
Nv: 1.2
Ca: D.44
Cv: (174
Ty 0.673
o 0135

Soil Type 5D
Still Soil Proiile
600-1200 ft/sec

Neblett & Associates, fne.




TABLE. 2,

FAULT PARAMETERS

POINT VIEW

| BPPROX.|SCURCE | MAX. SLIF FAULT
ARBREVIEIED DISTANCE| TYPE | MAG. | RATE |  TYPR
FAULT MNAME | (km) |(“,B,c.| (Mw) | {mw/yr) | (38,D5,BT]
mmmmmmas =z |szsssow | se=s==s=s | ms=mssooas
PALOS VERD: | 5.1 | 7.1 | 3,00 €5
NEWPORT- TNGLEWCOD (i.A.Basit) | 18.5 | €.9 | 1.00 35
SANIE MONICR 33.9 I 6.8 | .00 | g
| VALIBU CORST i 34.6 . B i 6.7 . 0.30 | DS
HOLLYWOOD ! 7.1 3 i 5.5 1.00 oS
ANACAPA-DUNE | ze.1 | B | 7.3 ] 3.66 | ok
ELSINCRE-WHITTZER | 4z.7 | 3 | 5.3 | 2.5¢ | 55
RAYMOND | 14,2 | B | 5.5 | 6.55 | 05
| NEWPORZ-INGLEWOOD (Qffshore] | 5.1 | i | 6.2 | 1.5¢ | 55
VERDUEO } £7.5 | B | 5.7 | c.5¢ | DS
SIERRA MADRE (Central] | sc.7 | B ] 7.0 | 3.00 | L5
SAN JOSE Bg.5o | B Po6.5 | .30 i s
SIERRA MADRE (Szu Fernando] | s8.9 | B i 5.7 | 2.00 B3]
CLAMSIEL D -SARDIT | 59.1 | 3 | 5.5 | 0.50 | put=!
: CHINO-CENIRAL AVE. (Elsinore; | 2.0 | B | 5.7 | 1.00 | ol
| SANTA SUSANA | 3.3 ] B | s.6 | 5.cC | Pt
SAN GABRIED | Ha,1 | E | 7.0 | 1.00 | 55
CORCNADD BANK ! 7.6 | B 7.4 3.oc | 58
ELSINORE-GLEN IVY : €2.6 ! B boe.g | s.co0 | 85
SIMI-SANTA ROSA 5 1.8 | 3 T 1.00 | L3
HOLSER | 2.3 3 | 6.3 ¢ 0.40 ] cg
CUCAMONGE | 7301 A | 7.0 | 5.00 cs
DRK RIDGE {Qushore) | 75,01 3 | 5.9 | 4.00 | g
i 8AN CAYETANO | 34.2 | B | 6.3 | €.00 | o8
| SAN RNDRERS5 - 1857 Rupture | g1.4 | = | 7.8 | 34.00 | 5
ELETNORE-TEMECULA | g6.0C | B | 6.8 | 5.00 | 35
VENTURA - PITAS POINT ! 56.9 B og.e | 1.00 i LS
SAN JAUINTG-3AN 3ERNARDINOC d 97.7 | 3 | 6.7 { 12.00 | 58
AN ANDREAS - Southern ! 100c.1 | 2 | 7.4 | =24.00 | £
55 = grrike-slip; LS = dip-zlip; Br = blind thrust
Fault sarameters From Peterson and othevs [(1%96) .

Nebletr & Associates, Tnc.
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Spectral Acceleration (g)

DESIGN RESPONSE SPECTRUM
279-004-05 Point View, Seismic Zone: (0.4 Soil Profile: SD
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APPENDIX IV

Charts of Well Monitoring

Elevation vs. Time

From N&A’s 6/17/08 Report
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APPENDIX V

Revised Geologic Maps
Figures 7 and 9
From N&A Report dated 6/17/08



Explanation

FOR LINDVALL & RICHTER INVESTIGATION;
VICINITY OF BARKENTINE CANYON & WESTERLY

af ARTIFICIAL FILL
Qal ALLUVIUM AND LOW STREAM-TERRACE DEPOSITS

QSW SLOPE WASH AND CREEP DEPOSITS (SHOWN ONLY WHERE
OBSERVED INFERRED THICNESS IS 3-FEET OR GREATER)

QIS LANDSLIDE DEPOSITS

QtC NON-MARINE TERRACE DEPOSITS COVERING MARINE DEPOSITS
AND WAVE CUT BENCHES

th MARINE TERRACE DEPOSITS OVERLYING ANCIENT WAVE-CUT

BENCHES
Tma ALTAMIRA SHALE MEMBER, MONTEREY FORMATION ( SUBSCRIPT
(Tmab) “‘b” DENOTES DEFORMED AND SILICIFIED ALTAMIRA SHALE IN

CLOSE ASSOCIATION WITH SMALL BODIES OF BASALTIC ROCK)
pt PORTUGUESE TUFF UNIT WITHIN ALTAMIRA SHALE
bt BARKENTINE TUFF UNIT WITHIN ALTAMIRA SHALE
Tb BASALTIC ROCKS (SUBSCRIPT “t” DENOTES UNITS CONTAINING
(Tbt) ABUNDANT TUFF AND PUMICE)
PILLI -~
) SN S CONTACT BETWEEN GEOLOGIC UNITS, DASHED WHERE
APPROXIMATE, QUERIED WHERE UNCERTAIN
15
S STRIKE AND DIP OF BEDS

-7
/A\v/ ----- ' AXIS OF ANTICLINE, DASHED WHERE APPROXIMATE

4/ _________ 2 AXIS OF SYNCLINE, DASHED WHERE APPROXIMATE
ARROWS INDICATE GENERAL DIRECTION OF LANDSLIDE
= MOVEMENT
LRA4-12
16 LOCATION OF LRA EXPLORATORY BORING, 1982

D-2 LOCATION OF CONVERSE CONSULTANTS BORING, 1966 AND 1981

GEOLOGY MAPPED BY RICHARD JAHNS, 1960-66 AND 1982
AND KARL VONDER LINDEN, 1982
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Explanation

COLLUVIUM

TERRACE DEPOSITS, MARINE AND NON-MARINE

UNDIFFERENTIATED MODERN COLLUVIUM AND PALEOSEACLIFF
DEBRIS AND MARINE TERRACE: PALEOSEACLIFF DEBRIS INCLUDES
CLIFF DERIVED COLLUVIUM, TALUS, TOPPLED BLOCKS, SLUMPS
AND LOCAL PALEOSLIDES

ANCIENT PORTUGUESE BEND LANDSLIDE DEBRIS

LANDSLIDE DEPOSITS SHOWING APPROXIMATE DIRECTION OF FLOW
WITHIN Qupc

TERTIARY MONTEREY FORMATION, VALMONTE DIATOMITE MEMBER

TERTIARY MONTEREY FORMATION, ALTAMIRA SHALE MEMBER
Tmap- PHOSPHATIC LITHOFACIES
Tmac-CHERTY LITHOFACIES
Tmat-TUFFACEOUS LITHOFACIES

BASALTIC ROCKS (SUBSCRIPT “t” DENOTES UNITS CONTAINING
ABUNDANT TUFF AND PUMICE)

APPROXIMATE GEOLOGIC CONTACT; DOTTED WHERE CONCEALED,
QUERIED WHERE UNCERTAIN

STRIKE AND DIP OF BEDDING

AXIS OF ANTICLINE, DASHED WHERE APPROXIMATE

AXIS OF SYNCLINE, DASHED WHERE APPROXIMATE

LOCATION OF BUCKET AUGER BORING BY NEBLETT & ASSOCIATES
(2005-2006)

LOCATION OF DIAMOND CORE BORING BY NEBLETT & ASSOCIATES
(2000), CONVERTED TO MONITORING WELL

LOCATION OF DIAMOND CORE BORING BY LEIGHTON & ASSOCIATES
(2000), CONVERTED TO MONITORING WELL

LOCATION OF BUCKET AUGER BORING BY LEIGHTON & ASSOCIATES
(2000)

LOCATION OF BUCKET AUGER BORING BY LEIGHTON & ASSOCIATES
(1996)

LOCATION OF DIAMOND CORE OR ROTARY BORING BY LEIGHTON
& ASSOCIATES (1996)
LOCATION OF BORING BY LEIGHTON AND ASSOCIATES

LOCATION OF DIAMOND CORE BORING BY LAW / CRANDALL &
ASSOCIATES (1991), MONITORING WELL INSTALLED

LOCATION OF WATER WELL BY ROBERT STONE & ASSOCIATES (1979-80)
LOCATION OF MONITORING WELL BY ROBERT STONE & ASSOCIATES

(1979-80)

LOCATION OF ROTARY BORING BY ROBERT STONE & ASSOCIATES
(1979)

LOCATION OF BUCKET AUGER BORING BY ROBERT STONE &
ASSOCIATES (1979)

LOCATION OF BORING BY MOORE & TABER (1978)

LOCATION OF BORING BY MOORE & TABER (1969)

LOCATION OF BUCKET AUGER BORING BY EHLERT

LOCATION OF CORE BORING BY ABALONE COVE LANDSLIDE
ABATEMENT DISTRICT

LOCATION OF BORING BY ABALONE COVE PANEL

LOCATION OF BORING BY STONE GEOLOGICAL SERVICE (1961)
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APPENDIX VI

Summary of Borings
Within and Adjacent to

The Point View Site



TABLE I: Summary of Borings Drilled within Point View Development Site

Boring Logged By Date Drilled Boring Type Total Surface Qls within Qupc within Ancient Landslide Outside Qls- Groundwater Groundwater Notes
Designation Depth (Feet) Elev. (msl) Basal Basal Groundwater Groundwater Within Depth Elevation
R/S Depth R/S Elevation Depth Elevation Qupc and Qlso
MT-1 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 112 413 ? DRY
MT-3 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 32 275 N/A v DRY
MT-4 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 35 170 N/A v DRY
MT-5 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 65 407 49 358 DRY
MT-8 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 32 210 N/A v DRY
MT-17 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 78 383 Unknown DRY
MT-18 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 68 445 Unknown DRY
MT-20 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 74 368 Unknown DRY
MT-29 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 43 352 40 312 DRY
MT-30 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 87 362 74 288 86 feet 276
MT-31 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 66 324 52 272 DRY
MT-32 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 70 340 Unknown DRY
MT-33 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 15 370 N/A DRY
MT-34 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 30 365 N/A DRY
MT-44 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 42 593 DRY
MT-56 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 26 258 v DRY
MT-57 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 22 210 v DRY
MT-101 Moore and Taber 1968 5" Rotary Wash 132 340 86 254 N/A
MT-201 Moore and Taber 1978 5" Rotary Wash 146 422 ? 142 230 H20 when drilled
MT-202 Moore and Taber 1978 5" Rotary Wash 132+ 424 ? N/A
MT-203 Moore and Taber 1978 5" Rotary Wash 111 395 ? N/A
LAC-2 L.A. County 1976 24" Bucket Auger 33 280 v DRY
LAC-3 L.A. County 1976 24" Bucket Auger 26 276 v DRY
LAC-4 L.A. County 1976 24" Bucket Auger 12 255 v DRY
LAC-5 L.A. County 1976 24" Bucket Auger 18 225 v DRY
LC-1 Law/Crandall 1990 Core 320 408 205 203 113 295 Screen: 100'-162' Monitored to 1999
B-1 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 254 185 v N/A
B-2 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 207 230 v N/A
B-3 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 252 350 75 275 N/A
B-4 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 212+ 327 60 267 DRY Screen: 100'-140'
B-5 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 300 385 193 192 108 277 Screen: 100'-140'
B-6 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 202 415 74 341 DRY Screen: 100'-140'
B-7 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 237 420 99? 3217 DRY Screen: 100'-140'
B-8 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 260 462 717 3917 DRY Screen: 100'-140'
BA-1 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 30" Bucket Auger 46 180 v DRY
BA-2 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 30" Bucket Auger 90 462 637 399 DRY
BA-3 Leighton & Assoc. 1996 30" Bucket Auger 118 610 46 564 DRY
BA-4 Leighton & Assoc. 1996 30" Bucket Auger 95 600 867 514 DRY
BA-8/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 107 375 83 292 DRY
BA-9/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 87 387 v DRY
BA-10/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 86 405 v DRY
BA-11/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 87 285 40 245 DRY
BA-12/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 74 235 v DRY
BA-13/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 72 450 20+ 421 DRY
BA-14/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 117 383 ? 117+ DRY
BA-15/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 71 310 v DRY
BA-16/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 30" Bucket Auger 90 390 ? 90+ DRY
NBMW-001 Neblett and Assoc. 2000 2.5" Core 350 408 194 214 101 to 113 295 to 307 Screen: 87' to 247'
NBMW-002 Neblett and Assoc. 2000 2.5" Core 200 362 101 261 66 to 79 283 to 296 Screen: 83' to 150'
NBMW-003 Neblett and Assoc. 2000 2.5" Core 180 322 152 3072
DRY
BNA-1 Neblett and Assoc. 2005 30" Bucket Auger 115 375 1157 260? 100 275 Near Basal R/S
BNA-2 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 100 333 68 265 DRY
BNA-3 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 102 355 70 285 102+ DRY
BNA-4B Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 81 330 65 265 DRY
BNA-5 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 24 ? Abandoned
TABLE |: Summary of Borings Drilled within Point View Development Site (continued)
Boring Logged By Date Drilled Boring Type Total Surface Qls within Qupc within Ancient Landslide Outside Qls- Groundwater Groundwater Notes
Designation Depth (Feet) Elev. (msl) Basal Basal Groundwater Groundwater Within Depth Elevation
R/S Depth R/S Elevation Depth Elevation Qupc and Qlso
BNA-5B Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 29 ? Abandoned




BNA-6C Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 89 347 69.5 2775 DRY
BNA-7 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 74 335 47 288 DRY
BNA-8 Neblett and Assoc. 2005 30" Bucket Auger 66 375 v DRY
BNA-9 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 91.5 490 v DRY
BNA-10 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 97 495 76 419 DRY
BNA-10B Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 69 500 34.5 465 DRY
BNA-11 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 30" Bucket Auger 53 475 22 453 DRY
Core Boring Drilled in Abalone Cove Shoreline Park, South of Point View Site
BNA-12 Neblett and Assoc. 2006 Core 303 155 144 11




TABLE II: Summary of Borings Drilled within the Upper Filiorum and Outside the Point View Development Site

Boring Logged By Date Drilled Boring Type Total Surface Basal Basal Groundwater [Groundwater| Screen Notes
Designation Depth (Feet)| Elev. (msl)| R/S Depth | R/S Elevation Depth Elevation Interval
MT-6 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 83 470 ? 65 ? 405 DRY
MT-14 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 20 680 N/A
MT-23 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 26 757 N/A
MT-25 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 30 465 N/A
MT-36 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 26 882 N/A
MT-37 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 5 912 N/A
MT-38 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 11 892 N/A
MT-39 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 7 896 N/A
MT-40 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 42 534 ?
MT-41 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 17 574 N/A
MT-42 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 42 560 N/A
MT-43 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 25 532 N/A
MT-45 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 36 569 Seep @ 23 feet
MT-51 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 103 546 ?25 DRY
MT-52 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 57 544 ? 20 524
MT-53 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 39 470 ? 37 433
MT-104 Moore and Taber 1968 5" Rotary Wash 126 778 126 652 Well Data Per Leighton and Associates
MT-105 Moore and Taber 1968 5" Rotary Wash 126 633 ? 38 43 590 Well Data Per Leighton and Associates
MT-106 Moore and Taber 1968 5" Rotary Wash 86 675 ? Well Data Per Leighton and Associates
B-9 Leighton & Assoc. 1995 2.5" Core 250 530 71 459
B-10 Leighton & Assoc. 1996 2.5" Core 210 720 120 600
B-11/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 2.5" Core 349 698 107 591
B-12/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 2.5" Core 349 530 159°? 371
B-13/00 Leighton & Assoc. 2000 2.5" Core 349 690 1217 569
LC-2 LeRoy Crandall 1990 Core 360 885 237 648 267 618 234'-274' (Well Data per L&A, Well Damaged
LC-3 LeRoy Crandall 1990 Core 330 800 199 601 74 725 167'-207' |Well Data Per Leighton and Associates
LC-4 LeRoy Crandall 1990 Core 337 790 189 601 105 685 155'-195' |Well Data Per Leighton and Associates
| |
GBA-1 Ginter & Associates 2010 30" Bucket Auger 12 514 Abandoned-severe caving
GBA-2 Ginter & Associates 2010 30" Bucket Auger 18 527 Abandoned-severe caving
GBA-2A Ginter & Associates 2010 30" Bucket Auger 76 518 25 493 DRY | |
GBA-3 Ginter & Associates 2010 30" Bucket Auger 113 562 19 543 Predominately volcanics 19'-113'
GBA-4 Ginter & Associates 2011 30" Bucket Auger 15 623 Abandoned-severe caving
GBA-4A Ginter & Associates 2011 30" Bucket Auger 120 621 47.5 573.5 DRY Predominately volcanics 47.5'-120'
GCB-1 Ginter & Associates 2011 Core (HQ) 210 626 59.75 566.25 DRY Massive basalt from 140'-155'
GCB-2 Ginter & Associates 2011 Core (HQ) 210 642 92 550 DRY Massive basalt from 160'-210'
GCB-3 Ginter & Associates 2011 Core (HQ) 210 793 149 644 DRY Cased to 21'
GCB-4 Ginter & Associates 2011 Core (HQ) 160 506 50.6 455.4 DRY Cased to 30'; massive basalt 130'-160'
GCB-5 Ginter & Associates 2011 Core (HQ) 151.5 582 41.5 540.5 DRY Massive basalt 137'-151.5'
GCB-6 Ginter & Associates 2011 Core (HQ) 161.5 554 81.75 472.25 DRY




TABLE lll: Summary of Borings Drilled Outside the Point View Development Site and Within the Abalone Cove Landslide and the Ancient Portugese Bend Landslide Complex

Boring Logged By Date Drilled Boring Type Total Surface Basal Basal Groundwater | Groundwater | Screen Notes
Designation Depth (Feet) Elev. (imsl) | R/S Depth R/S Elevation Depth Elevation Interval
ACL-1 Slosson and Assoc. 1988 Core 301 66 145? -79 45 21 Abandoned 1991
ACL-2 Slosson and Assoc. 1988 Core 201 107 54? 53 54 53 Abandoned 1991
ACL-3 Slosson and Assoc. 1988 Core 250 168 ?
ACL-4 Slosson and Assoc. 1989 Core 350 179 172 7 136 43 Well Data Per Leighton and Associates
ACL-6 Slosson and Assoc. ? Core ? 14 722 -58 15 -1 Well Data Per Leighton and Associates
ACL-7A Slosson and Assoc. 1990 Core 116 32 807 -48 25+ -7
ACL-7B Slosson and Assoc. 1992 Core 251 32 77? -45 ?
ACL-8 Slosson and Assoc. 1990 Core 217 72 ? 50 22
ACL-9 Slosson and Assoc. 1990 Core 260 14 111?
HVLA-1 Slosson and Assoc. 1984 Core 136 138 ?
HVLA-2 Slosson and Assoc. 1984 Core 179 32 ? 26
HVLA-3 Slosson and Assoc. 1984 Core 194 70 159? -89 70 0 Well Data Per Leighton and Associates
HVLA-4 Slosson and Assoc. 1984 Core 239 387 ?
HVLA-5 Slosson and Assoc. 1984 Core 194 454 105? 349 57 397 Well Data Per Leighton and Associates
PVP-1 Dr. K. Vonder Linden 1968 Core 225 207 130 77 130 77
PVP-4 Dr. K. Vonder Linden 1968 Core 430 389 301 88 DRY
PVP-8 Dr. K. Vonder Linden 1968 Core 338 356 205 151 304 52
MT-7 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 27 30 ? 20 10
MT-9 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 27 56 22? 34 DRY
MT-10 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 76 407 ? DRY
MT-11 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 13 180 ?
MT-12 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 12 178 ?
MT-13 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 58 155 43? 112 DRY
MT-16 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 110 395 105? 290 DRY
MT-24 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 64 173 ? 57 116
MT-26 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 70 655 ? DRY
MT-28 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 87 280 ? DRY
MT-35 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 26 288 ? DRY
MT-46 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 81 191 ?
MT-48 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 66 77 627 15 54 23
MT-49 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 18 78 ?
MT-50 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 51 124 ?
MT-54 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 74 183 74? 109 70 113
MT-59 Moore and Taber 1968 24" Bucket Auger 135 518 71? 447 DRY
MT-102 Moore and Taber 1968 5" Rotary Wash 185 395 168? 227
MT-103 Moore and Taber 1968 5" Rotary Wash 170 407 1527 255
MT-107 Moore and Taber 1968 5" Rotary Wash 125 107 112? -5
MT-109 Moore and Taber 1969 5" Rotary Wash 150 71 87 -16 32 39
WFF Robert Stone and Assoc. 1980 5" Air Rotary 150 168 92 76 75 93 Cased to 110'
W6l Robert Stone and Assoc. 1984 5" Air Rotary 145 262 125? 137 126 136 Converted to Pumping Well
W6J Robert Stone and Assoc. 1984 5" Air Rotary 120 207 93? 114 66 141 Converted to Pumping Well
WW-1 Robert Stone and Assoc. 1979 12" Mud-Rotary 195 378 ? Converted to Pumping Well
WW-2 Robert Stone and Assoc. 1979 12" Mud-Rotary 146 169 1427
WW-3 K. Ehlig and Dr.P. Ehlig 1980 Cable w/ 14" Casing 162 284 162 122 96 188 100' - 162" Pumping Well
WW-4 Robert Stone and Assoc. 1980 12" Mud-Rotary 90 221 79? 50' - 90'
WW-5 Dr. P. Ehlig 1979 10" Mud-Rotary 108 168 103? 58' - 98' Pumping Well
WW-6 Robert Stone and Assoc. 12" Mud-Rotary 145 390 ? 95' - 145’
WW-7 K. Ehlig and Dr.P. Ehlig 1980 Cable w/ 14" Casing 154 329 151? 178 134? 195 110'- 154" Converted to Pumping Well
WW-8 Robert Stone and Assoc. 12" Mud-Rotary 79 348 ? Pumping Well
WW-9 Robert Stone and Assoc. 1985 12" Mud-Rotary 150 141 ? 80' - 150' Pumping Well
WW-10 Robert Stone and Assoc. 1985 12" Mud-Rotary 156 290 ? 80' - 155'
WW-11 Robert Stone and Assoc. 1985 10" Air-Rotary 136 317 ? 47'- 127" Pumping Well
WW-12 Robert Stone and Assoc. 1985 10" Air-Rotary 135 383 ? 55'- 135 Pumping Well
WW-13 Robert Stone and Assoc. ? ? ? 386 Pumping Well- see L&A
LC-1 for Subsurface data
Ehlert 1997 24" bucket auger 48 210




C.6 — GINTER RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON GEOLOGY SUMMARY REPORT
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2100 Main Street, Suite 150

Ge O Sy-rltec D Huntington Beach, California 92648

PH 714.969.0800
consultants FAX 714.969.0820

Www.geosyntec.com

16 February 2012
Mr. Jay Ziff
PCR Services
233 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 130
Santa Monica, California 90401

Subject:  “Geology and Soils” and “Hydrology and Water Quality” Impacts
Point View Master Use Plan, Rancho Palos Verdes, California

Dear Mr. Ziff;

The Point View Master Use Plan (the “Proposed Project”) is the subject of a Mitigated
Negative Declaration being prepared by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes (“the City”™)
on behalf of the project applicant, York Point View Properties (*YPVP”). This letter
was developed by Geosyntec Consultants for PCR Services (“PCR”) who is serving as
the City’s consultant for preparation of a contemplated Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Geosyntec was retained to review and comment on materials prepared by PCR and
YPVP as part of the preparation of the Mitigated Negative Declaration. These materials
included the current project description, related grading plans, SUSMP (Standard Urban
Stormwater Mitigation Plan) applications to the city, and other background information
As described in our proposal dated 1 December 2010, Geosyntec’s scope of work was
to highlight potential project impacts in the areas of “Geology and Soils” and
“Hydrology and Water Quality” and provide comments on appropriate mitigations for
these impacts. This letter serves as the deliverable for this task.

This work was conducted by Chris Conkle, P.E., G.E. of Geosyntec Consultants.
Senior review was provided by Mark Hanna, Ph.D., P.E., and Neven Matasovic Ph.D.,
P.E., G.E., in accordance with Geosyntec's quality assurance policies.

BACKGROUND

YPVP is proposing to implement the Proposed Project, which includes a number of
physical improvements and new activities on a 94-acre property located at 6001 Palos
Verdes Drive South in the Portuguese Bend area. The Proposed Project contains the
following major components related to the Geosyntec’ scope of work: the expansion of
agricultural uses on the property and the construction of a paved access road through
the property. These features are shown in Attachment A.
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The Project site is currently predominantly undeveloped with a small developed area on
a flat terrace in the north central portion of the site called the “event garden.” Other
existing improvements at the site include a one-acre avocado orchard in the northeast or
“upland” portion of the site and a network of unpaved roads and trails. The figure
included as Attachment A illustrates the location of existing and Proposed Project
features.

There are currently two improved driveway entrances to the site: one along West
Narcissa Drive on the north side of the property and one along Palos Verdes Drive
South on the south side of the property.

The existing improvements at the Narcissa Drive entrance include a 700-foot long
paved driveway that extends from Narcissa Drive southwest to the event garden area.
As appropriate permits were not obtained at the time of this construction, this access
road is proposed to be permitted as part of the Proposed Project.

Improvements at the Palos Verdes Drive South entrance were completed in 2007 and
include 120 feet of paved access road. Where the paved portion of this driveway ends,
an unpaved driveway continues uphill, connecting to the Narcissa Drive entrance. The
Proposed Project includes paving the approximately 2,000-foot long unpaved portion of
the internal driveway between the Palos Verdes Drive South entrance and the Narcissa
Drive entrance. To minimize cut and fill, the existing unpaved driveway would be
slightly realigned to the south approximately midway along the driveway alignment.
Additionally, soils along the roadway alignment would be overexcavated and
recompacted to a depth of three feet.

Additionally, the Proposed Project would plant approximately 25 acres of new avocado
orchards and vineyards. Irrigation systems will be installed to service these proposed
agricultural areas.

YPVP has retained a consulting team to prepare design plans and recommendation
reports for submittal to the City regarding Proposed Project improvements. YPVP’s
Engineering Geology consultants are Ginter & Associates, Inc. (formerly Neblett &
Associates).  YPVP’s civil engineer and stormwater consultant is Rothman
Engineering. Geosyntec’s comments presented in this letter are largely based on review
of documents prepared by YPVP’s consultants and submitted to the City.

HL1299\PCR11-01_revised.doc

engineers | scientists | innovators



Mr. Jay Ziff
16 February 2012
Page 3

The expansion of agricultural uses on the property, construction of the paved access
roads, and implementation of associated stormwater best management practices with
each of these improvements are the project components with the largest potential to
produce impacts.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Discussion of Potential Impacts

General

The northeast portion of the Proposed Project site is located within the Portuguese Bend
Landslide Complex. While portions of this landslide complex have been active within
historic times, the portion of the landslide complex within the Proposed Project site,
known as the Ancient Portuguese Bend Landslide Complex, has not been active within
historic times. The “Geology and Soils” impacts of the Proposed Project relate
primarily to whether the proposed improvements have the potential to cause substantial
adverse effects related to the existing landslides complex within the area.

Ancient Portuguese Bend Landslide Complex

According to Ginter [2011], “A portion of the Point View Site (the north and northeast
portions) contains the western extremities of the large prehistoric Portuguese Bend
Landslide Complex.” The location of these Ancient Landslide Deposits (Qlso) are
shown in Attachment B (Figure 7). When active the slide is assumed to have moved
toward the southeast. As such, the project site is located along a rim at the approximate
boundary of the ancient slide’s right flank.

As indicated in cross sections prepared by Neblett & Associates and included in
Attachment B (Figure 10A and 10B), “The depth of the slide complex is 200 feet near
the northeast property line and varies in depth to the north and east of the site from
50+ feet to 100+ feet in general.” The lateral shear surface of the slide (right flank)
runs from northwest to southeast across the site and is concealed by modern colluvium
(Qupc). While concealed, the minimum depth of the shear surface is approximately
20 feet below existing grade near the top of the slope up from Palos Verdes Drive to the
location of the existing event garden (see Figure 10A, cross section O0-O0’ in
Attachment B.)
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The City of Rancho Palos Verdes has imposed a moratorium on the filing, processing,
approval or issuance of building, grading or other permits in the area of the City
identified as the "Landslide Moratorium Area” or LMA. Certain types of minor
improvements to existing development have been allowed in the LMA through the
process known as the “Moratorium Exemption Permit.”

Minor adjustments to the LMA Boundary Line within the Point View site were
approved by the City on March 29, 2011 [Ginter, 2011]. The adjustments are shown in
Attachment B (Figure 9). The majority of Proposed Project components lie within the
moratorium boundary.

The stability of the existing slide was assessed as part of previous development
application for the site [Neblett, 2000]. These stability assessments with existing
topography indicated that the Ancient Landslide complex has minimum static global
factors of safety (FS) ranging from 1.43 (Section A-A’) to 1.15 (Section B-B’). These
findings indicate that the site as it exists does not meet the City’s typical requirement
for development (i.e., FS >1.5).

The upper limits of a recently active slide within the Ancient Portuguese Bend
Landslide Complex, the Abalone Cove Landslide, are to the east and southeast of the
project site (see Attachment B, Figure 7). The closest elements of the Proposed Project
are located within several hundred feet of this recently active landslide. The direction
of movement of this landslide is primarily away from the site boundary to the south and
east. Movement of this slide is generally considered to have reactivated in 1978 when
surface movement occurred within an approximately 80-acre area along Palos Verdes
Drive South and Narcissa Drive that included approximately 20 homes. It was this
event that ultimately led to the City’s establishment of the LMA and the Abalone Cove
Landslide Abatement District (ACLAD). To limit landslide movement, dewatering
wells were installed between 1978 and 1982. Pumping from the wells, as undertaken
and monitored by the ACLAD, appears to have substantially reduced major landslide
movement.

Proposed Project Components and Potential Impacts
1. Slope Stability- Existing Portuguese Bend Landslide Complex

Even without accounting for the impact of Proposed Project improvements, Landslide
movement of the Portuguese Bend Landslide Complex, specifically the Abalone Cove
Landslide and the Ancient Landslide Complex can reasonably be expected to continue
at some point in the future, thereby potentially affecting the Proposed Project site.

HL1299\PCR11-01_revised.doc

engineers | scientists | innovators



Mr. Jay Ziff
16 February 2012
Page 5

The site is partially in the LMA. As mentioned above, the LMA was established to
address hazards associated with landslide movement as residential development and
other improvements in the area constructed on the landslide masses have been and
could in the future be affected by landslide deformation.

Groundwater control associated with the ACLAD complex stabilization measures have
reduced landslide movement, but will not stop such movement. Movement of the
Abalone Cove Landslide to the south-east of the site is still occurring and is expected to
occur in the future.

When considering the proposed project, it is important to note that the Proposed Project
does not include habitable buildings, but is focused on agricultural uses and
improvements to support proposed periodic temporary use of the site for special events.
In this way, the potential for significant impacts on property and public safety related to
on-site uses in the event of a large landslide movement are considered less than
significant.

As such, the Proposed Project’s potential to result in significant landsliding impacts is
primarily focused on the potential for changes on the site to increase the possibility of
landslides that could affect structures or persons outside of the boundaries of the site.

2. Slope Stability- Impacts from Proposed Project

In general concerns regarding changes in stability of the existing landslide due to the
Proposed Project can be divided into two areas:

1.  Changes in the topography due to grading which might reduce the global
factor of safety of the existing landslide.

2. Changes in groundwater conditions which may increase pore pressures on the
sliding surface and reduce effective stress and thereby reducing global factors
of safety.

The construction of the new access road and implementation of agricultural land use
requiring irrigation have the potential to contribute to changes in the two above areas.
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Construction of Access Road

Construction of the new access road will require minor changes in topography,
including approximately 425 cubic yards of cut and 375 cubic yards of fill. The
maximum permanent cuts and fill will be up to 2 feet. This grading will be distributed
along the approximately 2,000-foot length of the access road. In addition to proposed
permanent changes to grade, Ginter’s recommendations also call for temporary
over-excavation and recompaction of the upper 3 feet of subgrade soils below the
proposed pavement section. This will require a substantial, but unspecified volume of
excavation, stockpiling, and recompaction.

Ginter has concluded that “there will be no impacts associated with the proposed
grading”™. Ginter additionally concludes that this action “will have no impact on
adjacent properties from a geologic engineering and geotechnical engineering

standpoint.”

While Ginter has not specifically provided detailed descriptions regarding the
conclusions of “no impact” in the 2011 Summary Report, these conclusions are
apparently rooted in judgment based on previous stability calculations and site-specific
experience. In particular, this experience primarily consists of a 2000 geotechnical
investigation involving large cuts and fills for development of the site as a residential
subdivision) previously proposed for the project site.[Neblett, 2000]

No fills steep cut or fill slopes are proposed as part of this project. As described above,
the maximum depth of cut and fill proposed is only 2 feet. This small quantity of fill is
at the limits of what can accurately be portrayed in a slope stability of a landslide of this
size. Given this limited grading Ginter’s conclusions appear credible and this work is
likely to produce an impact at a less than significant level.

Golf Course and Other Minor Improvements

The proposed golf course would involve a negligible (less than 20 cubic yards) amount
of grading, and therefore no geology report has been prepared for this minor
improvement. Additionally, the golf course would be comprised of existing non-native
grass and artificial turf, and no irrigation is necessary or proposed. In addition to the

! Ginter [2011] provides a summary of Ginter & Associates’ conclusions and recommendations
regarding the potential for impact from these improvements. The summaries of Ginter & Associate’s
conclusions in this section are taken from Ginter [2011].
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access road findings previously discussed, Ginter [2011] provides “no impact” findings
regarding the golf course and other minor project features. As such, impacts on slope
stability associated with the golf course and these other minor project features are
considered less than significant.

Agricultural Operations

A total of approximately 25 acres of avocado orchards and vineyards are proposed at
locations indicated on the figure in Attachment C. This new agricultural land use will
require irrigation. This irrigation will take place through drip and mini-sprinklers that
have been designed to provide adequate irrigation while preventing excess watering.

The following information regarding irrigation is provided in the project description
prepared by PCR Services Corporation (refer to Attachment A, Project Description, of
the Initial Study):

For the proposed vineyard, the rootstock selected for the site is well suited as
its root system penetrates around 48 inches. The water delivery system would
be an above-ground lateral drip system with a %2-gallon per hour emitter on
either side of the vine. The system would be designed to limit water
penetration to the “feeding zone” (36-48 inches) of the plant. The watering
needs for the first year rootstock would be two gallons once a week for the
first month, three gallons once a week during the second month and four
gallons, once a week from the third month or until September when the vines
would be watered twice, then allowed to go dormant for the winter.

With respect to the avocado operations, Hass avocados have a relatively
shallow root system, so up to 80 percent of the water is obtained from the top
2 feet of soil. The recommended irrigation schedule for the first two years is
five (5) gallons per tree per week. Initially, each tree would be irrigated by
"spot-spitter” type mini-sprinklers. These sprinkler heads provide a gentle
rain-like distribution of water with excellent uniformity, which is critical to
avocado trees. Young avocados are initially irrigated with a small, 90-degree
spot-spitter. After two years, the sprinklers would be changed to a 180-degree
pattern. At about four years "spinner" type micro sprinklers would be
installed. Watering would mostly occur in the evening or at night to minimize
evaporation. Watering would be tapered down from the initially anticipated
five (5) gallons per tree as the trees mature. Irrigation would be manually
operated by designated
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YPVP staff and personnel would be present during watering to confirm that irrigation is
sufficient from an agricultural point of view, while ensuring that excess water is not
applied. Ginter [2011] estimates that shallow agricultural soil readings will take place
on a monthly basis during normal operations.

In general static groundwater elevations in the area are relatively deep (approximately
70 feet below ground surface and above the base of the landslide at NB-MW-002 near
the center of the site in 2008); however, “the groundwater regime for the subject site
and its environs is complex with the groundwater trapped in various compartments and
associated with the intra-landslides within the ancient landslide complex.” [Neblett,
2008].

Given the complexity of the groundwater regime of the site and the shallow depth of
some portions of the slide plane on site, there is the possibility that if not closely
monitored, the proposed agriculture operations could affect groundwater conditions
locally, potentially increasing pore pressures on the sliding surface. Given the large
consequences of such a change, however small its chance of occurrence, this is a
potentially significant impact requiring mitigation. As such, the below mitigation
measure, which requires the implementation of a soil moisture monitoring system for
agricultural uses, is required. Implementation of this _mitigation _measure would
reduce the potential landsliding impacts to a less than significant level.

Proposed Mitigation Measures

The proposed Geology and Soils mitigation measure is summarized below. As
mentioned above, this mitigation measure would limit the potential for significant
impacts to property and public safety and reduce impacts of landsliding to a less than
significant level.

1. Limit irrigation and concentrated infiltration to levels which have negligible
impact on the existing landslides. Confirm that these practices are limited
successfully by developing and implementing a detailed vadose zone
monitoring program for areas within the footprint of Ancient Portuguese Bend
Landslide Complex. Monitor soil moisture in the vadose zone as a proxy and
early warning for potential changes in the saturated zone. This monitoring
program should be developed based on a site specific evaluations addressing
what the potential for change is and establishing appropriate monitoring
measures. Implementation of this monitoring program will allow for ongoing
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evaluations of changes in degree of saturation within the upper portion of the
landslide mass.

The proposed vadose zone monitoring plan should be reviewed and approved
by the City prior to beginning of agricultural operations. The monitoring plan
should at a minimum establish the location, depth, and type of monitoring
equipment as well as a frequency of data gathering. An effective monitoring
program will require a period of baseline monitoring to establish seasonal
trends.

No change in soils moisture as a result of the irrigation should be allowed at
depths greater than 5 feet below ground surface unless a greater depth is
established in a technical report submitted by YPVP and approved by the city.
Changes in soil moisture below this depth may indicate that there is a
potential for groundwater conditions at the site to be affected locally by the
operation.

The implementation and monitoring of this program shall be carried out by a
licensed geotechnical engineer or engineering geologist who should provide
monitoring reports to the city, at a minimum quarterly frequency.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Discussion of Potential Impacts

General

This section describes potential impacts on hydrology and water quality. Information
regarding hydrology is largely based on a site-specific hydrology study, “the SUSMP
report,” prepared on behalf of YPVP by Rothman Engineering. Rothman also prepared
grading plans for the access road which provide details regarding stormwater BMPs
(Attachment D). The study focuses on impacts of the proposed roadway grading on site
drainage patterns and provides detailed calculations and designs for stormwater quality
best management practices (BMPs) including treatment control BMPs. Select figures
from this report are included as Attachment E.

Site Hydrology and Best Management Practice Description
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According to the SUSMP report, no changes in drainage area tributary to each of the
discharge points are proposed as part of the project. The site drainage areas in question
discharge into Abalone Cove, a recognized environmentally sensitive area (ESA).

The description of site hydrology is based on Figures H-1 and H-2 of the SUSMP report
[Rothman, 2011] included as Attachment E. Descriptions of water courses and
conveyances downstream of the drainage areas described below are based on
information provided in a previous EIR prepared for the site [PCR, 2005].

Drainage Area 1 and SUSMP 1

This 31.97-acre drainage area encompasses the majority of the western portion of site.
The tributary area includes proposed avocado orchards, vineyards, and a portion of the
access road.

According to [PCR, 2005] Area 1 flows into an existing 24-inch reinforced concrete
pipe (RCP) storm drain that extends under Palos Verdes Drive South and outlets into a
natural watercourse south of the road and discharges to Abalone Cove.

Proposed best management practices proposed for this area (SUSMP 1) include a
vegetated buffer strip along the western side of the access road and a catch basin filter
insert to collect flows not tributary to the buffer strip at the end of the south end of the
access road.

Drainage Area 2 and SUSMP 2

Located east of Area 1, this area contains 26.94 acres of drainage area, including a
proposed vineyard and access road. According to [PCR, 2005], the runoff from this
area drains to an existing 24 inch RCP storm drain (near the south central portion of the
site) and an existing 18 inch RCP storm drain (near the south east corner of the site)
“that extends under Palos Verdes Drive South and outlets into a small watercourse in
the central portion of Abalone Cove Shoreline Park. From there, runoff is conveyed on
the surface through the park. At the bluff, the runoff flows directly to the beach and
into Abalone Cove.”

Proposed best management practices proposed for this area (SUSMP 2) include a
vegetated buffer strip along the south side of the access road.

Drainage Area 3 and SUSMP 3
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Located along the eastern boundary of the site, this drainage area consists of 10.93
acres, including proposed avocado orchards, vineyards and the access road. The runoff
from this area is conveyed to Narcissa Drive and then flows along the eastern property
boundary before discharging in the previously mentioned 18” RCP under Palos Verdes
Drive South through the park, and directly to the beach and into Abalone Cove.

Proposed best management practices proposed for this area (SUSMP 3) include a
vegetated buffer strip along the south side of the access road.

Drainage Area 4 and SUSMP 4

Runoff from this drainage area (3.19 acres) in the eastern portion of the site currently
sheet flows off the property to Narcissa Drive. This area will include proposed avocado
orchards, the proposed access road, and the existing access road to Narcissa.

Proposed best management practices for this area (SUSMP 4) include a vegetated
buffer strip along the south side of the proposed access road and construction of a
vegetated buffer strip along the north side of the existing “Narcissa” access road.
Additionally, a catch basin filter insert is proposed at the Narcissa entrance to capture
sheet flow from the immediate area which would otherwise travel off site.

Barkentine Canyon

Not included in Rothman’s study is a description of the portions of the site that are
tributary directly to Barkentine Canyon, a blue line stream to the west of the site. As
evident in Rothman’s Figure S-2, a portion of the proposed agricultural area in the
northwest corner of the site (Avocado orchards) is tributary to this stream. According to
[PCR, 2005] “Waters draining from Barkentine Canyon ... discharge into the 36-inch
corrugated metal pipe (PD 094) that passes under Palos Verdes Drive South and into a
natural drainage channel. This channel flows southeast and confluences with the
natural channel (south of Palos Verdes Drive South), which conveys the runoff from
[Drainage Area 1A]. This combined runoff is conveyed to Abalone Cove.”

Potential Water Quality Impacts

The Proposed Project does not substantially alter the existing drainage patterns at the
site. While some additional impervious surface is proposed, according to Rothman
there is no resulting increase in flow rates from the existing condition. However, there
are potential concerns related to water quality impacts related to construction and
changes in land use (access road and agricultural).
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1.  Stormwater Quality Impacts during Construction Phase

Grading and construction activities have the potential to result in erosion of
exposed soils and transportation of sediment into the natural drainage channels
and Abalone Cove. This is considered a potentially significant impact.

2. Stormwater Quality Impacts Due to Discharge of Access Road Related Runoff

Under the Proposed Project, access road related pollutants may be generated
and carried off site by stormwater runoff. Access road-related pollutants may
include trash; nutrients; oil and grease; copper, zinc, lead and cadmium; and
bacteria.

As the Proposed Project would discharge runoff from the access road to
natural drainage channels and the Abalone Cove ESA, it has the potential to
degrade water quality in these water bodies. This is considered a potentially
significant impact.

3. Stormwater Quality Impacts Due to Discharge of Agricultural Stormwater
Runoff

As the Proposed Project would discharge runoff from the agricultural areas to
natural drainage channels including Barkentine Canyon and the Abalone Cove
ESA, it has the potential to degrade water quality in these water bodies. This is
considered a potentially significant impact.

Stormwater runoff from the proposed avocado orchards and vineyard has the
potential to carry sediment, nutrients, and pesticides.

4.  Stormwater Quality Impacts Due to Increased Site Use and Internal
Circulation

As the Proposed Project allows for increased internal foot, agricultural, and
horse traffic, there is the potential for increased bacteria inputs and erosion on
unpaved trails and roadways as well as from off-trail usage. This is considered
a potentially significant impact.

Proposed Mitigation Measures

As discussed above, the Proposed Project has the potential to result in potentially
significant impacts with respect to stormwater quality during construction and
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operation. As such, mitigation measures are provided below. These mitigation
measures include requiring a Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan,
multiple best management practices (BMPs) for the project’s operational features, and
institutional controls. Implementation of the below mitigation measures would
reduce potential construction and operational stormwater guality impacts to a less
than significant level.

1.  Stormwater Quality During Construction Phase

As this project will disturb one or more acres of soil, the YPVP will be
required to obtain coverage under the State of California's General Permit for
Discharges of Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity. As an
appropriate mitigation for construction related stormwater impacts, YPVP will
be required to prepare and carryout a Construction Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan satisfying the requirements of this general permit.
Consideration should also be given to applying construction BMPs in
agricultural areas.

2. Implement Treatment Control BMPs for Access Roads as described in
SUSMP report with appropriate modifications

Compliance with regulatory requirements is an appropriate mitigation measure
to address stormwater impacts from the access roads. The proposed BMPs
include vegetated buffer strips and catch basin filter inserts.

Geosyntec has the following comments regarding details of the
implementation of these BMPs:

e The vegetated buffer strips currently proposed are 20 feet wide (equal to
the width of the access road.) Guidance from the California Stormwater
BMP handbook indicates that as a sizing guideline the width of the
vegetated buffer strip should be the same as the width of the tributary area
and should not exceed 60 feet. This condition is not met in SUSMP
Areas 2, 3, and 4 where additional areas upstream of the access road (up to
several hundred feet) are tributary to the buffer strip. With large tributary
areas upstream of the buffer strip, flow rates may exceed those required for
appropriate residence time in the buffer strip. The applicability of the
buffer strips in these areas should be demonstrated prior to their
acceptance and implementation.
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Trash, bacteria, and nutrients may not be treated effectively by the
proposed BMPs. While not typical pollutants of concern for roadways,
these are all contained in city’s guidelines regarding anticipated pollutants
of concern and special consideration should be given to establishing
additional site specific BMPs that limit the potential for these pollutants
from entering stormwater at the site. As such, the additional institutional
controls described in Item 4 below should be implemented to address
concerns from these pollutants.

3. Implement BMPs for Agricultural Areas as Described in “the SUSMP report.”

YPVP has proposed to provide cover crop (grass), straw mulch, and straw
fiber rolls as necessary to control soil erosion in agricultural areas per
Chapter 3 of [Sonoma, 2010]. A summary of the Cover Crop and other BMP
requirements from this reference is as follows::

Establish thick cover crops by October 15 and maintain them throughout
the rainy season (until April 15).

Broadcast crop cover seed in the fall. In order to have adequate protection
by the start of the rainy season (October 15), the seed should be planted by
mid-September. Initial irrigation will be required for most grasses with
follow-up irrigation and fertilization. The cover crop should look like a
lawn by October 15 (for new plantings and November 15 for replants) in
order to provide adequate protection for the soil during the first heavy
rains.

If plant cover crop cannot be planted by mid-September and irrigate the
seed, then seed may be planted in October and covered with straw mulch
applied at the rate of two tons per acre (about 42 bales per acre). You
should not be able to see any soil once the straw is applied.

If rain is likely after the cover crop has been tilled and there is no
perimeter erosion control, use straw mulch at the rate of two tons per acre
(about 42 bales per acre) in areas where cover crops are planted.

Whenever possible, avoid tilling early in the spring or late in the fall.

Minimize tillage practices, especially if slopes are greater than nominal
(>5-10%) or if soils are highly erodible.
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e Do not till turn-around areas except for the infrequent need to reduce
compaction. In this case, promptly cover the soil with straw mulch and
replant with a cover crop before the rainy season.

e Avoid bringing equipment into the vineyard/orchard during the wet
season. Close seasonal roads to traffic and maintain permanent roads to
prevent erosion.

e Keep on site extra erosion control materials such as straw bales or wattles,
gravel or geo-textile fabric and train vineyard/orchard crews in their
proper installation.

e If necessary, provide Straw Mulch per California BMP Handbook BMP
number EC-6.

This is an appropriate mitigation measure.

A detailed site plan indicating the layout of proposed BMPs based on
Rothman’s “SUSMP, Proposed Condition, Agricultural Plan (Fig. S-2)”
should be submitted to the City for approval prior to construction of the
proposed agricultural features.

4. Institutional controls should be implemented to guard against stormwater
quality impacts from increased site use and internal circulation.

This may include impacts from increased vehicle traffic in unpaved areas
(agricultural and events guests) which may contribute to sediment loading and
equestrian activities on paved portions of the site which may contribute to
bacteria loading and increased erosion. Signage discouraging off-trail usage,
trail and unpaved roadway BMPs, and other site specific institutional controls
should be evaluated as potentially appropriate BMPs in these areas. As a
specific measure to reduce the potential for discharge of pollutants of concern
against which the proposed BMPs may not be particularly effective
(e.g., sediment, trash, bacteria), an assessment of roadway and other circulation
areas should be made by YPVP after each event and during heavy agricultural
usage. If warranted based on this assessment, sweeping and trash removal in
the affected areas should be undertaken immediately.

5. BMP Operation and Maintenance

YPVP should be required to enter into an agreement with the City of Rancho
Palos Verdes detailing YPVP’s long-term Operations and Maintenance

HL1299\PCR11-01_revised.doc

engineers | scientists | innovators



Mr. Jay Ziff
16 February 2012
Page 16

responsibilities regarding the proposed treatment control BMPs in the Access
Road and Agricultural Areas.

CONCLUSION

This letter has identified a number of “Geology and Soils” and “Hydrology and Water
Quality” related project impacts. Geosyntec’s professional opinion is that, with the
implementation of appropriate mitigation measures as outlined herein, the finding of a
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