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City of Greenfield

599 El Camino Real Greenfield CA 93937 831-674-5591
www.ci.greenfield.ca.us

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City of Greenfield
has undertaken environmental review for Seven Proposed Medical Marijuana Facilities, and
intends to adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration. The City of Greenfield invites all interested
persons and agencies to comment on the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Lead Agency:

Project Names and
Locations:

Project Description:

Public Review Period:

Proposed Mitigated
Negative Declaration is
Available for Public
Review at these
Locations:

Address Where
Written Comments

May be Sent:

Public Hearings:

Planning Commission

City Council

City of Greenfield

Cannaculture Collective, 802 El Camino Real, Greenfield

Kool Gildea, 600 Cypress Avenue, Greenfield

Redhunt Corporation, 600 Pine Avenue, Greenfield

Zen Brand, 689 El Camino Real, Greenfield

Golden State Alternative Care, 799 El Camino Real, Greenfield
Emerald Mission, 801 El Camino Real, Greenfield

Paper Plane Traders, 851 El Camino Real, Greenfield

Cultivation and manufacturing facilities for medical marijuana

Begins-5/31/17
Ends - 6/20/17

City of Greenfield Website - http://ci.greenfield.ca.us/

City of Greenfield City Hall
Community Services Department
599 El Camino Real, Greenfield

Mic Steinmann, Community Services Director
City of Greenfield

599 El Camino Real, Greenfield CA 93927
msteinmann@ci.greenfield.ca.us

June 6, 2017 at 6:00 PM
599 El Camino Real, Greenfield

June 27,2017 at 6:00 PM
599 El Camino Real, Greenfield






City of Greenfield

599 El Camino Real Greenfield CA 93937 831-674-5591

www.ci.greenfield.ca.us

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Project Description

This mitigated negative declaration addresses development of seven medical marijuana
cultivation and manufacturing facilities. The project names and locations are as follows:

1. Cannaculture Collective, 802 ElI Camino Real, Greenfield (APN 109-141-004)

2. Kool Gildea, 600 Cypress Avenue, Greenfield (APNs 109-144-010 and 109-144-009)

3. Redhunt Corporation, 600 Pine Avenue, Greenfield (APN 109-144-007)

4. Zen Brand, 689 EI Camino Real, Greenfield (APNs 109-162-012 and -017, and 109-161-

011)

5. Golden State Alternative Care, 799 EI Camino Real, Greenfield (APNs 109-161-015, -

016, -017, and -018)

o

Emerald Mission, 801 EI Camino Real, Greenfield (APN 109-151-021)

7. Paper Plane Traders, 851 EI Camino Real, Greenfield (APN 109-151-020)

Project Proponents

Canna Culture Collective, Inc.
3591 Charter Park Drive
San Jose, CA 95136

Emerald Mission
30823 Mainmast Drive
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

Golden State Alternative Care, Inc.
11301 W. Olympic Blvd., Suite 542
Los Angeles, CA 90064

Kool Gildea, Inc.
215 W. 7th Street, Suite 909
Los Angeles, CA 90014
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Paper Plane Traders
7288 Mulholland Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90068

Red Hunt

Greenfield Prop Owner, LLC
594 Broadway, Suite 1010
New York, NY 10012

Zen Brand Collective, Inc.
845 14th Street, Apt. 5
Santa Monica, CA 90403

Initial Study
An initial study of was undertaken and prepared for the purpose of ascertaining whether these
projects might have a significant effect on the environment. A copy of this study is attached.

Findings & Reasons

The initial study identified potentially significant effects on the environment. However, these
impacts have been mitigated (see Mitigation Measures below which avoid or mitigate the
effects) to a point where no significant effects will occur. On the basis of the whole record, there
is no substantial evidence the project will have a significant effect on the environment. The
following reasons will support these findings:

>
>

>

The proposals are a logical component of the existing land use of this area.

Identified adverse impacts are proposed to be mitigated on-site and a mitigation
monitoring and reporting program have been prepared.

The proposed project is consistent with the adopted goals and policies of the General Plan
of the City of Greenfield.

City staff independently reviewed the Initial Study, and this Mitigated Negative
Declaration reflects the independent judgment of the City of Greenfield.

With the application of the following Mitigation Measures the proposed projects will not
have any significant impacts on the environment.

The Greenfield Community Services Department is the custodian of the documents and
other material that constitute the record of proceedings upon which this decision is based.
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Mitigation Measures

Air Quality

AQ-1

AQ-2

In order to reduce fugitive dust emissions from grading and construction activities, the
following measures shall be included on all grading and construction plans, and
implemented during grading and construction when grading area exceeds 2.2 acres or
construction area exceeds 8.1 acres:

" Water areas of active disturbed soils at least twice daily or as necessary to prevent
visible dust leaving the site, using raw or recycled water when feasible.

" Apply chemical soil stabilizers or dust suppressants on disturbed soils that will
not be actively graded for a period of four or more consecutive days.

" As an option to watering active disturbed soils at least twice daily, apply non-
toxic binders and/or hydro seed disturbed soils on which grading is completed,
but on which more than four days will pass prior to paving, foundation
construction, or placement of other permanent cover.

" Cover or otherwise stabilize stockpiles which will not be actively used for a
period of four or more consecutive days, or water at least twice daily as necessary
to prevent visible dust leaving the site, using raw or recycled water when feasible.

. Maintain at least 2'0" of freeboard and cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose
materials.

= Stop grading and earth moving if winds exceed 15 miles per hour.

" Pave roads, driveways, and parking areas at the earliest point feasible within the

construction schedule.

" Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact
regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective action
within 48 hours. The phone number of the MBUAPCD shall also be visible to
ensure compliance with Rule 402 (Nuisance).

Prior to commencement of construction activities, the contractor shall appoint a
construction foreman to act as site monitor to ensure that the dust control measures are
implemented. Evidence of implementation shall be submitted to the City of Greenfield
Planning Department within three days of commencement of grading, and monthly
thereafter as long as grading occurs. In addition, a publicly-visible sign written in English
and Spanish with the telephone number and person to contact regarding dust complaints
should be posted at the project site. This person shall respond and take corrective action
within 48 hours. The phone number of the air district shall also be visible to ensure
compliance with rule 402 (nuisance).
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AQ-3. The Golden State, Zen Brand, and Redhunt project developers shall reduce nitrogen
oxides exhaust and particulate matter emissions by implementing one of the following
measures prior to the start of construction:

Provide a plan, acceptable to the air district, demonstrating that the heavy-duty (>
50 horsepower) off-road vehicles and equipment to be used in the construction
project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project
wide fleet-average 20 percent nitrogen oxides reduction and 45 percent particulate
matter reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet average for the time of
construction; or

Provide a plan, acceptable to the air district, that all off-road construction
vehicles/equipment greater than 50 horsepower that will be used on site for more
than one week shall be manufactured during or after 2001, or equipped with diesel
particulate matter filters such that they meet the nitrogen oxides emissions
standard of 6.9 grams per brake horsepower hour.

Prior to the onset of site preparation, grading and construction activities, the
project developers shall require in construction contracts that all off-road
construction vehicles comply with the detailed specifications required in
Mitigation Measure AQ-4 and shall submit evidence demonstrating compliance
with this measure to the City of Greenfield Planning Department for review and
approval.

AQ-4. The Golden State, Zen Brand, and Redhunt project developers shall reduce NOx and
particulate matter exhaust emissions by implementing the following measures prior to the
start of construction:
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Contractors shall install temporary electrical service whenever possible to avoid
the need for independently-powered equipment (e.g. compressors).

Signs at the construction site shall be clearly visible to advise that that diesel
equipment standing idle for more than two minutes within 200 feet of sensitive
receptors shall be turned off. This would include trucks waiting to deliver or
receive soil, aggregate, or other bulk materials. Rotating drum concrete trucks
may keep their engines running continuously if on-site and staged at least 100 feet
away from residential areas.

Properly tune and maintain equipment for low emissions.

Stage large diesel powered equipment at least 200 feet from any sensitive land
uses (e.g., occupied residences).



Biological Resources

BIO-1

B1O-2

For all projects, if noise generation, ground disturbance, vegetation removal, or other
construction activities begin during the bird nesting season (February 1 to August 31), or
if construction activities are suspended for at least two weeks and recommence during the
bird nesting season, then the project developer will retain a qualified biologist to conduct
a pre-construction survey for nesting birds. The survey will be performed within suitable
nesting habitat areas on and adjacent to each site to ensure that no active nests would be
disturbed during project implementation. The surveys will be conducted no more than
two weeks prior to the initiation of disturbance and/or construction activities at each
project site. A report documenting survey results and plan for active bird nest avoidance
(if needed) will be completed by the qualified biologist and submitted to the City of
Greenfield for review and approval prior to disturbance and/or construction activities.

If no active bird nests are detected during the survey, then project activities can proceed
as scheduled. However, if an active bird nest of a protected species is detected during the
survey, then a plan for active bird nest avoidance will determine and clearly delineate an
appropriately sized, temporary protective buffer area around each active nest, depending
on the nesting bird species, existing site conditions, and type of proposed disturbance
and/or construction activities. The protective buffer area around an active bird nest is
typically 75-250 feet, determined at the discretion of the qualified biologist.

To ensure that no inadvertent impacts to an active bird nest will occur, no disturbance
and/or construction activities will occur within the protective buffer area(s) until the
juvenile birds have fledged (left the nest), and there is no evidence of a second attempt at
nesting, as determined by the qualified biologist.

The project developers shall be responsible for implementation of this mitigation
measure, subject to monitoring by the City of Greenfield.

For all projects, prior to tree removal each project developer shall retain a qualified
biologist to conduct a focused survey for bats and potential roosting sites within trees to
be removed and within 250 feet of the proposed development area. These surveys shall
be conducted no more than 15 days prior to the start of construction. The surveys can be
conducted by visual identification and can assume presence or the bats can be identified
to a species-level with the use of a bat echolocation detector such as an “Anabat” unit.

If no roosting sites or bats are found, a letter report confirming absence shall be sent to
the City of Greenfield and no further mitigation is required.

If roosting sites are found, a survey letter report and supplemental documents shall be
provided to the City of Greenfield prior to demolition permit issuance and the following
monitoring and exclusion, and habitat replacement measures shall be implemented:

a. If bats are found roosting outside of nursery season (May 1st through October
1st), then they shall be evicted as described under (b) below. If bats are found
roosting during the nursery season, then they shall be monitored to determine if
the roost site is a maternal roost. This could occur by either visual inspection of
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B10-3

B1O-4

the roost bat pups, if possible, or monitoring the roost after the adults leave for the
night to listen for bat pups. If the roost is determined to not be a maternal roost,
then the bats shall be evicted as described under (b). Because bat pups cannot
leave the roost until they are mature enough, eviction of a maternal roost cannot
occur during the nursery season.

A 250-foot (or as determined in consultation with the CDFW) buffer zone shall be
established around the roosting site within which no construction or tree removal
shall occur.

b. If a non-breeding bat hibernaculum is found in a tree or snag scheduled for
removal, the individuals will be safely evicted, under the direction of a qualified
bat biologist and in consultation with the CDFW. Methods could include carefully
opening the roosting area by hand to expose the cavity. Removal of the tree or
snag shall be conducted no earlier than the following day (i.e., at least one night
will be provided between initial disturbance and the tree removal). This action
will allow bats to leave during dark hours, which increases their chance of finding
new roosts with a minimum of potential predation.

The project developers will be responsible for the implementation of this mitigation
measure, subject to monitoring by the City of Greenfield.

This measure applies to the following projects: Cannaculture Collective Cultivation,
Emerald Mission Cultivation and Manufacturing, Golden State Alternative Care
Cultivation, Kool Gildea Cultivation and Manufacturing, Paper Plane Traders Cultivation
and Manufacturing, and Redhunt Corporation Cultivation and Manufacturing. To
avoid/minimize potential impacts to burrowing owl, the individual developers will retain
a qualified biologist to conduct a two-visit (i.e. morning and evening) presence/absence
survey at areas of suitable habitat on and adjacent to each project site no less than 14 days
prior to the start of construction. Surveys shall be conducted according to methods
described in the CDFW 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. If these pre-
construction “take avoidance” surveys performed during the breeding season (February
through August) or the non-breeding season (September through January) for the species
locate occupied burrows in or near a construction area, then consultation with the CDFW
would be required to interpret survey results and develop a project-specific avoidance and
minimization approach.

The project developers shall be responsible for the implementation of this mitigation
measure, subject to monitoring by the City of Greenfield.

For the Golden State Alternative Care Cultivation project, prior to initiation of ground
disturbance or construction activities at the project, developer shall consult with the
Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board to determine if the on-site detention
pond and/or ditches are subject to its jurisdiction. If not, the developer shall provide
evidence of this determination to the City of Greenfield Planning Department and no
further action is required. If the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board
determines that these facilities are subject to its regulation, the project developer shall
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coordinate with the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board to obtain a
Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification, or obtain approval through
project-specific post-construction requirements to protect water quality.

The project developer shall be responsible for the implementation of this mitigation
measure, subject to monitoring by the City of Greenfield.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

GHG-1 Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Redhunt applicant shall prepare a Greenhouse
Gas (GHG) Reduction Plan that identifies all feasible GHG reduction measures that shall be
incorporated into the project to reduce annual project operational GHG emissions to below
1,150 MT CO2e annually. The GHG Reduction Plan shall also identify the value of GHG
reductions associated with each measure, and provide evidence to the satisfaction of the
Community Services Director that supports the level of reduction assumed. All measures
shall be implemented and operational prior to final occupancy.

On-site reduction measures shall be prioritized. If all feasible on-site reduction measures are
not sufficient to reduce emissions to below the threshold of significance, the applicant shall
identify feasible off-site reduction measures available through projects or programs within
the air basin, if any (e.g. energy efficiency retrofit programs, engine replacement programs,
etc.) to reduce the balance of emissions to below the threshold. If such programs are not in
place or deemed infeasible based on evidence supplied by the applicant and accepted by the
Community Services Director, purchase of carbon off-sets that are validated through a
recognized source such as the Climate Action Registry may then be considered to meet the
balance of the GHG emissions reduction volume required. Evidence of an off-set purchase
contract shall be provided prior to approval of an occupancy permit. The GHG Reduction
Plan is subject to review and approval of the Community Services Director.

On-site GHG reduction measures that should be considered for inclusion in the GHG
Reduction Plan include, but are not limited to the following:

= Design the project to exceed current Title 24 (e.g. solar power) to offset project energy
demands;

= Provide on-site renewable energy;
= Install energy efficient (e.g. Energy Star) appliances;

= Include the necessary infrastructure in the project design (e.g. physical design, energy,
and fueling) to support the deployment of zero emission technologies now and into the
future including zero emission (battery electric or fuel cell electric) to the fullest extent
feasible;

= To the fullest extent possible, utilize zero and near-zero technologies including battery
electric or fuel cell electric technology;

= Develop strategies to promote telecommuting, reduce transit costs to employees, and to
develop innovative ways to encourage and facilitate rideshare, transit, cycling, and
walking for employee work trips and/or work breaks;

Page | 7



= Use reclaimed, gray and/or locally sourced water;

= Incorporate indoor water conservation measures, such as use of ultra-low-flow toilets and
faucets (bathrooms); and

= Incorporate water efficient irrigation into the project design.
Hazardous Materials

HAZ-1Prior to the issuance of a permit to remodel, a demolition permit, or a grading permit that
involves demolition of existing structures, the developers of the Zen Brand and Paper
Plane Traders projects shall contract with a certified asbestos/lead paint consultant to
perform an asbestos and lead paint inspection prior to the demolition or renovation of
regulated structures. Should the inspection identify the presence of asbestos and/or lead
paint, the developers shall contract for material abatement. Removal or disturbance of
asbestos and lead paint requires adherence to the California Division of Occupational
Safety and Health and California Department of Public Health regulations. Should the
asbestos and lead paint inspection indicate the presence of significant levels of asbestos,
the developers shall contract a California State registered and licensed asbestos
abatement contractor to perform the asbestos work. The asbestos and lead paint
inspection and evidence of abatement of any identified lead based paint and regulated
asbestos containing materials shall be presented to the City prior to issuance of a permit
to remodel or a grading and/or demolition permit.

Date Prepared: May 31, 2017
End of Review Period: June 20, 2017
Date Adopted by City Council:

Mic Steinmann
Community Services Director
msteinmann@ci.greenfield.ca.us
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A. BACKGROUND

Project Title

Seven Medical Marijuana Facilities
Use Permits

Lead Agency Contact Person
and Phone Number

Mic Steinmann, Community Services
Director, City of Greenfield
(831) 831.674.5591

Date Prepared

May 25, 2017

Study Prepared by

EMC Planning Group Inc.

301 Lighthouse Avenue, Suite C
Monterey, CA 93940

Teri Wissler Adam, Senior Principal
Ron Sissem, MRP, Principal

Sally Rideout, EMPA, Principal Planner
Polaris Kinison Brown, MS, Principal
Planner

Rachel Hawkins, JD, Assistant Planner
Dana McCarthy, PG, Assistant Planner
Andrea Edwards, Senior Biologist
Emily Malkauskas, Assistant Biologist

Projects” Locations

Northern portion of the City of Greenfield
along El Camino Real

Projects” Sponsors” Names and Addresses

Canna Culture Collective, Inc.
3591 Charter Park Drive
San Jose, CA 95136

Emerald Mission
30823 Mainmast Drive
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

Golden State Alternative Care, Inc.
11301 W. Olympic Blvd., Suite 542
Los Angeles, CA 90064

Kool Gildea, Inc.
215 W. 7th Street, Suite 909
Los Angeles, CA 90014
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Seven Medical Marijuana Facilities Initial Study

Paper Plane Traders
7288 Mulholland Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90068

Red Hunt

Greenfield Prop Owner, LLC
594 Broadway, Suite 1010
New York, NY 10012

Zen Brand Collective, Inc.
845 14th Street, Apt. 5
Santa Monica, CA 90403

General Plan Designations Light Industrial with an Industrial Park
Overlay, and Highway Commercial with
Gateway and Mixed Use Overlays

Zoning Light Industrial (I-L) with an Industrial
Park Overlay (IPO), and Highway
Commercial (C-H) with a Gateway and
Mixed Use Overlay (GMO)

Setting

The City of Greenfield has received seven use permit applications for medical marijuana
facilities, each from different applicants. In order to streamline environmental review of the
seven proposed facilities, the city is evaluating all seven projects within one initial study. All
of the project sites are located at the northern entrance of Greenfield west of U.S. Highway
101 along El Camino Real. Figure 1, Location Map, illustrates the regional and vicinity
location of the project sites and Figure 2, Aerial Vicinity Map, presents the specific location of
each site, as well as site and surrounding land uses. Photographs of each of the project sites

are presented in Figures 3 through 6.

Description of Projects and Project Sites
The seven proposed projects are presented in Table 1, Project Summaries, and are briefly
discussed below. Site plans for each of the projects are presented in Figures 7 through 13.
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Paper Plane Traders Site

®

Existing house on southwestern
portion of the site

®

Existing out building on northern
portion of the site

®

Existing house on northern portion of
the site
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Emerald Mission Site

@ Northern view from the center of the site

@ Eastern view from the center of the site

@ Western view from the center of the site

Figure 3
Site Photographs 1
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Cannaculture Collective Site

North western view of the site from
the south east

®

Southern view of existing metal
warehouse

@ North eastern view of the site
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Kool Gildea Site

@ Existing retention pond

View to the north from the interior of
the site
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View to the west from the interior of
the site

Figure 4

Site Photographs 2
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Redhunt Corporation Site

@ Existing mobile home on southeastern
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Northeastern view of the site from
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Zen Brand Site

@ View of existing warehouse on the
northern parcel of the project site

@ View of Pine Ave which bisects the site

@ View of existing warehouse on the
middle parcel of the project site

Figure 5

Site Photographs 3
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Eastern view from the middle of the northern
project boundary

@ Existing retention pond

Golden State Alternative Care
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Source: Google Earth 2016, Monterey County 2016

s Projectsite Photographs: EMC Planning Group 5/2017

Southern views from the middle of the northern
project boundary

@ Southeastern view from the interior of the site

Figure 6

Site Photographs 4
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Site Plan - Cannaculture Collective
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Site Plan - Redhunt Corporation
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Figure 13
Site Plan - Zen Brand
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Table 1 Project Summaries
Parcel - Buildin
. . Facility 91 General Plan
Number Name Location Size T Square d Zoni
(Acres) ype Footage and coning
1 Cannaculture | 802 EI Camino Real 4.6 Cultivation 96,645 Highway Commercial
Collective APN 109-141-004 with Gateway and

Mixed Use Overlays
(C-H GMO)

2 Kool Gildea 600 Cypress Avenue 31 Cultivation and 143,806 Light Industrial with an
APN 109-144-010, potential Manufacturing Industrial Park Overlay
potential expansion | exnansion (I-L1PO)
to 109-144-009 to 4.9 total

3 Redhunt 600 Pine Avenue 13.0 Cultivation and 366,500 Light Industrial with an

Corporation APN 109-144-007 Manufacturing Industrial Park Overlay
(I-L IPO)

4 Zen Brand 689 El Camino Real 3.2 Cultivation and 105,868 Light Industrial with an
APNs 109-162-012 potential Manufacturing Industrial Park Overlay
and -017, potential expansion (I-L1PO)
expansion to 109- t0 4.9 total
161-011

5 Golden State 799 El Camino Real 10.1 Cultivation 213,145 Light Industrial with an

Alternative APNs 109-161-015, (Manufacturing Industrial Park Overlay
Care -016, -017, and -018 already (I-L 1PO)
permitted)
6 Emerald 801 El Camino Real 11 Cultivation and 46,075 Highway Commercial
Mission APN 109-151-021 Manufacturing with Gateway and
Mixed Use Overlays
(C-H GMO)
7 Paper Plane 851 El Camino Real 2.6 Cultivation and 83,000 Highway Commercial
Traders APN 109-151-020 Manufacturing with Gateway and
Mixed Use Overlays
(C-H GMO)
Totals 41.2 1,055,039

SOURCE: City of Greenfield

Cannaculture Collective Cultivation

The 4.6-acre Cannaculture Collective project site, APN 109-141-004, is located at 802 El
Camino Real north of the extension of Cypress Avenue. The site is mostly vacant land with

one 2,250 square foot metal warehouse built in 1985. Cannaculture proposes a cultivation

facility on this site with 96,645 square feet of building space. This project proposes

renovation of the existing metal warehouse (including removal of the metal cladding).

Proposed improvements to the site include greenhouses, a 45-space surface parking lot, and

infrastructure improvements such as storm water detention, paved access to and within the

site, sidewalks, lighting and landscaping.
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Emerald Mission Cultivation and Manufacturing

The Emerald Mission project site is 1.1 acres located at 801 El Camino Real, north of Cypress
Avenue. Emerald Mission proposes a cultivation and manufacturing facility, with 42,000
square feet of building space. A mobile home, that will be hauled away, is present on the
otherwise vacant site. The proposed facility includes greenhouses, manufacturing areas,
warehouse and office uses, and storage areas. Proposed site improvements include a parking
lot, driveways, storm water drainage facilities, and landscaping.

Golden State Alternative Care Cultivation

The 10.1-acre Golden State Alternative Care project site, APNs 109-161-015,-016, -017, and -
018, is located at 799 El Camino Real, south of Cypress Avenue. This site is vacant
fallow/agricultural land. Golden State Alternative Care proposes a cultivation facility with
213,145 square feet of building space. The applicant currently has approvals from the City of
Greenfield for a manufacturing facility immediately adjacent to this site; impacts related to
the approved manufacturing facility are not discussed in this initial study. The proposed
project includes an office building, a processing building, a corridor building and
greenhouses, as well as parking and landscaping.

Kool Gildea Cultivation and Manufacturing

The 4.9-acre Kool Gildea project site including APNs 109-144-010 and 109-144-009 is located
at 600 Cypress Avenue, which will be extended east of El Camino Real. The site is vacant
containing only an existing City-owned retention pond on parcel 109-144-009, a portion of
which will be sold to Kool Gildea. Kool Gildea proposes a cultivation and manufacturing
facility, with 75,823 square feet of building space including seven cultivation zones, and a 13-
space parking lot on parcel 109-144-010.

Paper Plane Traders Cultivation and Manufacturing

Paper Plane Traders proposes a 2.6-acre cultivation and manufacturing facility with 83,000
square feet of building space at 851 El Camino Real, south of the U.S. Highway 101 off-ramp.
This project proposes to construct a cultivation/processing building with attached office, a
packaging/storage building, a 52-space parking lot, and landscaping. Most of the existing
trees on the site would be removed, but a significant number would be replaced with new
tree plantings. A number of the existing trees are dead.

Redhunt Corporation Cultivation and Manufacturing

The 13-acre Redhunt Corporation project site, APN 109-144-007, is located at 600 Pine
Avenue. The site is mostly vacant and includes a mobile home and outbuildings that will be
removed as part of the proposed project. Redhunt proposes a cultivation and manufacturing
facility, with 379,712 square feet of building space. This project proposes construction of an
office/lab and 11 cultivation units, as well as a 210-space parking lot.
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Zen Brand Cultivation and Manufacturing

The 4.9-acre Zen Brand project site, APNs 109-162-012, -017, and 109-161-011 is located at 689
and 701 El Camino Real with Pine Avenue bisecting the site. The site is mostly
disturbed/developed with existing gravel parking lots and two existing commercial
warehouse buildings, one was built in 1969 and the other in 1989. One will be removed and
the other will be renovated and reused as part of the proposed project. Zen Brand proposes a
cultivation and manufacturing facility, with 65,700 square feet of building space including
cultivation areas, two manufacturing areas, office areas, and a cold/dry storage area.

General Plan Land Use Designation

Golden State Alternative Care, Kool Gildea, Red Hunt, and Zen Brand

The Greenfield General Plan (General Plan) land use designation for these project sites is
Light Industrial with an Industrial Park Overlay. The Light Industrial designation allows for
uses such as processing, packaging, machining, repair, fabricating, distribution, warehousing
and storage, research and development, and similar uses which do not result in significant
impacts from noise, odor, vibration, smoke, or pollutants. Standards for the Light Industrial
land use designation include 30-foot front building setbacks and maximum building heights
of 40 feet. The Industrial Park Overlay includes design, signage, and landscaping guidelines
to ensure development of attractive and functional facilities. The proposed projects are all for
the manufacturing and/or cultivation of medical marijuana and are consistent with the Light
Industrial land use designation as it involves the industrial/commercial growing, processing,
packaging, and distribution of finished and raw medicinal products. The proposed projects
would conform to the Industrial Park Overlay requirements for design, signage, and
landscaping guidelines.

Canna Culture, Emerald Mission, and Paper Plane

The General Plan land use designation for these project sites is Highway Commercial with
Mixed Use and Gateway overlays. The General Plan Highway Commercial land use
designation allows for a broad range of commercial and service activities that require
convenient vehicular access and adequate parking. Uses include regional shopping centers,
banquet facilities, gas stations vehicle sales and services, building material supply,
warehousing, and similar facilities. This designation is intended primarily for service and
retail uses that are not appropriate for the downtown area due to operational needs and
characteristics. The purpose of the Mixed Use Overlay is to provide an opportunity for the
development of residential units in conjunction with a different underlying land use
designation. The Gateway Overlay is for commercial and visitor serving areas that are
located at the northern and southern entrances to the community and serve as "gateways" to
Greenfield. These areas should be made aesthetically attractive since they provide an
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influential visual statement regarding the character of the community. Such areas should be
designed to provide visual amenities that are not required for uses designed to serve more
local needs. The purpose of the gateway overlay is to require the provision of attractive
signage, additional landscaping, and greater attention to building design and lighting.

The proposed projects are all for the manufacturing and/or cultivation of medical marijuana.
The proposed projects are consistent with the Highway Commercial land use designation as
they involve commercial/industrial processing, packaging, and distribution of finished and
raw medicinal products. The projects will conform with the additional design, signage, and
landscaping requirements of the mixed use and gateway overlays.

Zoning

Golden State Alternative Care, Kool Gildea, Red Hunt, and Zen Brand

The Greenfield Municipal Code zoning classification for Kool Gildea, Red Hunt, Zen Brand,
and Golden State Alternative Care is Light Industrial with an Industrial Park Overlay.
Representative allowable uses include pharmaceutical manufacturing, retail, and agricultural
processing. Ordinance 515, adopted in January of 2016, added Chapter 5.28 to the Municipal
Code which specifically allows for cultivation, dispensing, and manufacturing of medical

marijuana in areas zoned for light industrial use.

Canna Culture, Emerald Mission, and Paper Plane

Development in the highway commercial district is expected to be grouped near U.S.
Highway 101. Uses in this district should be designed to serve primarily city residents but
have regional draw. Chapter 5.28.160 contains regulations that allow medical marijuana
facilities within the Highway Commercial zoning district. The City Council determined that
medical marijuana facilities were an appropriate use for these project sites consistent with
the Highway Commercial classification and approved regulatory permits for Paper Plane,
Canna Culture, and Emerald Mission.

CEQA Methodology

This initial study has been prepared using the “tiering” provisions of CEQA as identified in
CEQA Guidelines section 15152, wherein lead agencies are encouraged to use the analysis
contained in EIRs for broader projects (i.e., a general plan EIR) as part of the analysis for
subsequent specific projects. Section 15152(e) notes that tiering must be limited to situations
where a project is consistent with the general plan and zoning. As discussed above, the
individual proposed projects are consistent with the General Plan Light Industrial and
Highway Commercial land use designation and with the applicable Light Industrial Zoning
development standards. This enables the application of tiering provisions. The 2005 City of
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Greenfield General Plan Final EIR (General Plan EIR) examined potential impacts of the 2005
General Plan, including future development of the project sites with Light Industrial and
Highway Commercial uses. Consequently, where prudent and applicable, information
contained in this initial study is tiered from the General Plan EIR to avoid redundancy and

streamline the analysis process for the proposed projects.

The analysis methodology in this initial study also considers the streamlining provisions
contained in section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines, which addresses projects that are
consistent with an established density for the site. CEQA mandates that projects which are
consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan, or
general plan policies for which an EIR was certified shall not require additional
environmental review, except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project-
specific significant effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. This initial study
focuses on evaluating whether there are project-specific impacts that are peculiar to the
individual projects or their sites. As previously discussed, the proposed projects are
consistent with the Light Industrial or Highway Commercial land use designations and
consistent with applicable Light Industrial or Highway Commercial zoning development
standards. Therefore, where appropriate, the discussion of impacts has been limited as
mandated in CEQA Guidelines section 15183.

Section 15183 is particularly relevant for assessment of the incremental combined cumulative
impacts of the seven proposed projects, especially where such impacts were found to be
significant and unavoidable in the General Plan EIR. The General Plan EIR identified several
significant and unavoidable impacts for which the City Council adopted a Statement of
Overriding Consideration. In these cases, the analysis in this initial study concludes that the
contribution of the seven proposed projects to these significant and unavoidable cumulative
impacts was already identified and addressed in the General Plan EIR. This approach is
consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15183(c) which states, “if an impact is not peculiar
to the parcel or to the project, has been addressed as a significant effect in the prior EIR, or
can be substantially mitigated by the imposition of uniformly applied development policies
or standards, as contemplated by subdivision (e) below, then an additional EIR need not be
prepared for the project solely on the basis of that impact.”

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required

None

EMC Planning Group Inc.



Seven Medical Marijuana Facilities Initial Study

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally
affiliated with the project area requested consultation pursuant to
Public Resources Code section 21080.3.17? If so, has consultation
begun?

On April 12, 2017, the City of Greenfield sent a notification to the Ohlone/Coastanoan-
Esselen Nation tribal representative regarding the proposed projects and offered early
consultation to the tribe. On May 15, 2017, the tribe responded with a request for
consultation. As stated in the request for consultation, the tribe is interested in receiving
reports, establishing a procedure for disturbance of unknown sites, and a procedure for
unknown sites. On May 19, 2017, city staff attempted to contact the tribe by phone to
schedule a consultation, but was only able to leave a voicemail. As of the date of this initial
study, the tribe had not responded to the city’s phone call.
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B. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY
AFFECTED

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

QO Aesthetics O Greenhouse Gas Emissions Q Population/Housing

Q Agriculture and Forestry Q Hazards & Hazardous Q Public Services
Resources Materials

Q  Air Quality Q Hydrology/Water Quality O Recreation

O Biological Resources O Land Use/Planning Q Transportation/Traffic

Q Cultural Resources QO Mineral Resources Q Tribal Cultural Resources

Q Geology/Soils O Noise Q Utilities/Service Systems

O Mandatory Findings of
Significance
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D. EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Notes
1.

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

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

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

“Negative Declaration: Less-Than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced
an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less-Than-Significant Impact.”
The mitigation measures are described, along with a brief explanation of how they
reduce the effect to a less-than-significant level (mitigation measures from section
XVII, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-referenced).

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

a. “Earlier Analysis Used” identifies and states where such document is available
for review.

b. “Impact Adequately Addressed” identifies which effects from the checklist

were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and states whether such effects were
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

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

EMC Planning Group Inc.
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6. Checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general
plans, zoning ordinances, etc.) are incorporated. Each reference to a previously
prepared or outside document, where appropriate, includes a reference to the page
or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7.  “Supporting Information Sources” — A source list is attached, and other sources
used or individuals contacted are cited in the discussion.

8.  This is the format recommended in the CEQA Guidelines as amended January 2011.
9.  The explanation of each issue identifies:

a. The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question;
and

b. The mitigation measure identified, if any to reduce the impact to less than
significant.
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1. AESTHETICS

Would the project:
Potentially Less-than-Significant Less-Than- No
Significant ~ Impact with Mitigation  Significant Impact
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact P
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic u a v u
vista? (1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,36)
b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including a a a v
but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,12)
c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character a a v a
or quality of the site and its surroundings? (1, 2, 3,
4,5,6,7,8,9,16, 36)
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare, a a v a
which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area? (1,2, 3,4,5,6,7,8,9)
Comments:
a. Scenic Vista. According to the General Plan, scenic vistas within Greenfield include

rural landscapes, including vineyards and agricultural fields, and views of the
Gabilan Mountain Range to the east and Santa Lucia Mountain range and Arroyo
Seco to the west (General Plan Policy 7.9). Views through each of the project sites do
include views of the mountain ranges to the east and west. Development of the seven
project sites has the potential to partially block views of the Gabilan and Santa Lucia
mountain ranges and surrounding agricultural fields from nearby public roads.

The General Plan EIR found that implementation of the General Plan, including the
assumption that the project sites would be developed with Light Industrial and
Highway Commercial uses, would have a significant and unavoidable impact on
scenic vistas. General Plan Policy 7.9.2 requires that development is designed to take
advantage of view opportunities and minimize visual impacts to the Gabilan and
Santa Lucia mountains. General Plan Land Use Policies 2.1.1 and 2.1.7 require new
development to be consistent with the scale, appearance, and rural community
character of Greenfield’s neighborhoods and require agricultural buffers on
developments adjacent to agricultural land consistent with the Local Agency
Formation Commission’s (LAFCO) requirements. The General Plan EIR determined

that compliance with General Plan Conservation, Recreation and Open Space
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Element policies 7.9.2 and related programs and Land Use policies 2.1.1 and 2.1.7 and
related programs would partially mitigate the impacts. The proposed projects will be
required to comply with the above policies as well as the additional overlay design

guidelines.

There are no project-specific impacts of scenic vistas that are peculiar to the projects
or their sites, having already been identified in the General Plan EIR as noted above.
CEQA Guidelines section 15183(c) state that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel
or to the project, has been addressed as a significant effect in the prior EIR, or can be
substantially mitigated by the imposition of uniformly applied development policies
or standards, then an additional EIR need not be prepared for the project solely on
the basis of that impact. The proposed projects would be consistent with General Plan

policies and with Municipal Code development standards.

The City Council adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations for this
unavoidable impact. No further analysis is needed.

b. Scenic Resources within State Scenic Highways. U.S. Highway 101 is the only
highway passing through Greenfield. This highway is not listed as either a
designated or eligible scenic highway. Thus, the projects would not have any impact
on scenic resources within a state scenic highway.

C. Degradation of Visual Character. Implementation of the General Plan, including
development of the project sites, would result in increased conversion of mostly
vacant, fallow, or agricultural land to developed land, which would alter the visual
setting or character of the city. The alteration of the visual character of the city as a
result of General Plan implementation, including development of the project sites
with industrial/commercial uses was considered in the General Plan EIR.

Excluding the Zen Brand Facility project site, which is mostly developed/disturbed
with several warehouse buildings, the project sites are either vacant fallow fields or
contain limited residential development. These project sites would be converted from
mostly undeveloped residential/vacant uses to a developed Light Industrial/Highway
Commercial uses, which would considerably alter the visual character of the sites.

Golden State Alternative Care, Kool Gildea, Red Hunt, and Zen Brand. The
General Plan’s land use designation for Golden State Alternative Care, Kool Gildea,
Red Hunt, and Zen Brand is Light Industrial with an Industrial Park Overlay. The
Industrial Park Overlay includes design, signage, and landscaping guidelines. These
projects would comply with these guidelines to ensure development of attractive and

functional facilities on these project sites.
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Canna Culture, Emerald Mission, and Paper Plane Traders. The General Plan land
use designation for Canna Culture, Emerald Mission, and Paper Plane Traders is
Highway Commercial with Mixed Use and Gateway overlays. These project sites are
part of Greenfield’s northern gateway, which is defined as the area along El Camino
Real at the city’s northern entrance, from Thorne Road south to Cypress Avenue. The
General Plan states that creating an attractive entry to the city will enhance the city’s
sense of place, provide a transition between the surrounding fields and vineyards
and the city, and provide an influential visual statement regarding the character of
the community. To that end, development within this northern gateway area must
provide a greater attention to aesthetics, architectural design, landscaping, lighting,
site development, and enhanced streetscape design. To truly present an appropriate
visual statement, the El Camino Real streetscape needs to reflect a uniform design
theme from Thorne Avenue to Memorial Hall. It is the intent of the Community
Services Director that all approved applicants along the El Camino Real corridor
work together to develop a master planned streetscape treatment, including security
fencing along El Camino Real for each property, landscaping, street lighting,
sidewalks, and bike lanes. The beginning point is the Paper Plane Traders property.

The farmhouse design, tree replanting, and landscaping along El Camino Real that
are proposed as part of the Paper Plane Traders project will contribute to creating an
attractive entrance to Greenfield that reflects, enhances, and celebrates the
community’s agricultural roots. Paper Plane, Cannaculture, and Emerald Mission all
provide an aesthetic softening transition between the surrounding fields and
vineyards and the city.

All Projects. All projects will be required to undergo design review by the Planning
Commission and design approval by the City Council, which will ensure that
aesthetically pleasing project designs are implemented that adhere to General Plan
policies are goals. The General Plan EIR found that implementing the General Plan,
including the assumption that the sites would be developed with light
industrial/highway commercial uses, would result in a significant and unavoidable
impact due to changes in visual character. While development of each individual site
would not likely result in significant impacts related to the visual change from vacant
to developed land, the cumulative development of seven project sites may contribute
to the visual degradation identified in the General Plan EIR. According to the General
Plan EIR, implementation of Land Use policies 2.1.1, 2.1.7, 2.5.6 and related programes,
which address visual resources and urban design, would partially reduce the impact,
but not to less than significant. The proposed projects must comply with these
policies which would serve to lessen their potential visual impacts.

EMC Planning Group Inc.
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The project-specific impact from change in visual character is not peculiar to the
projects or their sites, having already been identified in the General Plan EIR as noted
above. CEQA Guidelines section 15183(c) states that if an impact is not peculiar to the
parcel or to the project, has been addressed as a significant effect in the prior EIR, or
can be substantially mitigated by the imposition of uniformly applied development
policies or standards, then an additional EIR need not be prepared for the project
solely on the basis of that impact.”

The City Council adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations for this
unavoidable impact. No further analysis is needed.

d. Light and Glare. The proposed projects would introduce new sources of light and
glare that are typical of cultivation and manufacturing facilities. The main sources of
daytime glare are sunlight reflecting from structures and other reflective surfaces and
materials. The main sources of nighttime light include street lighting, parking lot
lights, and security related lighting. The General Plan EIR considered impacts related
to light and glare from implementation of the General Plan including development of
the project sites with Light Industrial and Highway Commercial uses. The General
Plan EIR found that development consistent with the General Plan could result in the
introduction of a significant amount of new daytime light and glare and nighttime
lighting to the planning area. These new light sources could result in adverse effects
to adjacent land uses through the “spilling over” of light into these areas and “sky
glow” conditions. The General Plan EIR found that implementation of Land Use
policy 2.8.8 and program 2.8.D will reduce day and nighttime lighting impacts to a
less-than-significant level. Required compliance with this policy and with Greenfield
Municipal Code Section 17.56, which defines outdoor lighting standards, would
ensure that lighting effects related to development of the seven proposed projects
would be less than significant.
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2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES

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

Potentially Less-than-Significant Less-Than-
Significant Impact with Mitigation Significant
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact

No
Impact

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or a a v a
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of
the California Resources Agency, to
nonagricultural use? (1, 2, 13)

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, a Q a
or a Williamson Act contract? (1, 2, 14)

c.  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause Q a Q
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code section 4526),
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?
(1,2)

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of a a a

forest land to non-forest use? (1, 2)

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment a a v a
which, due to their location or nature, could
result in conversion of Farmland to
nonagricultural use or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use? (1, 2)

EMC Planning Group Inc.
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Comments:

a.

44

Conversion of Important Farmland. According to the 2014 Important Farmland
Map, all of the project sites, excluding a portion of the Golden State Alternative Care
property, are either designated as “Urban and Built-Up Land” or “Other Land” and
are not identified as containing Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance. The Golden State property located at 799 El Camino Real,
contains 6.47 acres of Prime Farmland that would be converted to an urban use upon

development of the proposed project.

The General Plan EIR contemplated loss of important farmland, including the Prime
Farmland on the project site, and found that no feasible mitigation measures are
available to reduce the impacts related to this loss due to the implementation of the
proposed General Plan. Although the city has incorporated a series of planning
measures into the General Plan itself that recognize agriculture as an important
resource, this impact was considered a significant and unavoidable impact of

implementation of the General Plan.

There are no project-specific impacts related to the conversion of important farmland
that are peculiar to the Golden State Alternative Care project or its site, those impacts
have already been identified in the General Plan EIR as noted above. CEQA
Guidelines section 15183(c) state that if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or to
the project, has been addressed as a significant effect in the prior EIR, or can be
substantially mitigated by the imposition of uniformly applied development policies
or standards, then an additional EIR need not be prepared for the project solely on
the basis of that impact.” The proposed projects must be consistent with General Plan

policies and with Municipal Code development standards.

The City Council adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations for this

unavoidable impact. No further analysis is needed.

Williamson Act/Zoning Conflict/Conversion of Forestland. The project sites are not
under Williamson Act contact and are not zoned for agricultural, forestland, or
timberland uses. Therefore, the proposed projects would not conflict with

agricultural, forestry timberland production, or forest land zoning or uses.

Conflicts with Agricultural Land. The proposed projects are directly adjacent or
within proximity to active agricultural lands. Nuisance conflicts are typically
associated with locating sensitive residential uses adjacent to existing agricultural

operations. The proposed uses would not be uniquely sensitive to nuisances for
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adjacent agricultural operations, and in fact, include cultivation and/or
manufacturing of medicinal plant products, activities that are similar to other
agricultural production activities. For these reasons, the potential for land use
conflicts leading to conversion of the adjacent agricultural land would be nominal

and the impact is less than significant.

EMC Planning Group Inc.

45



Seven Medical Marijuana Facilities Initial Study

3.

AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality

management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following

determinations. Would the project:

Potentially Less-than-Significant Less-Than- No
Significant Impact with Mitigation Significant Impact
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact P

a. Conlflict with or obstruct implementation of the Q a Q v
applicable air quality plan? (1, 2, 10, 34, 38-41)

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute Q v Q a
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation? (1, 2, 10, 34, 38-41)

c. Resultin a cumulatively considerable net increase Q a v a
of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is nonattainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions, which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? (1, 2,
10, 34, 38-41)

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant a v Q Q
concentrations? (1, 2, 10, 34, 38-41)

e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial Q a v a
number of people? (1, 2, 10)

Comments:

This section is based primarily on Monterey Bay Air Resources District (formerly Monterey

Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, hereinafter “air district”) guidance and

methodologies for preparation of environmental documents, and the results of emissions
modeling using the CalEEMod emissions modeling software. Cal[EEMod results are included

in Appendix A.

a,c.

46

Consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan. The air district recently
adopted the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan. The 2016 Air Quality Management
Plan is an update to the 2012-2015 and 2008 Air Quality Management Plans and
incorporates portions of these plans by reference. Projects related directly to

population growth generate population-related emissions (e.g., motor vehicles,

residential heating and cooling emissions). Population-related emissions have been

estimated in the Air Quality Management Plan; population-related projects that are
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consistent with these forecasts are consistent with the Air Quality Management Plan.
Projects not related directly to population growth are considered to be consistent
with the Air Quality Management Plan. Because the proposed projects are not
population related, they would not conflict with the Air Quality Management Plan.

Cumulative. For cumulative impacts, the air district recommends that projects be
assessed for consistency with the Air Quality Management Plan. The proposed
projects are not population generating projects. Therefore, the projects would not
conflict with or obstruct implementation of the Air Quality Management Plan, and
would have a less-than-cumulatively considerable impact on air quality.

Air Quality Standards. The project sites are located in the North Central Coast Air
Basin, which is currently in non-attainment status with state standards for ozone and
suspended particulate matter particulate matter (PMu). State standards are
promulgated by the California Air Resources Board as mandated by the California
Clean Air Act. The air district has developed criteria pollutant emissions thresholds,
which are used to determine whether or not a proposed project would violate an air
quality standard or contribute to an existing violation during operations and/or
construction. Based on the air district’'s CEQA guidelines, a project would have a
significant air quality impact if it would:

. Emit 137 pounds per day or more of an ozone precursor air pollutant (volatile
organic compounds or nitrogen oxides);

. Directly emit 550 pounds per day or more of carbon monoxide;

. Generate traffic that significantly affects levels of service (result in a significant
localized source of emission of carbon monoxide);

. Emit 82 pounds per day or more of suspended particulate matter on-site, which
is equivalent to general construction activity over an area of at least 8.1 acres per
day, or grading/excavation over an area of at least 2.2 acres per day; or

. Emit 82 pounds per day or more of suspended particulate matter on-site, which
is equivalent to general construction activity over an area of at least 8.1 acres per
day, or grading/excavation over an area of at least 2.2 acres per day; or

. Emit 82 pounds per day or more of suspended particulate matter from vehicle
travel on unpaved roads.

Operational Impacts. The proposed projects would not exceed air district thresholds
of significance for operational emissions. Per Table 5-4 of the air district 2012 CEQA
Guidelines, industrial developments of 1,040,000 square feet or more in size would
create indirect emission sources with potentially significant impacts related to ozone
and ozone precursors. None of the individual projects exceed this threshold.

EMC Planning Group Inc.
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The California Emissions Estimator Model was used to estimate greenhouse gas
emissions from the proposed projects as described in Section 7, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions. The model also produces results for criteria air emissions. For
informational purposes, the criteria air emissions results are provided in Table 2,
Operation Criteria Air Pollutant Modeling Results (Pounds per Day). As can be seen
from the table, criteria air emissions from each project are below the air district
thresholds of significance. Detailed emissions modeling results are presented in

Appendix A.
Table 2 Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Modeling Results
(Pounds per Day)
Project V%zm%gggg'c o Nitrogen Suspended Particulate Carbqn
(VOC) xides (Noy) Matter (PMio) Monoxide

plroistrct 137 137 82 550
Canna Culture 6.25 18.12 1.19 13.29
Kool Gildea 419 3.55 0.73 5.22
Redhunt 10.62 7.17 1.66 11.69
Zen Brand 5.98 14.57 121 13.11
Golden State 7.08 11.66 1.90 16.37
Alternative Care
Emerald Mission 1.62 2.63 0.55 5.79
Paper Plane Traders 2.93 517 0.86 6.90
Cumulative Total 38.67 62.87 8.1 72.37

SOURCE: CalEEMod Results in Appendix A, EMC Planning Group 2017
NOTE: all numbers are pounds per day.

Short-term Construction Emissions. Emissions produced during grading and
construction activities are considered short-term as they occur only during the
construction phase of the project. Construction emissions include mobile source
exhaust emissions, emissions generated during the application of asphalt paving
material and architectural coatings, as well as emissions of fugitive dust associated
with earthmoving equipment. Short-term emissions include the on- and off-site
generation of fugitive dust, on-site generation of exhaust emissions from construction
equipment, and the off-site generation of mobile source emissions during the
construction phase of the project.

Worst case construction phase emissions typically occur during initial site
preparation, including grading and excavation, due to the increased amount of
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surface disturbance that can generate dust and due to construction equipment
emissions with the use of heavier equipment used at this phase. Table 5-2 of the air
district CEQA guidelines identifies the level of construction activity that could result
in significant temporary fugitive dust impacts if not mitigated. The threshold of
significance for construction activities is rough grading and disturbance of at least 2.2
acres per day, or fine grading or general construction activity of at least 8.1 acres per
day. At 1.1-acres, Emerald Mission would not meet either threshold for daily ground
disturbance during grading. However, if any of the other six sites commence grading
on the same day, the threshold could be met cumulatively. The remaining sites have
the potential to disturb more than 2.2 acres per day through rough grading both
individually and cumulatively.

The air district has identified the following feasible measures, that when
implemented, reduce the impacts of construction dust emissions to a less-than-
significant level, and should be applied at all sites to ensure cumulative dust

emissions are less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

AQ-1

In order to reduce fugitive dust emissions from grading and construction
activities, the following measures shall be included on all grading and
construction plans, and implemented during grading and construction when
grading area exceeds 2.2 acres or construction area exceeds 8.1 acres:

. Water areas of active disturbed soils at least twice daily or as necessary to
prevent visible dust leaving the site, using raw or recycled water when
feasible.

. Apply chemical soil stabilizers or dust suppressants on disturbed soils that

will not be actively graded for a period of four or more consecutive days.

. As an option to watering active disturbed soils at least twice daily, apply
non-toxic binders and/or hydro seed disturbed soils on which grading is
completed, but on which more than four days will pass prior to paving,

foundation construction, or placement of other permanent cover.

- Cover or otherwise stabilize stockpiles which will not be actively used for a
period of four or more consecutive days, or water at least twice daily as
necessary to prevent visible dust leaving the site, using raw or recycled
water when feasible.

= Maintain at least 2'0" of freeboard and cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or

loose materials.
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. Stop grading and earth moving if winds exceed 15 miles per hour.

. Pave roads, driveways, and parking areas at the earliest point feasible
within the construction schedule.

. Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact
regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond and take corrective
action within 48 hours. The phone number of the MBUAPCD shall also be
visible to ensure compliance with Rule 402 (Nuisance).

AQ-2 Prior to commencement of construction activities, the contractor shall appoint a
construction foreman to act as site monitor to ensure that the dust control
measures are implemented. Evidence of implementation shall be submitted to the
City of Greenfield Planning Department within three days of commencement of
grading, and monthly thereafter as long as grading occurs. In addition, a publicly-
visible sign written in English and Spanish with the telephone number and
person to contact regarding dust complaints should be posted at the project site.
This person shall respond and take corrective action within 48 hours. The phone
number of the air district shall also be visible to ensure compliance with rule 402
(nuisance).

Implementation of mitigation measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce potential
construction-related PMuo air quality impacts to a less-than-significant level by
incorporating the air district’s basic construction mitigation measures during
construction activities

d. Sensitive Receptors. According to the air district’'s CEQA guidelines, a sensitive
receptor is generally defined as a location where human populations, especially
children, seniors, and sick persons, are located where there is reasonable expectation
of continuous human exposure. These typically include residences, hospitals, and
schools.

One single-family home borders the Golden State site on the north and the Zen Brand
site borders two homes, one on the south and one on the west. Zen Brand also sits
approximately 800 feet to the northwest of a residential community. Redhunt’s
southern border is adjacent to a single family home and is approximately 900 feet to
the north of the residential community. The single family homes and residential
community are sensitive receptors.

Construction activities associated with each of these three projects could expose
sensitive receptors to construction equipment emissions including diesel exhaust.
Diesel engines emit a complex mix of pollutants including nitrogen oxides,
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particulate matter, and toxic air contaminants. Diesel exhaust is the predominant
toxic air contaminant in urban air and is estimated to represent about two-thirds of
the cancer risk from toxic air contaminants. Diesel exhaust is especially common
during the grading stage of construction (when most of the heavy equipment is
used), and adjacent to heavily trafficked roadways where diesel trucks are common.
The most visible constituents of diesel exhaust are very small carbon particles or
"soot," known as diesel particulate matter. Short-term exposure to diesel particulate
matter is associated with variable irritation and inflammatory symptoms (Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 2015).

Diesel-powered construction equipment is regulated by both the EPA and CARB.
Beginning in 1996, new diesel equipment engines were required to meet emission
standards. EPA Tier 2 diesel engine standards were implemented from 2001 and
2006, Tier 3 standards from 2006-2008, Engines are now in Tier 4 designs, reducing
emissions of NOx and PMuo significantly since the first requirements were introduced.
CARB requires that equipment fleets” average emissions meet increasingly stringent
standards, and requires the phase-in of diesel particulate matter filters on older
equipment. With exemptions for some specialized equipment, CARB restricts engine
idling time to five minutes.

California’s Regulation for In-use Off-road Diesel Vehicles establishes a state
program to reduce nitrogen oxides and particulate emissions from older construction
equipment. Several provisions of the regulation are in force (idling restrictions and
reporting), and other provisions are being phased in from 2014 to 2029 (fleet
composition).

Construction activities associated with the proposed projects would likely involve
use of the heavy-duty off-road equipment and large trucks that use diesel fuel and
emissions of diesel particulate matter. CARB’s Regulation for In-use Off-road Diesel
Vehicles establishes a state program to reduce emissions from older construction
equipment. Equipment built to EPA Tier 4 diesel engine standards and utilizing
ultralow sulfur fuel would result in diesel emissions that are substantially lower than
older equipment. However, older equipment not meeting the Tier 4 standards would
result in greater emissions and increased risks of exposure to them, which is a
potentially significant air quality impact.

Implementation of the following mitigation measures would reduce construction
equipment exhaust emissions from older vehicles (NOx and diesel particulate matter)
that may be used in the construction process for the Golden State, Zen Brand, and
Redhunt projects to less than significant.

EMC Planning Group Inc.
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Mitigation Measures

AQ-3. The Golden State, Zen Brand, and Redhunt project developers shall reduce
nitrogen oxides exhaust and particulate matter emissions by implementing one of
the following measures prior to the start of construction:

. Provide a plan, acceptable to the air district, demonstrating that the heavy-
duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles and equipment to be used in the
construction project, including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles,
will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent nitrogen oxides
reduction and 45 percent particulate matter reduction compared to the most
recent CARB fleet average for the time of construction; or

] Provide a plan, acceptable to the air district, that all off-road construction
vehicles/equipment greater than 50 horsepower that will be used on site for
more than one week shall be manufactured during or after 2001, or
equipped with diesel particulate matter filters such that they meet the
nitrogen oxides emissions standard of 6.9 grams per brake horsepower
hour.

Prior to the onset of site preparation, grading and construction activities, the
project developers shall require in construction contracts that all off-road
construction vehicles comply with the detailed specifications required in
Mitigation Measure AQ-4 and shall submit evidence demonstrating compliance
with this measure to the City of Greenfield Planning Department for review and
approval.

AQ-4. The Golden State, Zen Brand, and Redhunt project developers shall reduce NOx
and particulate matter exhaust emissions by implementing the following
measures prior to the start of construction:

. Contractors shall install temporary electrical service whenever possible to
avoid the need for independently-powered equipment (e.g. compressors).

. Signs at the construction site shall be clearly visible to advise that that
diesel equipment standing idle for more than two minutes within 200 feet of
sensitive receptors shall be turned off. This would include trucks waiting to
deliver or receive soil, aggregate, or other bulk materials. Rotating drum
concrete trucks may keep their engines running continuously if on-site and
staged at least 100 feet away from residential areas.

- Properly tune and maintain equipment for low emissions.
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. Stage large diesel powered equipment at least 200 feet from any sensitive
land uses (e.g., occupied residences).

These mitigation measures are consistent with the measures recommended in the air
district’s air quality guidelines (Table 8-3) that limit the number of vehicles, type of
fuel used, hours of daily operation and duration of use. Implementation of these
measures would reduce and subsequently limit exposure to construction exhaust

emissions.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-3 — AQ-4, would ensure that
construction emissions are reduced to a less than significant level.

Odors. Operational nuisance odors are commonly associated with refineries,
landfills, sewage treatment, agriculture, etc. The cultivation and manufacture of
marijuana plants could result in pungent odors emanating from medical marijuana
plants and medical marijuana products that could be a nuisance to nearby receptors.

All manufacture and cultivation of medical marijuana plants and products will occur
indoors. Per Chapter 5.28 Section 4(i), Medical Marijuana Facilities Regulatory
Permit., each of the applicants would be required to prepare an odor management
plan detailing steps that will be taken to ensure that the odor of medical marijuana
will not emanate beyond the exterior walls of the facility, including as necessary, the
installation and use of air purification systems and/or air scrubbers. Therefore, with
implementation of standard conditions, this impact would be less than significant.
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potentially Less-than-Significant Less-Than-
Significant ~ Impact with Mitigation  Significant
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact

No
Impact

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly a v a a
or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies,
regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service?
(3-9, 24, 25, 26, 27)

b. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian a Q a v
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service?
(39, 24, 25)

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally Q v a a
protected wetlands, as defined by section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.), through direct
removal, filing, hydrological interruption, or
other means? (3-9, 24, 28, 43)

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any a a v a
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites? (3-9, 24)

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances a Q a v
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance? (1, 3-9, 10, 24)

f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted a Q a v
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
(39, 24)
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A reconnaissance-level field survey of the project sites was completed by EMC Planning

Group biologists Andrea Edwards and Emily Malkauskas on May 3, 2017; biological

resource database searches for the project vicinity were conducted prior to the survey. The

biological field survey included observing and photographing habitat conditions, noting

surrounding land uses, and recording plant and wildlife species in field notes. The project

sites range in elevation from approximately 255 to 280 feet. The table below presents existing

habitats and land uses present on the seven sites.

Table 3 Existing Habitats and Land Uses

Project Site

Habitats and Land Uses

Cannaculture Collective Cultivation

Non-native grassland
Developed, disturbed, and ornamental areas

Emerald Mission Cultivation and Manufacturing

Non-native grassland
Ornamental areas

Golden State Alternative Care Cultivation

Water detention basin and irrigation ditches
Non-native grassland

Fallow agricultural areas

Developed and disturbed areas

Kool Gildea Cultivation and Manufacturing

Water detention basin
Non-native grassland
Ornamental areas

Paper Plane Traders Cultivation and Manufacturing

Non-native grassland
Developed, disturbed, and ornamental areas

Redhunt Corporation Cultivation and Manufacturing

Non-native grassland
Developed and ornamental areas

Zen Brand Cultivation and Manufacturing

Non-native grassland
Developed, disturbed, and ornamental areas

SOURCE: EMC Planning Group 2017

Undeveloped areas present on the project sites consist mainly of non-native grassland that

has been mechanically disturbed. This habitat is dominated by non-native ripgut grass

(Bromus diandrus), soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus), slender wild oat (Avena barbata), barley

(Hordeum murinum), and rye grass (Festuca perennis). Other prevalent non-native species

present include cheeseweed (Malva parviflora), shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana),

oriental mustard (Sisymbrium orientale), red-stemmed filaree (Erodium cicutarium), and white-

stemmed filaree (Erodium moschatum). Some of the project site grasslands contain a few

native coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis) shrubs.
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Common wildlife species likely to occur on the project sites include raccoon (Procyon lotor),
striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), brush rabbit
(Sylvilagus bachmani), and California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi). Species of small
rodents including mice (Mus musculus, Reithrodontomys megalotis, and Peromyscus
maniculatus) and California vole (Microtus californicus) are likely to occur. Common bats such
as California myotis (Myotis californicus), little brown myotis (Myotis lucifugus), and hoary bat
(Lasiurus cinereus) could roost in structures or trees, and forage in the fields and non-native
grasslands. Common reptiles, such as western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis) and
gopher snake (Pituophis sp.) are also likely to occur. Several birds were observed flying near
or over the project sites and perching in trees in the vicinity. Eurasian collared-dove
(Streptopelia decaocto), American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), house finch (Haemorhous
mexicanus), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), and European starling (Sturnus vulgaris) are
common avian species occurring in the project vicinity. Numerous non-native American
bullfrog (Lithobates catesbeianus) tadpoles were observed within a water detention basin
located on the Golden State Alternative Care Cultivation project site.

a. Special-Status Species. A search of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW) California Natural Diversity Database was conducted for the Paraiso Springs
and surrounding eight U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangles in order to
generate a list of potentially occurring special-status species for the project vicinity.
Records of occurrence for special-status plants were reviewed for those quadrangles
in the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants.
An U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Endangered Species Program threatened
and endangered species list was also generated for Monterey County. Special-status
species in this report are those listed as Endangered, Threatened, or Rare, or as
Candidates for listing by the USFWS and/or CDFW; as Species of Special Concern or
Fully Protected species by the CDFW; or as Rare Plant Rank 1B or 2B species by the
CNPS.

Most special-status plant and wildlife species known to occur in the region are not
expected to occur on the project sites due to lack of suitable habitats. Special-status
wildlife species with potential to occur on or adjacent to the project sites are
discussed below, including nesting birds/raptors, bats, and burrowing owl.

Nesting Birds. Construction activities, including vegetation removal and ground
disturbance, have potential to impact nesting birds protected under the federal
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code, should such nesting
birds be present during construction. The project sites and adjacent residential and
agricultural areas contain trees and/or other suitable habitats with potential to
support nesting birds. If protected species are nesting in or adjacent to any of the
project sites during the bird nesting season (February through August), then noise-
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generating construction activities and/or vegetation removal could result in the loss
of fertile eggs or nestlings, or otherwise lead to the abandonment of nests.
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce significant
potential impacts to nesting birds to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure

BIO-1

For all projects, if noise generation, ground disturbance, vegetation removal, or
other construction activities begin during the bird nesting season (February 1 to
August 31), or if construction activities are suspended for at least two weeks and
recommence during the bird nesting season, then the project developer will retain
a qualified biologist to conduct a pre-construction survey for nesting birds. The
survey will be performed within suitable nesting habitat areas on and adjacent to
each site to ensure that no active nests would be disturbed during project
implementation. The surveys will be conducted no more than two weeks prior to
the initiation of disturbance and/or construction activities at each project site. A
report documenting survey results and plan for active bird nest avoidance (if
needed) will be completed by the qualified biologist and submitted to the City of
Greenfield for review and approval prior to disturbance and/or construction
activities.

If no active bird nests are detected during the survey, then project activities can
proceed as scheduled. However, if an active bird nest of a protected species is
detected during the survey, then a plan for active bird nest avoidance will
determine and clearly delineate an appropriately sized, temporary protective
buffer area around each active nest, depending on the nesting bird species,
existing site conditions, and type of proposed disturbance and/or construction
activities. The protective buffer area around an active bird nest is typically 75-250
feet, determined at the discretion of the qualified biologist.

To ensure that no inadvertent impacts to an active bird nest will occur, no
disturbance and/or construction activities will occur within the protective buffer
area(s) until the juvenile birds have fledged (left the nest), and there is no

evidence of a second attempt at nesting, as determined by the qualified biologist.

The project developers shall be responsible for implementation of this mitigation
measure, subject to monitoring by the City of Greenfield.

Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-1 would ensure impacts to nesting birds
are less than significant by requiring a pre-construction survey for bird nests (should
construction be scheduled during the nesting season) and implementation of
avoidance measures should any active nest(s) be found.
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Special-Status Bats. The following California Species of Special Concern have low

potential to occur on the site: western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus), pallid
bat (Antrozous pallidus), western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii), and Townsend's big-
eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii). These four bat species utilize a wide variety of
habitats, including grasslands, scrublands, woodlands, and forests; all are known to
occur in the Salinas Valley. These species either roost in tree bark or tree hollows, in
tree foliage, or in buildings. Pallid bat and Townsend's big-eared bat also roost in
bridges, caves, and mines.

Potential habitat for these special-status bat species occurs within each of the seven
project sites. The Canna Culture Collective, Paper Plane Traders, and Zen Brand
project sites provide potential habitat within buildings that will be demolished. All
seven project sites provide potential habitat in tree foliage that will be removed.
Potential impacts to special-status bats are significant. If individuals are present on
the project sites, construction activities could result in the direct loss (mortality) of
individual animals. Implementation of the following mitigation measure will reduce
these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure

BIO-2
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For all projects, prior to tree removal each project developer shall retain a
qualified biologist to conduct a focused survey for bats and potential roosting
sites within trees to be removed and within 250 feet of the proposed development
area. These surveys shall be conducted no more than 15 days prior to the start of
construction. The surveys can be conducted by visual identification and can
assume presence or the bats can be identified to a species-level with the use of a
bat echolocation detector such as an “Anabat” unit.

If no roosting sites or bats are found, a letter report confirming absence shall be
sent to the City of Greenfield and no further mitigation is required.

If roosting sites are found, a survey letter report and supplemental documents
shall be provided to the City of Greenfield prior to demolition permit issuance
and the following monitoring and exclusion, and habitat replacement measures
shall be implemented:

a.  If bats are found roosting outside of nursery season (May 1st through
October 1st), then they shall be evicted as described under (b) below. If bats
are found roosting during the nursery season, then they shall be monitored
to determine if the roost site is a maternal roost. This could occur by either
visual inspection of the roost bat pups, if possible, or monitoring the roost
after the adults leave for the night to listen for bat pups. If the roost is
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determined to not be a maternal roost, then the bats shall be evicted as
described under (b). Because bat pups cannot leave the roost until they are
mature enough, eviction of a maternal roost cannot occur during the

nursery season.

A 250-foot (or as determined in consultation with the CDFW) buffer zone
shall be established around the roosting site within which no construction
or tree removal shall occur.

b.  If anon-breeding bat hibernaculum is found in a tree or snag scheduled for
removal, the individuals will be safely evicted, under the direction of a
qualified bat biologist and in consultation with the CDFW. Methods could
include carefully opening the roosting area by hand to expose the cavity.
Removal of the tree or snag shall be conducted no earlier than the following
day (i.e., at least one night will be provided between initial disturbance and
the tree removal). This action will allow bats to leave during dark hours,
which increases their chance of finding new roosts with a minimum of
potential predation.

The project developers will be responsible for the implementation of this mitigation
measure, subject to monitoring by the City of Greenfield.

Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-2 would reduce significant potential
impacts to special-status bats to a less-than-significant level by requiring pre-
construction surveys and incorporation of appropriate avoidance and minimization

measures should evidence of roosting bats be found on a project site.

Burrowing Owl. Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) is a California Species of

Special Concern with low potential to occur on and adjacent to most of the project
sites. Burrowing owls live and breed in burrows in the ground. Optimal habitat
conditions include large, open, dry, and nearly level grasslands or prairies with
short to moderate vegetation height and cover, areas of bare ground, and
populations of burrowing mammals. This species occurs in open, dry grasslands,
deserts, and shrub-lands with low-growing vegetation; it usually occupies natural
burrows excavated by other fossorial species such as the California ground
squirrel. Burrowing owls have also been known to utilize man-made areas such
as culverts, concrete rubble piles, and artificial dens for breeding sites. In open
habitats, they prefer flat, open areas where the vegetation is relatively short,
affording a vantage point from which to evade potential predators.

A concentration of small mammal burrows is present on six of the seven project
sites, excluding Zen Brand Cultivation and Manufacturing. Marginally suitable
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habitat for this species is present in open fields within and adjacent to the six
project sites. Potential impacts to burrowing owl are significant. If individuals are
present on or adjacent to the sites, construction activities could result in indirect
disturbance or direct loss (mortality) of individual animals. Implementation of the
following mitigation measure will reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level.

Mitigation Measure

BIO-3 This measure applies to the following projects: Cannaculture Collective
Cultivation, Emerald Mission Cultivation and Manufacturing, Golden State
Alternative Care Cultivation, Kool Gildea Cultivation and Manufacturing, Paper
Plane Traders Cultivation and Manufacturing, and Redhunt Corporation
Cultivation and Manufacturing. To avoid/minimize potential impacts to
burrowing owl, the individual developers will retain a qualified biologist to
conduct a two-visit (i.e. morning and evening) presence/absence survey at areas
of suitable habitat on and adjacent to each project site no less than 14 days prior to
the start of construction. Surveys shall be conducted according to methods
described in the CDFW 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. If these pre-
construction “take avoidance” surveys performed during the breeding season
(February through August) or the non-breeding season (September through
January) for the species locate occupied burrows in or near a construction area,
then consultation with the CDFW would be required to interpret survey results
and develop a project-specific avoidance and minimization approach.

The project developers shall be responsible for the implementation of this mitigation
measure, subject to monitoring by the City of Greenfield.

Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-3 would reduce significant potential
impacts to burrowing owl to a less-than-significant level by requiring pre-
construction surveys and incorporation of appropriate avoidance and minimization
measures should burrowing owl be found on or adjacent to the project sites.

b. Sensitive Natural Communities. No sensitive natural communities or riparian
habitats occur on the project sites. Therefore, no impacts to sensitive natural
communities associated with the proposed projects are anticipated.

C. Wetlands and Waterways. Man-made wetland/waterway features are present on two
of the project sites. The Kool Gildea Cultivation and Manufacturing project site
contains a fenced man-made water detention basin (dry at time of survey) that is part
of the City’s storm water drainage system. About 40 percent of; this will be filled in
and sold to Kook Gildea and on which a portion of the project will be constructed.
The remaining 60 percent will be retained as a detention basin.
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The Golden State Alternative Care Cultivation project site contains a small water
detention basin and two shallow agricultural irrigation ditches (all holding water at
time of survey). These features were built to support agricultural row crop
production on the western portion of the site. The ditch positioned along the
southern edge of Cypress Avenue is a Clark Colony water line that consists of an
open ditch along the western portion of the site, and becomes an underground pipe
along the eastern portion of the site; the water is then piped beneath U.S. Highway
101 to irrigate agricultural fields east of the highway. On the project site, a diversion
pipe from this water line flows into the small water detention basin, and continues
through a short pipe into the second irrigation ditch.

The irrigation basin and two open ditches would be removed by the proposed
project, and the Clark Colony water line would be confined to an underground pipe
along Cypress Avenue at the northern edge of the project site. These features are a
small part of an existing agricultural irrigation system. Because they are not
connected to a natural drainage (or Waters of the State or U.S.) and do not support
wetland or riparian vegetation, they are likely not under the jurisdiction of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers or the CDFW.

A new proposed on-site detention pond would capture post-construction increases in
storm water for this project site consistent with Clean Water Act requirements and
the requirements of the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). However,
development of the Golden State Alternative Care Cultivation project site will result
in the filling of the existing detention basin and two irrigation ditches. While the City
does not believe that the basin or ditches fall under the jurisdiction of the RWQCSB, it
is possible that the RWQCB may conclude otherwise. If so, a RWQCB permit or other
project approval may be necessary prior to the onset of construction activities and
improvements that will affect these three features. Fill of a potentially jurisdictional
wetland or waterway is a potentially significant impact. Implementation of the
following mitigation measure will reduce this potential impact to a less-than-

significant level.

Mitigation Measure

BIO-4

For the Golden State Alternative Care Cultivation project, prior to initiation of
ground disturbance or construction activities at the project, developer shall
consult with the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board to
determine if the on-site detention pond and/or ditches are subject to its
jurisdiction. If not, the developer shall provide evidence of this determination to
the City of Greenfield Planning Department and no further action is required. If
the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board determines that these
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facilities are subject to its regulation, the project developer shall coordinate with
the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board to obtain a Clean Water
Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification, or obtain approval through project-
specific post-construction requirements to protect water quality.

The project developer shall be responsible for the implementation of this mitigation

measure, subject to monitoring by the City of Greenfield.

Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-4 would reduce significant impacts to
potentially jurisdictional wetlands/waterways to a less-than-significant level by
determining whether Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board permitting
is required, and if so, ensuring that a permit is obtained prior to initiation of ground
disturbance that affects the subject features.

Wildlife Movement. Wildlife movement corridors provide connectivity between
habitat areas, enhancing species richness and diversity, and usually also provide
cover, water, food, and breeding sites. The on-site open fields/non-native grasslands
may allow limited movement opportunities for common, urban-adapted wildlife
species to access neighboring open fields. However, wildlife movement in the project
vicinity is already limited by U.S. Highway 101 and existing development, and
alternate routes exist for wildlife movement to the west and northwest of the project
sites. Therefore, the proposed projects would have a less than significant impact on
wildlife movement and would not impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.

Local Biological Resource Policies/Ordinances. The proposed projects would not
conflict with biological resource policies contained in the General Plan. However, the
municipal code regulates all trees that overhang public streets, and requires a permit
prior to removal of public street trees.

Though a few native coast live oaks (Quercus agrifolia) are present on the project sites,
none overhang public streets. Trees likely qualifying as city-regulated street trees are
present on some of the project sites including Cannaculture Collective Cultivation
(gum [Eucalyptus sp.] trees), Emerald Mission Cultivation and Manufacturing
(English walnut [Juglans regia] tree), Paper Plane Traders Cultivation and
Manufacturing (gum and pepper [Schinus molle] trees), and Redhunt Corporation
Cultivation and Manufacturing (pepper trees).

City-regulated street trees will likely be removed by the proposed projects and the
project developers will be required to obtain a tree removal permit prior to taking
such action. Given the municipal code requirements, these proposed projects will not
conflict with the city’s regulations related to biological resources.
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f. Conservation Plans. There are no Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community
Conservation Plans, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plans applicable to the proposed project sites.
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5. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project:
Potentially Less-than-Significant Less-Than- No
Significant Impact with Mitigation Significant | t
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact mpac
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the a a a v
significance of a historical resource as defined in
section 15064.5? (1, 2, 10, 18)
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the a a v a
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to section 15064.5? (1, 2)
c. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique Q Q v a
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature? (1, 2)
d. Disturb any human remains, including those Q a 4 Q
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? (1, 2)
Comments:
a. Historic Resources. According to the Greenfield General Plan EIR, the city contains

buildings and structures that may be considered historic on a local or state level.
Where such structures are located within a proposed development area, the removal,
alteration or destruction of that resource may cause a direct impact. While no known
historic resources exist within any of the project sites, Paper Plane Traders: APN 109-
151-020 contains a house built in 1959 and Zen Brand: APN 109-162-012 contains a
commercial warehouse built in 1964. These buildings are more than 50 years old and
thus could be eligible for listing on the historic registry.

The City of Greenfield determined that the house and warehouse are not historically
significant due to the lack of unique architecture or history of these structures.
Specifically, the city determined that these structures are not reflective of a historical
period or type of architecture that is of any significance and they have not been used
by a business or family that is of particular importance or significance to Greenfield,
nor is either associated with significant events or a significant person. Thus, none of
the project sites contain buildings of historic significance and there would be no

impacts to historic resources.

b-d.  Cultural Resources. According to the Greenfield General Plan EIR, there are no
known previously recorded archeological or paleontological resources in Greenfield
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and the archeological sensitivity of the Greenfield area is generally low. A database
search conducted for the General Plan EIR did not identify any paleontological
resources within the project site and the topographically flat project sites do not
contain unique geologic features. However, discovery of unknown and unanticipated
buried archaeological and paleontological resources and human remains during site
preparation and construction activities remains possible. Damage to significant
archaeological resources, paleontological resources, or human remains would be
considered a significant adverse environmental impact.

Greenfield General Plan Program 7.6 A requires that the Planning Department be
notified immediately if any prehistoric, archaeological, or paleontological artifact is
uncovered during construction. All construction must stop and an archaeologist that
meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in
prehistoric or historical archaeology must be retained to evaluate the finds and
recommend appropriate action. Additionally, all construction must stop and the
County Coroner must be notified according to Section 7050.5 of California’s Health
and Safety Code if any human remains are uncovered. If the remains are determined
to be Native American, the procedures outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5 (d) and (e)
must be followed. General Plan Program 7.6.A would be a condition of approval for
all seven of the projects and would ensure that cultural resources are adequately
protected should unanticipated and unknown resources be uncovered during
construction activities. Implementation of this condition will ensure potential impacts

would be less than significant.
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6.

GEOLOGY AND SoOILS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-than-Significant Less-Than-
Impact with Mitigation  Significant
Measures Incorporated Impact

No
Impact

a.

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

(1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault?
Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42? (1, 2, 15)

(2) Strong seismic ground shaking? (1, 2, 15)

(3) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction? (1, 2)

(4) Landslides? (1, 2)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil? (1, 2)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on-
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse? (1, 2, 15)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property? (1, 2)

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems where sewers are not available
for the disposal of wastewater? (1, 2)
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Comments:

a,c.

1.

Potential impacts from exposure to geologic risks are as follows:

Fault Rupture. The project sites are not located in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zone or in a County of Monterey Earthquake Fault Zone. Because no active or
potentially active faults cross the sites, there is no risk of fault rupture and impacts
are less than significant.

Seismic Ground Shaking. According to U.S. Geological Survey maps and the
General Plan EIR, the nearest fault line to the city is the Reliz/Rinconada Fault system
which is approximately five miles west of Greenfield. The San Andreas Fault is
located approximately 14 miles northeast. An earthquake of moderate to high
magnitude along these faults could cause considerable seismic ground shaking at any
of the project sites and potential damage to project improvements and risk to public
safety if improvements are not constructed consistent with seismic safety standards.

According to the General Plan EIR, all new development within the city must be
constructed to comply with seismic safety code requirements and seismic and
geologic standards of the California Building Code. Implementation of this
regulatory requirement would ensure that seismic hazards risks are less than

significant.

Liquefaction. The Estimated Liquefaction Potential Map in the Greenfield General
Plan identifies the project sites as areas of low liquefaction potential. However, the
General Plan EIR found that Soils Engineering Reports for a number of development
projects in Greenfield indicated that subsurface soil conditions in some locations of
Greentfield could be susceptible to liquefaction hazards. General Plan Safety Element
Goal 8.1 and its implementing policies and programs require future development to
comply with all codes and development standards addressing seismic safety which
will reduce the potential impacts of liquefaction due to seismic ground shaking to a
less-than-significant level.

Landslide. Because of the location and flat topography of the project sites and its
surrounding vicinity, there are no risk of landslides at the project site and no
associated impacts.

Soil erosion/loss of topsoil. The proposed projects include grading activities that will
result in disruption, displacement, compaction, and over covering of the soil.
According to the General Plan soils map, all of the project sites largely consist of
Arroyo Seco Gravelly Sandy Loam which is permeable at a moderately rapid rate
with slow runoff and slight erosion hazards and Elder Sandy Loam soils which are
permeable at a moderate rate, with slow runoff and slight erosion hazards.
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The General Plan Relative Soil Erosion Hazards Map classifies all of the project sites

as areas with low risk of erosion.

The General Plan EIR found that erosion resulting from a project can be successfully
controlled and prevented using a variety of methods including implementation of all
policies and programs of the General Plan Growth Element Goal 4.12, Drainage
Facilities. These policies and programs require that drainage and erosion control
plans are submitted for future development proposals and are reviewed by the city
building inspection and engineering staff for compliance with all state codes and
regulations. The policies require implementation of all recommendations within
engineering reports and implementation of best management practices by future
construction contractors on the site. All development must comply with Section 3316
of the California Building Code and Greenfield Municipal Code, which specify
measures to avoid impacts from erosion, runoff, loss of topsoil, winter operations,
and maintenance. Implementation of these measures will reduce potential impacts
related to soil erosion and loss of topsoil to less than significant.

d. Expansive Soils. The General Plan EIR determined that implementation of the
proposed General Plan could expose buildings, pavements, and utilities to significant
damage as a result of underlying expansive or unstable soil properties which is a
potentially significant impact. Programs under General Plan Health and Safety Goal
8.1 would require adherence to the seismic safety code requirements, which would
minimize impacts related to expansive soils or unstable soils to less than significant.

e. Septic. The proposed projects would be connected to the city’s sewer system and
would not utilize septic systems. Thus, there would be no impacts related to soil

inadequacy for septic use.

68 EMC Planning Group Inc.



7.

Seven Medical Marijuana Facilities Initial Study

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Would the project:
Potentially Less-than-Significant Less-Than- No
Significant Impact with Mitigation Significant Impact
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact P
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either a v a a
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment? (31, 32, 33, 34)
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or a v Q a
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases? (31, 32, 33, 34)
Comments:
a-b.  Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions would be generated by each proposed project from

sources that include vehicle trips, on-site electricity consumption, on-site natural gas
combustion, water use (electricity consumption from pumping and treatment),
wastewater generation (electricity consumption from pumping and treatment), and
solid waste disposal (decomposition of solid waste disposed in a landfill).

Neither the city nor the air district has adopted thresholds of significance for non-
stationary source GHG emissions. However, in the past, the air district has
recommended that local lead agencies consider using the GHG analysis methodology
and the thresholds of significance for operational emissions adopted by the San Luis
Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD). These are described in its
CEQA Air Quality Handbook, A Guide for Assessing the Air Quality Impacts for Projects
Subject to CEQA Review (San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District 2012).

Construction and operational phase GHG emissions projections for each project were
quantified and compared to the SLOAPCD mass emissions threshold of 1,150 metric
tons (MT) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO:ze) per year. Projects whose sum of
operational and construction emissions (the latter are amortized over a 30-year
period to identify annual construction emissions) exceed this threshold would have a
significant impact from generation of a significant volume of GHG emissions. Since
the threshold of significance derives from a plan for reducing GHGs, such projects
would also be inconsistent with the GHG reduction plan.

Construction and operational GHG emissions for each project were modeled using
CalEEMod, the California Emissions Estimator Model. Memos describing model
inputs, assumptions, and results for each project, and the modeling results for each
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project are included in Appendix A. Total construction emissions results are shown in
Table 2.1, Overall Construction (Unmitigated) of each CalEEMod results printout.
Operational emissions are summarized in Table 2.2, Overall Operational
(Unmitigated) of each CalEEMod results printout.

For several of the projects, existing activities on their respective sites are currently
sources of GHG emissions. These “baseline” emissions are also calculated in
CalEEMod and deducted from the sum of the operational and amortized construction
emissions of these projects. Additional deductions are taken for individual proposed
projects that include tree plantings. Trees absorb carbon dioxide. The volume of
emissions that can be absorbed can be calculated in CalEEMod.

Less than Significant Impact - Canna Culture, Kool Gildea, Zen Brand, Golden
State Alternative Care, Emerald Mission and Paper Plane Traders

Table 4, GHG Emissions Inventories, shows net GHG emissions for each of the
proposed projects. Based on the methodology for quantifying GHG emissions from
individual projects described above, the Canna Culture, Kool Gildea, Zen Brand,
Emerald Mission and Paper Plane Traders projects would have less than significant
impacts, as net GHG emissions for each are below the 1,150 MT COze threshold. No
mitigation measures are required. Opportunities for reducing the GHG emissions
volumes for these projects were not explored because no GHG reductions are
required for the impacts of each project to be less than significant.
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Table 4 GHG Emissions Inventories (Annual Emissions, MT CQOze)!
Project Operations | Amortized Annual Carbon | Baseline Net
Construction Offset?

Canna Culture 768.93 12.59 <1.68> <10.74> 769.10
Kool Gildea 722.09 13.27 735.36
Redhunt 1,555.278 2121 <0.43> <20.02> 1,556.03
Zen Brand 656.52 18.30 <120.28> 554.02
Golden State 1,166.743 24.7 <1.58> <19.62> 1,170.24
Alternative Care

Emerald Mission 337.75 9.13 <20.02> 326.86
Paper Plane Traders 522.37 9.74 <58.86> 473.25

SOURCE: CalEEMod Results in Appendix A, EMC Planning Group 2017

NOTES:

1. Results may vary due to rounding.
2. <Brackets> indicate deductions.
3. Includes energy emissions savings that would be gained through compliance with the 2016 Title 24 standards
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GHG Emissions Reductions from State Legislative Acts and Regulations

Table 4, GHG Emissions Inventories, shows that net GHG emissions for the Redhunt
and Golden State projects would exceed the significance threshold of 1,150 MT COze.
These projects would have a significant impact. Consequently, options for GHG
emissions reductions for these projects are needed with the goal to reduce their
emissions to below the threshold of significance. One such option is to consider GHG
reductions related to state legislation and regulations. As tools for achieving
statewide GHG reduction goals identified in Assembly 32 and Senate Bill 32, the state
has passed a multitude of legislative acts and regulations that will reduce GHG
emissions from sources that are not within the control of local agencies or individual
project developers. GHG reductions that would accrue from many of these actions
are not automatically accounted for in CalEEMod. For example, as of January 1, 2017,
revised (2016) Title 24 building efficiency standards are in effect for all new buildings.
The California Energy Commission estimates that buildings constructed to the 2016
standards will use 28 percent less energy than those constructed per the 2013
standards (California Energy Commission 2017) which became effective January 1,
2014. The updated Title 24 standards are not reflected in CalEEMod defaults, which
are based on the 2013 Title 24 standards. However, the model can be adjusted to
quantify energy emissions savings that would be gained through compliance with
the 2016 Title 24 standards. For the Redhunt and Golden State projects, the model
was adjusted to include compliance with 2016 Title 24 standards. The annual
operations emissions for these as reported in Table 4, GHG Emissions Inventories
includes emissions savings that would be gained through compliance with 2016
standard. Emissions reductions from the updated Title 24 standards were not taken
for the remaining five projects as their emissions are already below the threshold of

significance.

The Advanced Clean Car standards program is another example of a state regulatory
program that would reduce GHG emissions from land use projects where the
reduction opportunity is not included in CalEEMod. By 2025, these standards will
result in a 34 percent reduction in GHG emissions from on-road passenger cars and
light- to medium-duty trucks. Emissions reductions from this regulation can be
calculated outside of Cal[EEMod. Since the vast majority of vehicle trips associated the
Redhunt and Golden State projects would be comprised of vehicles within these
vehicle classes, the reduction can be taken from the total mobile source emissions
volumes shown in the “Mobile” line in Table 2.2, Overall Operational (Unmitigated)
of the CalEEMod results printouts for each of these respective projects.

EMC Planning Group Inc.
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Table 5, Net Emissions for the Redhunt and Golden State Projects with Advanced
Clean Car Reductions, shows how total annual emissions volumes for that project are
reduced through implementation of the Advanced Clean Cars regulation. As can be
seen from the table, the Redhunt project emissions are reduced to 1,453.28 MT CO2e
and the Golden State emissions fall to 1,084.96 MT CQO2e.

Table 5 Net Emissions for the Redhunt and Golden State Projects with
Advanced Clean Car Reductions (Annual Emissions, MT CO:e)?

Proiect Annual Total | Mobile Source Advanced Clean New Net
J Emissions? Volume3 Car Reduction4 Emissions
Redhunt 1,556.03 302.22 <102.75> 1,453.28
Golden State 1,170.24 304.57 <85.28> 1,084.96
Alternative Care

SOURCE: CalEEMod Results in Appendix A, EMC Planning Group 2017

NOTES:

1. Results may vary due to rounding.

2. Includes energy emissions savings that would be gained through compliance with the 2016 Title 24 standards
3. Portion of annual project emissions attributable to mobile sources

4. <brackets> indicate deductions.

Less than Significant Impact - Golden State Alternative Care

GHG emissions from the Golden State project would drop below the threshold of
significance of 1,150 MT CO2e when reductions from the Advanced Clean Cars
program are deducted. Therefore, GHG impacts from this project would be less than

significant. No mitigation measures are required.
Significant Impact - Redhunt

With the application of 2016 Title 24 compliance and Advance Clean Car regulatory
reductions, the Redhunt project emissions of 1,453.28 MT CO:e exceed the
significance threshold of 1,150 MT COze. Therefore, this project would have a
significant impact and mitigation is required. Emissions must be reduced by 303.28
MT COxze for its GHG impacts to be less than significant. A number of on-site
reduction measures may be feasible for the project and on-site reductions shall be
prioritized. Implementation of the following mitigation is required:

Mitigation Measure

GHG-1  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Redhunt applicant shall prepare a
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reduction Plan that identifies all feasible GHG reduction
measures that shall be incorporated into the project to reduce annual project
operational GHG emissions to below 1,150 MT CO:ze annually. The GHG
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Reduction Plan shall also identify the value of GHG reductions associated with
each measure, and provide evidence to the satisfaction of the Community
Services Director that supports the level of reduction assumed. All measures shall
be implemented and operational prior to final occupancy.

On-site reduction measures shall be prioritized. If all feasible on-site reduction
measures are not sufficient to reduce emissions to below the threshold of
significance, the applicant shall identify feasible off-site reduction measures
available through projects or programs within the air basin, if any (e.g. energy
efficiency retrofit programs, engine replacement programs, etc.) to reduce the
balance of emissions to below the threshold. If such programs are not in place or
deemed infeasible based on evidence supplied by the applicant and accepted by
the Community Services Director, purchase of carbon off-sets that are validated
through a recognized source such as the Climate Action Registry may then be
considered to meet the balance of the GHG emissions reduction volume required.
Evidence of an off-set purchase contract shall be provided prior to approval of an
occupancy permit. The GHG Reduction Plan is subject to review and approval of
the Community Services Director.

On-site GHG reduction measures that should be considered for inclusion in the
GHG Reduction Plan include, but are not limited to the following;:

. Design the project to exceed current Title 24 (e.g. solar power) to offset
project energy demands;

. Provide on-site renewable energy;
. Install energy efficient (e.g. Energy Star) appliances;

. Include the necessary infrastructure in the project design (e.g. physical
design, energy, and fueling) to support the deployment of zero emission
technologies now and into the future including zero emission (battery
electric or fuel cell electric) to the fullest extent feasible;

= To the fullest extent possible, utilize zero and near-zero technologies
including battery electric or fuel cell electric technology;

- Develop strategies to promote telecommuting, reduce transit costs to
employees, and to develop innovative ways to encourage and facilitate
rideshare, transit, cycling, and walking for employee work trips and/or
work breaks;

. Use reclaimed, gray and/or locally sourced water;
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] Incorporate indoor water conservation measures, such as use of ultra-low-
flow toilets and faucets (bathrooms); and

. Incorporate water efficient irrigation into the project design.

Implementation of mitigation measure GHG-1 would reduce the impact of the
Redhunt project to less than significant by assuring that its GHG emissions will be
reduced to below the threshold of significance.

Note: On April 28, 2017 the California Department of Food and Agriculture released
a set of proposed regulations to establish cannabis cultivation licensing and a track-
and-trace system, collectively referred to as CalCannabis Cultivation Licensing.
Section 8315 (Additional Environmental Protection Measure for Indoor Licenses) of
the regulations included several environmental protection measures intended to

reduce energy use including;:

Indoor license types of all sizes shall ensure that electrical power
used for commercial cannabis activity shall be provided by any
combination of the following:

(a) On-grid power with 42 percent renewable source.

(b) Onsite zero net energy renewable source providing 42 percent
of power.

(c) Purchase of carbon offsets for any portion of power above 58
percent not from renewable sources.

(d) Demonstration that the equipment to be used would be 42
percent more energy efficient than standard equipment, using
2014 as the baseline year for such standard equipment.
(California Department of Food and Agriculture 2017).

Since the regulations are not yet adopted, they were not included as a source of
regulatory emissions reductions for any of the proposed projects. Should these
regulations be adopted prior to the Redhunt developer obtaining building permits for
the project, the developer may be required to incorporate the measures into the
project design. This would further reduce GHG emissions from energy use.
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8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:

Potentially Less-than-Significant Less-Than-
Significant  Impact with Mitigation  Significant
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact

No
Impact

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the Q a v a
environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials? (1, 2, 10, 11)

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the a v a a
environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment? (1,2,10, 11)

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or u v u u
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school? (1, 2, 10, 11)

d. Belocated on a site which is included on a list of u a a v
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code section 65962.5 and, as a result,
create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment? (1, 2, 10, 11, 20, 21)

e. For a project located within an airport land-use a Q a v
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or a public-
use airport, result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area? (1, 2, 10,
11)

f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private a Q v a
airstrip, result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project area? (1, 2, 10,
11, 22)

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere a Q v a
with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan? (1, 2, 10, 11)
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Expose people or structures to a significant risk of a Q v a
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires,

including where wildlands are adjacent to

urbanized areas or where residences are

intermixed with wildlands? (1, 2, 10, 11, 17)

Comments:

a.
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Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials. The proposed projects all
consist of the development of medical marijuana facilities for the cultivation and/or
manufacturing of medical marijuana. The cultivation and manufacturing of medical
marijuana may require the use and storage of nominal amounts of potentially
hazardous materials. Transportation, storage, use and disposal of hazardous
materials during operation of the projects would be required to comply with
applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations which would ensure
impacts would be less than significant.

Development of these sites may involve the use and transport of hazardous materials
during project construction such as fuels, oils, mechanical fluids, and other chemicals
typically used during construction. Transportation, storage, use and disposal of
hazardous materials during construction activities would be required to comply with
applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations. Further, all construction
activities would be subject to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit process that requires the preparation of a storm water pollution
prevention plan (SWPPP), which would be reviewed and approved by the Regional
Water Quality Control Board to ensure that risks to water quality from handling and
storage of hazardous materials are reduced to an acceptable level. Compliance with
the above regulations would ensure impacts would be less than significant during

construction activities.

Release of Hazardous Materials. Structures built prior to the 1980’s have a potential
to contain lead and asbestos; demolition of these buildings during site preparation
activities could result in release of these hazardous materials and pose risks to public
and construction worker health and safety. Section 19827.5 of the California Health
and Safety Code requires that local agencies not issue demolition or alteration
permits until compliance with notification requirements under applicable federal
regulations regarding hazardous air pollutants, including asbestos has been
demonstrated. Asbestos abatement must be conducted in accordance with Cal-
OSHA's asbestos standard, 8 CCR 1529, and the requirements of the air district’s Rule
424. The demolition of any structure containing asbestos requires the submittal of a
notification to the air district ten business days prior to demolition.
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Emerald Mission, Golden State Alternative Care, Redhunt Corporation, Canna
Culture, Kool Gildea

These project sites are either vacant fallow land, contain mobile homes that will be
hauled off of the property, or contain buildings constructed after 1980’s and thus
would not result in environmental impacts related to the potential release of asbestos
and lead paint.

Zen Brand and Paper Plane Traders

One of the Zen Brand parcels, APN 109-162-012, contains a commercial warehouse
built in 1964 and one of Paper Plan Traders’ parcels, APN 109-151-020, contains a
house that was constructed in 1959. Because these buildings were constructed prior to
the 1980’s there is the potential that asbestos and lead paint were used. Thus,
demolition or renovation of these buildings could result in release of these hazardous
materials and pose risks to public and construction worker health and safety. Zen
Brand proposes improvements to the existing warehouse built in 1964 to be used for
cultivation and manufacturing and Paper Plane Traders proposes demolition of the
house that was constructed in 1959. Thus, these projects could result in significant
impacts related to the release of hazardous materials.

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts
to public and the environment from exposure to asbestos and lead based paint to less
than significant:

Mitigation Measure

HAZ-1

Prior to the issuance of a permit to remodel, a demolition permit, or a grading
permit that involves demolition of existing structures, the developers of the Zen
Brand and Paper Plane Traders projects shall contract with a certified
asbestos/lead paint consultant to perform an asbestos and lead paint inspection
prior to the demolition or renovation of regulated structures. Should the
inspection identify the presence of asbestos and/or lead paint, the developers
shall contract for material abatement. Removal or disturbance of asbestos and
lead paint requires adherence to the California Division of Occupational Safety
and Health and California Department of Public Health regulations. Should the
asbestos and lead paint inspection indicate the presence of significant levels of
asbestos, the developers shall contract a California State registered and licensed
asbestos abatement contractor to perform the asbestos work. The asbestos and
lead paint inspection and evidence of abatement of any identified lead based
paint and regulated asbestos containing materials shall be presented to the City
prior to issuance of a permit to remodel or a grading and/or demolition permit.

EMC Planning Group Inc.

77



Seven Medical Marijuana Facilities Initial Study

Implementation of mitigation measure HAZ-1 would ensure potential impacts
associated with release and exposure of people to asbestos and lead paint are reduced
to a less-than-significant level by requiring asbestos and lead paint inspection and
abatement or removal (if required) prior to the disturbance of buildings that may
contain lead paint or asbestos.

C. Hazardous Emissions, Materials, Substances, or Waste within One-Quarter Mile of
a School. The closest school to any of the project sites is Greenfield Elementary
School which is 0.4 miles from the Zen Brand project site. All projects, including Zen
Brand, would comply with existing federal, state and local laws regulate the use and
disposal of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials. Thus, impacts related to
the emission of or handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances,
or waste within one-quarter mile of a school would be less than significant.

d. Hazardous Site. Government Code Section 65962.5 requires that the Department of
Toxic Substances Control compile and regularly update a list of hazardous waste
facilities and sites. A search of the Envirostor website revealed that none of the
project sites are located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous facilities and
sites and will not result in impacts associated with exposure of the public to related
hazards.

e-f.  Airport/Airstrip Hazard. There are no existing commercial airports or air strips
within two miles of the project site. However, the private Yanks Air Museum project,
for which a subdivision map application is pending with Monterey County Resources
Management Agency, will include a private air strip at some point in the future. The
Yanks Air Museum project is located to the north and east of U.S. Highway 101 and
Thorne Avenue, approximately one mile from the project sites. The General Plan and
EIR considered the future construction of this project and determined that because
tlights would be infrequent, the potential safety impacts would be less than
significant.

g. Emergency Response Plan. Greenfield’s 2016 Emergency Operations Plan contains
procedures for responding to various types of large-scale emergencies within
Greenfield and defines emergency response and management roles for county and
city officials. The proposed projects are consistent with the General Plan designation,
and were anticipated for light industrial/highway commercial development. The
proposed projects will comply with the Municipal Code and Fire Department
standards for emergency vehicle access and would not conflict with the approved
Emergency Operations Plan. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.
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h. The Monterey County Fire Hazard Severity Zone Map designates the City of
Greenfield as a Non Very High Fire Hazard Severity Area within an Incorporated
Local Responsibility Area. Thus, potential for wildfires are low and the potential risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires is less than significant.
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9.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:

Less-Than-
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated

No
Impact

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements? (1, 2, 23, 42)

a a v a

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., would the production rate of
preexisting nearby wells drop to a level which
would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted?
(1,2,19,29)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner
which would result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site? (1, 2, 19, 29)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface run-off in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site? (1, 2)

Create or contribute run-off water, which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm
water drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted run-off? (1, 2)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
(1,2,23)

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area
as mapped on Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map? (1, 2)
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h. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area a Q a v
structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows? (1, 2)

i. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of a Q a v

loss, injury, or death involving flooding,

including flooding as a result of the failure of a

levee or dam? (1, 2)

j.  Be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or a Q Q v
mudflow? (1, 2)

Comments:

af.

Water Quality Standards/Waste Discharge Requirements. Development of the
project sites could result in the discharge non-point source automobile-related waste
products from driveways and streets and from construction activities into the storm
water system. Additionally, environmental impacts often associated with medical
marijuana cultivation include erosion and sedimentation, improper storage or
application of potting soil and mulch, amendments, fertilizers, and pesticides that are
mobilized by runoff and discharged into surface waters. All projects would be
required to comply with General Plan goals 4.10 and 8.2 that address drainage
facilities. Consistent with the policies and programs that implement these goals,
drainage and erosion control plans must be developed that identify Best Management
Practices demonstrating control of erosion and water quality impacts during
construction, for approval by the city.

The State Water Resources Control Board National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) Program was adopted to control and enforce storm water pollutant
discharge reduction per the Clean Water Act. The Central Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) issues and enforces the NPDES permits for
discharges to waterbodies in Monterey County, including Greenfield.

The State NPDES General Construction Permit requires development and
implementation of a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) that uses storm
water Best Management Practices to control runoff, erosion and sedimentation from
the site both during and after construction. The SWPPP has two major objectives: (1)
to help identify the sources of sediments and other pollutants that affect the quality of
storm water discharges; and (2) to describe and ensure the implementation of
practices to reduce sediment and other pollutants in storm water discharges. If any of
the projects intend on disturbing more than one acre of land during construction the
developer will be required to file a notice of intent to be covered under the NPDES
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General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity
for discharges of storm water from construction activities. These developers must
propose control measures that are consistent with this permit and consistent with
recommendations and policies of the local agency and the regional board.

Future development of the sites must also comply with Resolution No. R3-2013-003,
Post-Construction Stormwater Management Requirements for Development Projects
in the Central Coast (California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Coast
Region 2013) as mandated by the regional board.

The State Water Resources Control Board is developing a policy for water quality
control to establish interim principles and guidelines for cannabis cultivation. The
principles and guidelines will include measures to protect springs, wetlands, and
aquatic habitats from negative impacts of cannabis cultivation. Principles and
guidelines may include instream flow objectives, limits on diversions, and
requirements for screening of diversions and elimination of barriers to fish passage.
The principles and guidelines may include requirements that apply to groundwater
extractions.

The draft policy is anticipated to be released for public comment in June 2017, and the
final policy is anticipated to be brought to the State Water Board for adoption in
October of 2017. At this time the focus is on the development of interim principles
and guidelines. The State Water Board may update interim principles and guidelines
as reasonably necessary, pending development of long-term principles and
guidelines.

Potential principles and guidelines include minimum instream flows, forbearance
periods, off-stream storage requirements, riparian buffers, maximum diversion rates,
irrigation conservation measures, and other best management practices. Minimum
instream flows and the forbearance periods help maintain natural flow variability
and minimize the effects of cannabis cultivation on fisheries and wildlife by
protecting water quantity during critical life stages. The riparian buffers, best
management practices, and other operational guidelines help maintain healthy
riparian corridors and minimize the water quality impacts resulting from cannabis
cultivation.

Because the city will require development of the project sites to comply with local
and state requirements for construction and storm water discharge the proposed
projects would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality during construction or
during project operations. Impacts would be less than significant.
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Groundwater Supplies. The city obtains all of its water supply from the Salinas
Valley Groundwater Basin. Continuing extractions of groundwater from the basin,
especially the lower reaches of the basin in the Salinas area, are at issue due to
chronic overdraft and its contribution to seawater intrusion near the Monterey Bay.

The Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin consists of one large hydrologic unit
comprised of four subareas: Upper Valley Subarea, Forebay Subarea, 180-Foot/400-
Foot Subarea, and East Side Subarea. These subareas consist of three main vertically
divided aquifers: 180-foot aquifer, the 400-foot aquifer, and the Deep Zone, which
extends approximately 2,000 feet below land surface (County of Monterey 2010 page
4.3-32). Greenfield is located in the Forebay Subarea. The subareas have different
hydrogeologic and recharge characteristics, but barriers to horizontal flow do not
separate the subareas and allow water to move between them. Therefore, extraction
of water in the Greenfield area for agricultural and urban use can affect overdraft and
seawater intrusion conditions within the overall basin, including in the subareas
nearest the Monterey Bay where seawater intrusion and overdraft are of significant
concern. While this is the case, groundwater overdraft within the Forebay Subarea
from which the city obtains its water supply has not historically been a problem
(Price Consulting 2013).

Many local and regional agencies and interests have been collaborating to address
overdraft conditions in the lower portion of the Basin. The Castroville Seawater
Intrusion Project and the Salinas Valley Water Project have been implemented for this
purpose. With full implementation of the Salinas Valley Water Project, participating
agencies have determined that groundwater depletion would be substantially
improved from its baseline conditions and additional overdraft would be avoided or
reduced. Additionally, the City of Greenfield Water Shortage Contingency Plan
outlines additional water reduction measures in compliance with California Water
Code Section 10632.

According to the City of Greenfield Water Management Plan, the water demand
factor for light industrial uses is 1,000 gallons per day per acre. The following table
demonstrates the water demand for each project site as well as the cumulative
demand. Cumulative would be approximately 46.3 acre feet per year. The Water
Management Plan determined the City’s water supply capacity to be 6,500 acre-feet
annually with expansion of its system and found that the City’s water supply could
accommodate General Plan buildout including new light industrial/highway

commercial uses such as those proposed for the project sites.
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Table 6 Water Demand
Number Name Parcel Size Building Acre Feet
(Acres) Square Footage Per Year
1 Cannaculture Collective 4.6 96,645 52
2 Kool Gildea 3.1 potential 143,806 55
expansion to 4.9 total
3 Redhunt Corporation 13.0 366,500 14.6
4 Zen Brand 3.2 potential 105,868 55
expansion to 4.9 total
5 Golden State Alternative Care 10.1 213,145 11.3
6 Emerald Mission 11 46,075 12
7 Paper Plane Traders 2.6 83,000 3.0
Totals 41.2 1,055,039 46.3

SOURCE: City of Greenfield
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The General Plan EIR states that residential and non-residential development
resulting from buildout of the General Plan would increase annual water demand
from 1,811 acre-feet annually (current as of 2003) to an estimated 5,937 acre-feet
annually at buildout. The General Plan EIR, which anticipated development of the
sites with light industrial/highway commercial uses, concluded that this change,
including the incremental increase in demand from development of the project sites,
would not have a significant impact relating to groundwater overdraft.

For the reasons described above, the proposed projects would not individually or
cumulatively contribute to substantial depletion of groundwater that adversely
impacts groundwater supply or that results in a substantial lowering of the
groundwater table.

Erosion and Siltation. Development activities associated with future development of
the project site may lead to significant erosion and/or siltation.

The General Plan EIR determined that erosion resulting from buildout of the General
Plan can be successfully mitigated through implementation of policies and programs
of the General Plan including the Growth Element Goal 4.12. Goal 4.2’s related
policies and programs require that drainage and erosion control plans are submitted
for projects that are reviewed by the city building inspection and engineering staff for
compliance with all state codes and regulations. These policies require
implementation of all recommendations within engineering reports and
implementation of best management practices by future construction contractors on

the site. Additionally, all development must comply with Section 3316 of the
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California Building Code and Greenfield Municipal Code, which specify measures to
avoid impacts from erosion, runoff, loss of topsoil, winter operations, and
maintenance. Implementation of these measures will reduce potential impacts from
soil erosion and siltation to less than significant.

Off/On-site Flooding. The conversion of the project sites from largely vacant
undeveloped land to the proposed uses would increase the amount of surface area
impervious to water, such as pavement, roofing and walkways, and would therefore
increase storm water runoff and alter existing drainage patterns. Further, grading
activities may alter existing drainage patterns that could lead to localized flooding.

In accordance with city standards, the design of new development projects in
Greentfield are required to store and percolate 100 percent of the storm water runoff
from a 25-year storm event. General Plan policies 4.12.1 through 4.12.7 encourage
design, development, and maintenance of appropriate drainage facilities. As part of
the project design and development review process, the applicants will be required to
prepare storm drainage improvement plans for the project. The plans must meet city
standards for the location, type, and sizing of improvements needed to integrate the
project into the city’s storm drainage infrastructure system. The system must be sized
and designed to convey and dispose of storm water to avoid localized or regional
flooding. A grading permit will not be approved until the applicant has
demonstrated compliance with storm water improvements standards. Potential
impacts from localized flooding due to alteration of site conditions and inadequate
capture and disposal of post-development storm water runoff would be less than

significant.

100-Year Flood Hazard. In accordance with the Federal Flood Insurance
Administration flood hazard boundary maps, the General Plan FEMA 100-year flood
hazard zone map shows that none of the project sites are within the 100-year flood
hazard zone. Thus there would be no potential impacts related to flood inundation

from natural drainage in the project sites.

Dam Failure. The General Plan identifies the failure of either the Nacimiento
Reservoir Dam located 40 miles to the southwest, or the San Antonio Reservoir Dam
located 30 miles to the southwest, as a low risk hazard. This is due mainly to the
city’s distance from the reservoirs and the opportunity for the largest volume of
water to dissipate on the intervening lands before reaching the city. Both dams are
regularly inspected by the state to ensure that their integrity and safety is maintained.
Thus, the impacts related to flooding due to the failure of a dam are less than

significant.
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j- Seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. According to the General Plan, Greenfield is not
located in a coastal area or near a large inland body of water and is therefore not
subject to tsunami or seiche and it is relatively flat and is not subject to mudflow.

Thus, development of the project sites would not result in associated impacts.
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10. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:

Potentially Less-than-Significant Less-Than-
Significant Impact with Mitigation Significant
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact

No
Impact

a.

Physically divide an established community? a a a v
1 2)

Conlflict with any applicable land-use plan, policy, a Q a v
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over

the project (including, but not limited to, the

general plan, specific plan, local coastal program,

or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of

avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

(1,2)

Conlflict with any applicable habitat conservation a Q a v
plan or natural community conservation plan?
(1,2,3-9,24)

Comments:

a.

Division of an Established Community. The proposed project sites are all located
within Light Industrial and Highway Commercial designated areas and within
proximity to one another. Refer to Figure 2, Aerial Vicinity Map. The sites are

generally surrounded or intervened by existing industrial/commercial development,

agricultural uses, or fallow land. The proposed projects would continue the transition

from fallow land to developed sites within the city as identified in the General Plan.
The closest residential community to the project sites is approximately 800 feet to the
east of the Zen Brand project site. E1 Camino Real is located in between this
community and the Zen Brand project site and would not divide this community.
Three additional single family residences are within the proximity of the project sites.
One sits in between the Golden State and Zen Brand sites, another is adjacent to the
Zen Brand site, and the third is adjacent to the Redhunt property boundary.
However, these residences are bordered by existing industrial development and
fallow land and are not part of an established community. Thus, there would be no
associated impacts.

Plan Consistency. As discussed in this initial study, the proposed projects are
consistent with the use of the project sites for light industrial and highway
commercial uses as identified in the General Plan. The projects are being designed
consistent with development standards contained in the zoning ordinance. The

EMC Planning Group Inc.

87



Seven Medical Marijuana Facilities Initial Study

88

proposed cultivation and manufacturing uses would not conflict with the current
land use designation for the project site or those nearby, and would not conflict with
any applicable land-use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect.

Conservation Plans. There are no habitat conservation plans or natural community
conservation plans adopted for the project area. Therefore, the proposed projects
would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan.
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES

Would the project:
Potentially Less-than-Significant Less-Than- No
Significant Impact with Mitigation Significant Impact
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact P
a. Resultin loss of availability of a known mineral Q a a v
resource that would be of value to the region and
the residents of the state? (1, 2)
b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally a a a v
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated in a local general plan, specific plan, or
other land-use plan? (1, 2)
Comments:
a-b.  Mineral Resources. The project site is not located in an area containing mineral

resources. Therefore, the project would not result in impacts to known mineral
resources or result in the loss of availability of a locally important resource recovery
site.
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12. Noise
Would the project:

Potentially Less-than-Significant Less-Than-
Significant Impact with Mitigation Significant
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact

No
Impact

a. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of a Q v a
noise levels in excess of standards established in
the local general plan or noise ordinance, or in
applicable standards of other agencies?
(1,2,10,11)

b. Result in exposure of persons to or generation of Q a v a
excessive ground-borne vibration or ground
borne noise levels? (1, 2, 10, 11)

c.  Result in a substantial permanent increase in a a v a
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project? (1, 2, 10, 11)

d. Resultin a substantial temporary or periodic a Q v a
increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?
,2,10,11)

e. For a project located within an airport land-use a Q v a
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public-use
airport, expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?
(1,2,10,11, 30)

f.  For a project located within the vicinity of a a Q v a
private airstrip, expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise
levels? (1, 2, 10, 11, 30)

Comments:

a,c-d. Construction Noise Exposure. Development of proposed projects will result in
construction noise that could affect existing adjacent uses during the short-term

construction process.

Cannaculture, Kool Gildea, Paper Plane Traders. These three project sites are
surrounded by other proposed medical marijuana facilities, agricultural land, vacant

90 EMC Planning Group Inc.



Seven Medical Marijuana Facilities Initial Study

fallow land, or industrial uses, none of which is sensitive to construction noise. Thus,
noise impacts related to construction of these projects would be less than significant.

Golden State, Redhunt, Zen Brand. Golden State border one single family home.
Zen Brand borders two single-family homes. Zen Brand also sits approximately 800
feet to the northwest of a residential community. Redhunt’s southern border is
adjacent to another single family home and is approximately 900 feet to the north of
the residential community. The two single family homes and residential community
are considered sensitive noise receptors.

The General Plan EIR considered potential construction noise impacts of future
development, including development of the project sites with light industrial uses.
The General Plan EIR determined that development of light industrial projects will
result in potentially significant noise impacts due to their construction but found that
the policies and programs of the General Plan Noise Element (General Plan Chapter
9.0) mitigate construction-related noise through enforcement of the city’s noise
ordinance (Greenfield Municipal Code Chapter 17.60, Performance Standards). This
Ordinance specifies limitations on construction hours and other measures to reduce
such noise to acceptable levels. Continued implementation of General Plan policy and
enforcement of the noise ordinance will reduce impacts to a less-than-significant
level.

Operational Noise. The proposed projects involve cultivation and/or manufacturing
of medical marijuana. These activities would not produce significant temporary or
continuous operational noise that would significantly raise exiting ambient noise
levels. The proposed projects do not include point sources of high intensity noise or
sources that are unique or excessive relative to other types of light industrial/highway
commercial uses. Cannaculture, Kool Gildea, and Paper Plane Traders are not within
proximity to any noise sensitive uses. As discussed above, Golden State, Zen Brand
and Redhunt are adjacent to or within proximity of residences that are sensitive uses.
However, not only are the proposed uses not the type of use that would significantly
raise ambient noise levels at the sensitive receptors, compliance with the General Plan
Noise Element policies and programs and with standards contained in the Municipal
Code would ensure that on-site operations do not generate noise with an intensity
that exceeds city standards at the noise sensitive land uses. Thus, operational noise
impacts would be less than significant.

Traffic Noise. Increases in traffic generation as a result of construction and operation
of the proposed projects will result in elevated noise levels along local roadways. The
General Plan EIR includes evaluation of transportation noise impacts from buildout
of the General Plan, including development of the project sites with light industrial
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and highway commercial uses. The General Plan EIR concluded that the General Plan
Noise Element provides sufficient analysis thresholds and recommendations for
noise attenuation to effectively mitigate transportation noise impacts to less than
significant. The proposed projects must be consistent with Noise Element policies.
Therefore, its contribution to transportation noise will be less than significant.

Vibration. Vibration levels generated during project construction activities may at
times be perceptible at neighboring land uses, but vibration levels would not be
excessive. Further, the projects do not involve operations that would be a source of
significant ground vibration. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.

Airport/Airstrip Noise Exposure. The Yanks Air Museum project will be located at
the north end of the city. The project will contain an active airstrip; however, the
airfield and museum are not proposed as a public general aviation facility. As such,
tlights into and out of the facility are expected to be infrequent. The Federal Aviation
Administration promulgates regulations for the development and function of
airports. Included in the regulations are rules for noise exposure and airport safety.
Residential or similar noise sensitive land uses are to be excluded from areas around
an airstrip where noise levels from aircraft operations would exceed 65 dB CNEL.
Land uses less sensitive to noise can be located within higher intensity noise
contours. The noise contours for operations of the airstrip were calculated and
mapped on Figure 12 in the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Yanks Air
Museum and Visitor-Serving Project. All project sties fall outside of the 65 dB CNEL
contour. Consequently, airport operations would not adversely affect people working
at the project sites and noise impacts from airport operations would be less than

significant.

EMC Planning Group Inc.



Seven Medical Marijuana Facilities Initial

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Study

Would the project:
Potentially Less-than-Significant Less-Than- No
Significant Impact with Mitigation Significant Impact
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact P
a. Induce substantial population growth in an area, a Q Q v
either directly (e.g., by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)? (1-10)
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, Q Q Q v
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere? (1-10)
c. Displace substantial numbers of people, Q Q Q v
necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere? (1-10)
Comments:
a. Population Growth. The proposed projects are all for the cultivation and/or

manufacture of medical marijuana and will not result in direct population growth.

Jobs generated by the projects are likely to be filled primarily by residents in the city
or from nearby cities; substantial indirect new population growth is not expected. The
proposed projects would not extend infrastructure or foster growth beyond that
planned in the General Plan. Thus, there would be no impacts related to construction

of infrastructure as a result of population growth.

Displacement of Housing or People. The projects would result in the demolition of
several vacant dilapidated houses/warehouses and removal of mobile homes. This
would not displace a substantial number of people or housing such that it would
necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Thus, there would be
no impacts related to the construction of replacement housing.
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14. PuBLIC SERVICES

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

services:
Potentially  Less-than-Significant  Less-Than- o
St gty g, St
a. Fire protection? (1-10) Q a a 4
b. Police protection? (1-10) Q a a 4
c.  Schools? (1-10) a Q a v
d. Parks? (1-10) 0 0 | v
e. Other public facilities? (1-10) d a a 4
Comments:

a-b.  Fire Protection Services. The Greenfield Fire Protection District provides service to
the City of Greenfield and outlying rural areas. The district currently has one station,
the Greenfield Volunteer Fire Department, which is located near the corner of Oak
Avenue and 4th Street. The Greenfield Fire Protection District has a mutual aid
agreement for emergency response from area fire departments and, when necessary,
receives assistance from the South Monterey County Fire Protection District, the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, and other community fire
departments within the Salinas Valley, including the Gonzales Volunteer Fire
Department.

Law Enforcement Services. The Greenfield Police Department is located at 599 El
Camino Real, downtown Greenfield. The police department participates in a Mutual
Aid Agreement with County of Monterey Sheriff’s Department, which is responsible
for patrolling areas around the Greenfield city limits. This program provides for the
sharing of resources to respond to significant public safety events.

The applicants are each required to provide a security plan detailing lighting, alarms,
fencing, and video cameras, to ensure the safety of persons, and to protect the
premises from theft, vandalism, and fire, for approval by the city. According to
Chapter 5.28 of the municipal code, the city manager, police chief, or their designees

would have the right to enter all medical marijuana facilities from time to time
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unannounced during the facility’s hours of operation for the purpose of making
reasonable inspections to observe and enforce compliance with this chapter, to
inspect and copy records required to be maintained under this chapter, or to inspect,
view, and copy recordings made by security cameras, all without requirement for a
search warrant, subpoena, or court order.

Additional police department staffing will be required during the initial project
review period to ensure the security plans are adequately developed and the
background checks for all facility staff are completed before final permission to
operate the facilities is provided. Once the facilities are operational, staffing will be
necessary to continue background checks for new employees, provide for periodic
inspections and ongoing law enforcement oversight. In January of 2016 the City
Council adopted a fee schedule that will be applied to each project that will mitigate
any impacts related to the need for additional law enforcement staff.

Additionally, according to the General Plan EIR, implementing policies and
programs of Goals 4.4. and 4.5 outline a number of methods by which police and fire
service providers will continue to maintain acceptable service levels at buildout of the
General Plan. As with other public services, policies call for fair share financing
through new development to offset the cost of additional service needs with which
the projects will comply. Implementation of General Plan policies and programs will
maintain performance standards for police and fire facilities, and therefore, there
would be no environmental impacts.

Parks and Other Public Facilities. The proposed projects are not population
generating and would not individually or cumulatively result in the need for the
construction of new facilities. Thus, there would be no impacts associated with
construction of new parks or other public facilities.
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15. RECREATION

Potentially Less-than-Significant Less-Than- NoO
Significant Impact with Mitigation Significant Impact
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact pac
a. Would the project increase the use of existing a Q a v
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated? (1-10)
a a a v

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities, which might have an
adverse physical effect on the environment? (1-10)

Comments:

a-b.  Recreational Facilities. The proposed projects are not population generating and

would not result in an increase in the use of neighborhood or regional parks such that

substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or that construction or

expansion of new facilities would be required. Consequently, no significant change in

the demand for use of recreation facilities is expected. Thus, there would be no

associated environmental impacts.
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Would the project:

Seven Medical Marijuana Facilities Initial Study

Less-Than-
Significant
Impact

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated

No
Impact

a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking
into account all modes of transportation including
mass transit and non-motorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit? (1, 2-10, 16, 31)

a Q v a

b. Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not limited
to level of service standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways? (1, 2-10, 31)

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in
location that results in substantial safety risks?
(1,2,30)

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)? (1, 2, 10, 16)

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?
(1, 2-10, 16)

f. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decreased the performance
or safety of such facilities? (1, 2-10, 16)

Comments:
a-b.

Conflicts with Applicable Plans. The City and the Transportation Agency for

Monterey County use Level of Service (LOS) as the measure of performance of the

roadway network in the city and on the regional circulation network (primarily U.S.
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Highway 101 through the city). The General Plan EIR concluded that with
implementation of roadway network improvements identified in the General Plan, at
city buildout, including development of the project sites with light industrial and
highway commercial uses, the performance of the local circulation network would

remain at or above acceptable LOS standards.

The following table shows the approximate number of daily trips that would be

added to the road network as a result of the proposed projects.

Table7  Trip Volumes

ITE
Facility LanlgEUse ENr;J;r)Tct));égl Employee Rate | Daily Trips?
Per Day

Cannaculture Manufacturing 40 2.13 85.20
Kool Gildea Manufacturing 40 2.13 85.00
Redhunt Manufacturing 100 2.13 213.00
Zen Brand Manufacturing 45 2.13 96.00
Golden State Manufacturing 100 2.13 213.00
Emerald Mission Manufacturing 30 2.13 63.90
Paper Plane Traders Manufacturing 47 2.13 100.11
Total 402 856.20
SOURCE: ITE 9th Edition, EMC Planning Group 2017

NOTES:

1. Provided by applicants.
2. Weekday volumes.

The projects would cumulatively add approximately 856 trips per day which could
impact the LOS at local roadways. Project developers will be required to pay TAMC’s
Regional Development Impact Fee program regional fee to fund their fair share of
improvements to the regional transportation network that serves the City. Project
developers will also be required to pay the City’s traffic impact fee to fund their share
of improvements to the City’s circulation network. Government Code Section
65995(h) provides that payment of development impact fees in accordance with its
provisions constitutes “full and complete mitigation of the impacts” of new
development. Thus, impacts of the proposed projects on the regional and local
circulation network would be less than significant and their contribution to
cumulative impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable.

C. Change in Air Traffic Patterns. The proposed project does not include uses that
generate air traffic or that have potential to affect air traffic patterns.
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Emergency Access/Hazardous Design. In order to ensure that development of the
proposed projects does not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) the proposed projects would be
required to adhere to City roadway design standards and guidelines when designing
pedestrian facilities, roadway widths, turning radii and intersections where the on-
site roadways intersect with existing roadways, and emergency access. All seven
project designs must reviewed by the Planning Commission and approved by the
City Council as being consistent with the design standards. Thus, the proposed
projects would have no impact related to emergency access or hazardous circulation
design.

Transit, Bicycle, or Pedestrian Facilities. The proposed projects will all include site
frontage improvements and circulation facility improvements that are consistent with
city standards and circulation plans to accommodate transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
facility needs. Through its design review and approval processes, the City will ensure
that related improvements are provided consistent with City policies, plans, and
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. Thus, there would
be no conflicts with such plans.
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17.

TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project:

Potentially Less-than-Significant Less-Than-
Significant  Impact with Mitigation  Significant
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact

No
Impact

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

M

Listed or eligible for listing in the California a Q v a
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local

register of historical resources as defined in Public

Resources code section 5020.1(k), or (1, 2, 10)

)

A resource determined by the lead agency, in its a a v a
discretion and supported by substantial evidence,

to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in

subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section

5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in

subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section

5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the

significance of the resource to a California Native

American tribe. (1, 2, 10)

Comments:

a.

100

Tribal Cultural Resources. The CEQA statute as amended by Assembly Bill (AB) 52
(Public Resources Code Sections 21073 and 21074) define “California Native
American tribe” and “tribal cultural resources.” A California Native American tribe is
defined as a Native American tribe located in California that is on the contact list
maintained by the Native American Heritage Commission. “Public Resources Code
Section 21080.3.1 outlines procedures for tribal consultation as part of the
environmental review process. According to city staff, one California Native
American tribe has requested consultation per AB 52.

On April 12, 2017, the City sent a notification to the Ohlone/Coastanoan-Esselen
Nation tribal representative regarding the proposed projects and offered early
consultation to the tribe. On May 15, 2017, the tribe responded with a request for
consultation. As stated in the request for consultation, the tribe is interested in
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receiving reports, establishing a procedure for disturbance of unknown sites, and a
procedure for unknown sites. On May 19, 2017, City staff attempted to contact the
tribe by phone to schedule a consultation, but was only able to leave a voicemail. As
of the date of this initial study, the tribe had not responded to the City’s phone call.
As described in the Cultural Resources section, none of the project sites are known to
be a tribal resource or contain features that may constitute a tribal resource.
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18. UTILITIES AND SERVICES SYSTEMS

Would the project:
Potentially Less-than-Significant Less-Than- No
Significant Impact with Mitigation Significant | ¢
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact mpac
a. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the a a v a
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
(1,2,10)
b. Require or result in the construction of new water a a v a
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects? (1, 2, 10)
c. Require or result in the construction of new storm a a v a
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects? (1, 2, 10)
d. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve a Q v a
the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed? (1, 2, 10)
e. Resultin a determination by the wastewater a Q v a
treatment provider, which serves or may serve the
project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments? (1, 2, 10)
f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted Q Q v Q
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid-waste
disposal needs? (1, 2, 10, 35)
g. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and Q Q v Q
regulations related to solid waste? (1, 2, 10, 35)

Comments:

a. Wastewater Treatment Requirements. The Greenfield Wastewater Treatment Plant
adheres to wastewater standards set forth by Central Coast Regional Water Quality
Control Board (CCRWQCB). Current discharge standards to regulate the system’s
treatment process require monitoring of effluent pH, total dissolved solids, heavy
metals, and biological oxygen. The proposed projects will connect to the municipal
sewer so are not subject Regional Water Quality Control Board Waste Discharge
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Requirements. The proposed projects would not affect the city’s ability to continue to
operate the treatment plant in compliance with those requirements. Thus, the impacts
related to exceedance of wastewater treatment requirements would be less than
significant.

b,e.  Water Treatment Facilities The City obtains 100 percent of its raw water supply from
groundwater extracted from the Lower Aquifer sub-basin. Raw water receives only
light chlorinating at each well site. In 2003, groundwater wells supplied 518 million
gallons of water (1,589 Acre Feet) to Greenfield’s 17,500 residents. The City currently
operates three deep-water wells to supply all municipal water. We have three wells,
1, 6, and 7. Wells 1 and 6 feed the 1,000,000 gallon capacity Oak Avenue reservoir.
The pumps meet system demands by continually filling the reservoir. Well 1, located
on 14th Street between Walnut Avenue and Cherry Avenue, is the City’s primary
water well and has operating capacity to produce 1,800 gallons per minute (GPM).
Well 6 is located adjacent to Well 1 and has the capacity to produce 1,800 GPM.

Well 7 feeds a 1,500,000 gallon storage tank. Both are located at the City’s Public
Works maintenance yard site adjacent to the Civic Center.

According to the Capital Improvement Plan Update, the water distribution system
consists of over 17 miles of transmission and distribution mains made of cast iron,
asbestos cement, plastic (C-900), and in a few instances, steel. The distribution system
has and will continue to be expanded on an as-needed basis.

Each new residential, commercial or industrial development, including development
of the project sites, contributes to the cumulative need for water system expansion.
Impact fees are collected and used for improvements required to serve individual
projects. Government Code Section 65995(h) provides that payment of development
impact fees in accordance with its provisions constitutes “full and complete
mitigation of the impacts” of new development. Thus, impacts of the proposed
projects would be less than significant and their contribution to cumulative impacts
would be less than considerable.

Wastewater Treatment Facilities. The City of Greenfield provides wastewater service
to Greenfield and to the Yanks RV Park located in adjacent unincorporated Monterey
County. The wastewater services involve the transmission of wastewater from
residential, commercial, and industrial areas to the wastewater treatment plant,
located at the end of Walnut Avenue, east of Second Street. The wastewater system is
composed of collection, treatment, and effluent recycling facilities. At the time of the
adoption of General Plan update, the daily flow through the wastewater system was
approximately 0.88 million gallons per day (MGD), as compared with the allowable
daily flow of 2.0 MGD.
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The General Plan EIR found that while collection structures are sufficient to serve the
City’s current and future needs, treatment, storage, and effluent and sludge recycling
facilities must be expanded to meet future requirements. Goal 4.9 and its
implementing policies and programs in Chapter 4.0 of the General Plan require
coordination of development activity with monitoring capacity within the
wastewater system. The policies and programs require developer financing of
improvements and assurance of capacity prior to development to ensure that
development demand does not outpace system capacity. Policies are also provided to
encourage use of reclaimed water in order to delay the need for future expansions of
the treatment plant. These measures, together with currently permitted capacity and
capacity improvements that are underway, will reduce potential impacts to a less-

than-significant level.

C. Adequate Storm Drainage Facilities. Construction of storm drainage infrastructure
generally involves excavation, placement of storm drainage conveyance mains or
subsurface vaults, installation of LID facilities/features, and backfilling excavations
with engineered fill. The construction process does not involve unique equipment or
processes that would result in significant environmental impacts that are not
addressed as part of the overall project impact analyses included in other sections of

this initial study.

d. Sufficient Water Supply. Refer to item “b” in Section 9, Hydrology and Water

Quality. The project can be served by existing entitlements.

f. Solid Waste. Solid waste produced in the city is sent to the Johnson Canyon landfill,
about 15 miles northwest of Greenfield. Johnson Canyon Landfill is a Class III facility
that accepts municipal solid waste from areas within both Monterey and Santa Clara
counties. Based on its design capacity and permitted maximum tonnage per day, the
landfill has capacity to the year 2040, its estimated closure date. The General Plan EIR
determined that adherence to the general plan policies that promote the reduction in
solid waste generation such as solid waste resource recovery, composting, recycling,
together with available land fill capacity, will ensure that solid waste impacts remain
less than significant. Development of the project sites with light industrial and
highway commercial uses were contemplated in the General Plan. Thus, impacts
would be less than significant.

g. Federal, State and Local Requirements. The Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority is
obligated to comply with the state’s solid waste diversion regulations. The state’s
current goal is 75 percent of waste intake diverted from landfills. At present, the
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Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority is diverting an average of 72 percent of the solid
waste it receives. Future development would be required to comply with all
applicable solid waste regulations and therefore, would have no impact associated
with compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid

waste.
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19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

P'ote_n'tially Less-than-Sig'n_ificz'im Lgss?T'han- No
Significant Impact with Mitigation Significant Impact
Impact Measures Incorporated Impact
a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the Q v a a
quality of the environment; substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community; substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of an endangered,
rare, or threatened species; or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory? (1-10, 18)
b. Does the project have impacts that are a v a a
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future
projects) (1-10, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 31-34)
c.  Does the project have environmental effects, Q v a a
which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly? (1, 2-
10, 11, 31-34)

Comments:

a. As discussed in the Biological Resources section, most special-status plant and
wildlife species known to occur in the region are not expected to occur on the project
sites due to lack of suitable habitats. However, the following special-status wildlife
species have the potential to occur on or adjacent to the project sites: nesting
birds/raptors, bats, and burrowing owl. Mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-3
would reduce the potential impacts to these species to a less-than-significant level.
There are no historic resources located within any of the project sites.

b. The proposed projects are consistent with the General Plan land use designations and
zoning standards for the project sites. They represent the City’s continued
implementation of the General Plan. The cumulative impacts of implementing the
General Plan, including potential impacts on human beings, are identified in the
General Plan EIR. Most of the impacts would be reduced to less than significant
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through implementation of General Plan policies and programs. Some of the impacts
would contribute to significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the General
Plan EIR; however, the City adopted a statement of overriding considerations for
those impacts excluding GHG impacts which were not analyzed in the General Plan
EIR. The proposed projects would contribute to all cumulative impacts that were
identified by the General Plan. However, given the characteristics of the proposed
projects and their and consistency with the General Plan and zoning, their
contribution to the cumulative impacts would not be considerable.

With the application of 2016 Title 24 compliance and Advance Clean Car regulatory
reductions, the Redhunt project emissions of 1,453.28 MT CO2e exceed the
significance threshold of 1,150 MT CO2e. Therefore, this project would have a
significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measure GHG-1 would reduce this
impact to less than significant.

C. Several of the projects have potential to result in short-term air quality impacts, GHG
impacts, and/or hazards impacts to adjacent residents associated with
construction/demolition activity. However, with implementation of mitigation
measures AQ-1, AQ-2, GHG-1, and HAZ-1 presented in this initial study, these
individual projects will not have environmental effects, which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.
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To: Teri Wissler Adam, Project Manager

From: Sally Rideout, Principal Planner; Dana McCarthy, Assistant Planner
Cc: File (ENV-719)

Date: May 17, 2017

Re: Canna Culture Collective — Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases (GHG)

Emissions Assessment

Project Description

The proposed project is the development of a medical marijuana cultivation facility in two
phases on a 4.6-acre site in Greenfield California. At full buildout the proposed facility would
include greenhouses, storage/warehouse areas, loading docks, and office space and would
provide 25-40 jobs. Proposed improvements to the site include surface parking lots, and
infrastructure improvements such as storm water detention, paved access to and within the site,
sidewalks, lighting and landscaping. The historic use of the site is agricultural production and
the site is improved with a 2,250 square foot metal building that is used for storage ancillary to
the agricultural use. The proposed project would improve this structure for use as an office for
the facility. The project site is located within the North Central Coast Air Basin, which is within
the jurisdiction of the Monterey Bay Air Resources District (air district). An initial study
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is being prepared by the City of
Greenfield to identify any potentially significant environmental impacts that would result from
development of the proposed project.

Scope of Assessment

This assessment provides an estimate of the proposed project’s existing and proposed criteria
air pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions using the California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.1 software, a modeling platform recommended by the
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California Air Resources Board and accepted by the air district. Model results are attached to
this memorandum. For modeling purposes, data inputs to the model take into account the type
and size of proposed uses utilizing CalEEMod default land uses based on the size metrics and
other project information provided by the applicants.

Project Emissions Sources

The size and type of existing and proposed sources of criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions
on the project site and their respective CalEEMod land use default categories are presented in
Table 1, Project Characteristics and Table 2, Operational Stationary Sources.

Table 1 Project Characteristics’

Existing and Proposed Uses CalEEMod Land Use Category Size2

Existing Proposed

Dry Storage/Warehouse Unrefrigerated Warehouse — No Rail 2,250 5,400
Greenhouses/R&D/Processing/Internal Offices® | Manufacturing* 0 91,145
Parking Surface Parking Lot 0 45
Other Pavement Other Asphalt Surfaces 0 58,311
Sidewalks, patios, etc. Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0 10,0005
Landscaping®/Detention Pond® Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0 31,709

Source: RCUSA Corporation 2017, Google Earth 2016, BREEZE Software 2016, EMC Planning Group 2017.

Notes:
1. Amounts may vary due to rounding.
2. In Square feet unless otherwise noted.
3. Includes detached office building and future greenhouse expansion area 36,275 square feet (RCUSA 2017 Sheet A2.2)
4. Manufacturing facilities are areas where the primary activity is the conversion of raw materials into finished products. This
use generally also has some office, warehouse, and R&D functions at the site.
5. Size inferred from site plans
6. The proposed detention pond and landscaping would not be substantial sources of operational emissions but are
included in the model to enable estimation of construction emissions across the entire site.
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Table 2 Operational Stationary Sources and Off-road Equipment

Equipment Type Number Fuel Type Output Rating’
Emergency Generator? 1 diesel 4023HP (3,000KW)
Forklifts? 1 diesel Default?
Pallet Movers/Jacks? 1 electric Default?
Source: RCUSA Corporation 2017,
Notes:

1. Horsepower (HP), Kilowatt (KW), or Boiler Rating (MMBtu).
2. Assumed based on experience with similar projects (One forklift and pallet mover/jack per 100 ksf).
3. CalEEMod default.

Emissions Model

The CalEEMod software utilizes emissions models USEPA AP-42 emission factors, CARB
vehicle emission models studies and studies commissioned by other California agencies such as
the California Energy Commission and CalRecycle. The CalEEMod platform allows calculations
of both construction and operational criteria pollutant and GHG emissions from land use
projects. In certain instances the model can be used to estimate emissions for related stationary
sources such as on-site generators, boilers and fire pump equipment, and operational off-road
equipment such as forklifts and other materials handling equipment. The model also calculates
indirect emissions from processes “downstream” of the project under evaluation such as GHG
emissions from energy use, solid waste disposal, vegetation planting and/or removal, and water
use. CalEEMod also estimates changes in carbon sequestration potential due to changes in land
use such as converting vegetation to built or paved surfaces, and also calculates a potential
carbon “offset” from planting new trees.

Methodology

Unless otherwise noted, model inputs are based upon the information provided by the
applicant regarding proposed activities and greenhouse and other facility operational
equipment. The Cal[EEMod program also models construction emissions associated with land
use development projects and allows for the input of project-specific construction information
including phasing (demolition, site preparation, grading, paving, architectural, and finishing)
and construction equipment information, if known. CalEEMod default construction parameters
allow estimates of construction emissions based upon empirical data collected and analyzed by
CARB, and use of the default construction parameters is accepted by the air district.
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Assumptions

Unless otherwise noted, data inputs for the project model are based on the following primary

assumptions:

1. The assumed operational date for the proposed project is 2019.

2. Operational mobile-source and area-source emissions from the proposed project were
captured using the following CalEEMod default land use subtypes:

a. Emissions from the existing use of the site are assumed to be generally similar to
those that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Unrefrigerated Warehouse — No Rail”, which typically consists of warehouse
facilities that are not accessible by rail.

b. Emissions generated by greenhouses, processing, research and development
(R&D), dry storage and related office uses are assumed to be generally similar to
emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Manufacturing”, which consists of areas where the primary activity is the
conversion of raw materials or parts into finished products. It generally also has
office, warehouse, and R&D functions at the site.

c. Emissions from the proposed parking lot are assumed to be generally similar to
emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Parking Lot”, which is a single surface parking lot typically covered with asphalt.

d. Emissions from driveway access and internal roadways are assumed to be
generally similar to emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default
land use subtype “Other Asphalt Surfaces”, which is described as an asphalt area
not used as a parking lot.

e. Emissions from sidewalks, loading docks, patios, equipment pads, or other non-
asphalt impervious surfaces are assumed to be generally similar to emissions that
would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype “Non-Asphalt
Surfaces” which includes equipment pads, loading dock areas, etc.

3. The model’s default CO: intensity factor of 641 pounds/megawatt hour was reduced to
307 pounds/megawatt hour to reflect Pacific Gas & Electric energy projections for 2019
and the anticipated intensity factor for project’s operational year. The intensity factor
has been falling, in significant part due to the increasing percentage of Pacific Gas &
Electric’s energy portfolio obtained from renewable energy. Emissions intensity data is
from Pacific Gas & Electric’s Greenhouse Gas Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers,
dated November 2015.
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The default vehicle trip generation value for manufacturing uses was adjusted using
the Institute of Traffic Engineers 9th Edition employee-based trip generation for
manufacturing uses, and applied to the proposed warehouse/manufacturing uses. This
rate better reflects the nature of the project where much of the internal building space
is planned for a passive activity (e.g. greenhouses) that is managed by a relatively
small number of employees. The adjusted trip rates are presented in Table 3, Adjusted

Vehicle Trip Rates.

Table 3 Adjusted Vehicle Trip Rates!

Use ITE Employee Rate Number of Daily Trips | Adjusted Trip

Per Day? Employees? Rate (per ksf
per day)5

Manufacturing 213 40 85.2 0.88
Sources: ITE 9th Edition, EMC Planning Group 2017)
Notes:

1. Amounts may vary due to rounding.

2. Weekday

3. Provided by applicant.

4. Daily trips are divided by Manufacturing and Unrefrigerated Warehouse ksf (96.545) to yield adjusted trip rate for all phases
of the project.

5. This is a conservative estimate of trip rates as it assumes 40 employees would be on site each day.

Model Baseline

The baseline for criteria air pollutant emissions that affect air quality are already quantified in
air quality management plans. CalEEMod default values for baseline conditions assume new
development on a vacant site. For development that replaces existing improvements on specific
sites, project-specific contributions to regional GHG emissions can be derived by comparing the
proposed project GHG emissions to the baseline GHG emissions under existing conditions. The
difference between the two would be the project’s contribution to GHG emissions.

Operational Emissions Data Inputs

Other than the land use characteristic information identified above, model defaults were used
for operational stationary source, area source and mobile source emissions estimates, for the
existing and proposed uses identified in Table 1 and Table 2. Project-specific data inputs for the
project are listed in the model results attached to this memorandum.
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Construction Emissions Data Inputs

The CalEEMod program models construction GHG emissions associated with land use
development projects and allows for the input of project-specific construction information
including phasing and equipment information, if known. CalEEMod default construction
parameters allow estimates of short term construction GHG emissions based upon empirical
data collected and analyzed by CARB. The air district recommends using default construction
emissions data if construction information is not yet available and amortizing the short term
GHG construction emissions over a 30-year time period to yield an annual result. Information
regarding actual construction activity phases and the number and type of construction
equipment by phase for the proposed project was not yet available in detail sufficient to provide
data inputs to the model; therefore, consistent with the air district’s guidance, the model
defaults were utilized for all construction data inputs.

Carbon Offsets and Sequestration Inputs

CalEEMod also estimates a one-time only change in sequestration potential resulting from
changes in natural communities, and also calculates a carbon “offset” based upon the number of
net new trees proposed, averaged over a 20-year growth cycle. Due to the size of the project site
and comparison of existing and proposed activities, changes in vegetation would not provide
measureable results that would affect the outcome of the emissions modeling. According to the
proposed landscape plan, at least 71 new trees would be planted on site, with no trees removed;
therefore, a carbon offset calculation was conducted for this assessment.

Results

GHG construction and operational emissions model results are reported on an annual basis in
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (COze). Criteria air pollutant emissions are reported in
pounds per day. Detailed model results for criteria pollutant winter and annual GHG emissions
are included as attachments to this assessment.

Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Operational criteria pollutant emissions resulting from the proposed project’s operations are
summarized in Table 3, Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions (Pounds per Day). Criteria
pollutant concentrations are greater during the winter months in the North Central Coast Air
Basin; therefore, only winter emissions are reported.
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Table 3 Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions (Pounds per Day)
Reactive Suspended Carbon
— Organic Nitrogen Oxides Particulate .
Emissions Monoxide
Gases (NOx) Matter (CO)
(ROG) (PM1o)
Winter (unmitigated) 6.25 18.12 119 13.29

SOURCE: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017
NOTE: Results may vary due to rounding.

GHG Emissions
Existing Operational GHG Emissions

Existing operational GHG emissions model results are reported on an annual basis in metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT COze). According to the CalEEMod modeling results
unmitigated operational GHG emissions under existing conditions are an estimated 10.74 MT

COze per year.

Unmitigated Construction Emissions

The proposed project would generate an estimated 377.55 MT COze unmitigated emissions
during construction. With unmitigated construction emissions averaged over a 30-year
operational lifetime, the annual amortized emissions equal 12.59 MT COze.

Unmitigated Operational Emissions

Unmitigated operational GHG emissions model results for the proposed project are reported in
Table 4, Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (MT COxze per year).
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Table 4 Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (MT COze per year)!
Emissions Source Bio CO; NBio CO; CH, N20 COze

Area 0.00 <0.01 <0.01 0.00 <0.01
Energy 0.00 240.38 0.01 <0.01 242.06
Mobile 0.00 120.62 <0.01 0.00 120.80
Off-road Equipment 0.00 17.85 <0.01 0.00 17.99
Stationary 0.00 280.35 0.00 0.00 281.33
Waste 23.98 0.00 1.42 0.00 59.40
Water 7.08 16.82 0.73 0.02 47.35
Total 31.06 707.08 2.21 0.02 768.93

Source: CalEEMod Results. EMC Planning Group 2017
Note: Results may vary due to rounding.

Carbon Offset

Tree planting proposed by the project would generate a carbon offset of 50.27 MT COze over a
20-year active life cycle for new trees. For reporting purposes this amount is averaged over a
thirty year lifetime of the project to yield an annual carbon offset. The annual carbon
sequestration offset for the proposed project is 1.68 MT COze per year. This amount is deducted
from the total annual unmitigated GHG emissions generated by the proposed project.

GHG Emissions Attributable to the Proposed Project

The total unmitigated GHG emissions attributable to the proposed project are determined by
comparing existing emissions with proposed unmitigated construction and operational
emissions, and any carbon offsets applicable to the project. A summary of the unmitigated GHG
emissions attributable to the proposed project are presented in Table 5, Unmitigated GHG
Emissions (MT COze per Year).

Table 5 Summary of Unmitigated GHG Emissions (MT CO:ze per Year)'
Annual Amortized Annual Project Existing Project Net
Operations Construction | Carbon Offset | Emissions?2 Emissions Emissions
768.93 1259 <1.68>3 779.84 <10.74> 769.10

Source: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017

Notes:

1. Results may vary due to rounding.
2. Project emissions result is the sum of operational and amortized construction emissions less the annual carbon offset.
3. <brackets> indicate deductions.
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.1

802 El Camino Real, Greenfield (Existing Conditions) - Monterey County, Annual

Page 1 of 1

802 El Camino Real, Greenfield (Existing Conditions)
Monterey County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 4/7/2017 4:51 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area F’opulation
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail i 2.25 1000sqft H 4.60 2,250.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 55
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2018
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 641.35 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -
Land Use - Actual lot acreage

Construction Phase - No construction

2.0 Emissions Summary




2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 0.0104 0.0000 : 3.0000e- : 0.0000 : 6.0000e- i 6.0000e- : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 6.0000e-
005 i io005 i 005 i H i 005
Energy ; 40000938000e320009 : 000002775427754 10009’300009’27872
: 005 H 004 004 i i 004 : 005
T Mobile 2.1800e- | 9.2500e- | 0.0267 2300e- § 1.1100e- } 0.0000 } 53557 | 5.3557 |} 3.3000e- i 0.0000 | 5.3640
003 { 003 i 003 i 003 i 004 i
SRR SR 0428300000 ........ VOrE '(')'.6'2'5"?;"?"'6'.56'66 ....... R
[T . ""0'.'1"6;5'5"'E""O'.'é'fé'(')"d""6'.553'4'1" '(')'.63'7"0""5"4.'1'(3565:"?"'1"."55'6;5'"
004 i
- —— I — .
Total 0.0126 9.6300e- | 0.0270 | 6.0000e- | 4.1400e- | 1.2000e- | 4.2600e- | 1.1100e- | 1.1000e- | 1.2300e- 0.5934 8.9502 9.5436 0.0427 | 4.4000e- | 10.7428
003 005 003 004 003 003 004 003 004
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
__ __ __ - - __
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Unmitigated . & 218006 T 9.2500e- T 0.0267 I 6.00006. T 41400 ; 0.00000. : 4.2300e. § 1.11006. T 8.00006. T 1.2000e. : 0.0000 : 53557 I 53557  3.3000e f 0.0000 I 53640
i 003 i 003 i i o005 i o003 i o005 i 003 { 003 i 005 i 003 i} {004 i

4.2 Trip Summary Information



I
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
I I
Land Use Weekday Saturday = Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rall : 3.78 3.78 3.78 ¢ 11,036 : 11,036
__ - __ __
Total | 3.78 | 3.78 3.78 | 11,036 | 11,036
4.3 Trip Type Information
__ __ I
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or CW | H-S or C-C [H-O or C-NW | H-W or C- ] H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW. F’rimary Diverted I?’ass-by
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No i . 9.50 7.30 7.30 59.00 0.00 41.00 92 5 3
—
4.4 Fleet Mix
__ I I — __ ___ __ ___ ___ __ __
Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No ; 0.519098; 0.034062; 0.1994765 0.151864; 0.028389; 0.006635 0.017892; 0.024867; 0.004163; 0.003186; 0.008055; 0.001292: 0.001019
Rail H H H H H H H H H H H H
5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N
ROG NOX 9) SO2 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PMTO | Fugtive | Exhaust | PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio COZ| Total CO2 | CHA N20 | CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
[— . . . . . . . . .
Electricity i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 2.3564 ; 2.3564 i 1.1000e- ; 2.0000e- ; 2.3656
Unmitigated i i i i i i 004 005
““NaturalGas § 4.0000e- § 3.8000e- } 3.2000e- § 0.0000 370000e- 7} 3.0000e- 1 T 173.0000e- 1 300006~} 0.0000 § 0.4190 "} 0.4180 "} 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- ; 0.4215 |
Unmitigated 005 004 i 004 H i 005 i 005 i i 005 § 005 i i 005 { 005
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated




NaturaiGal ROG NOX CoO S0 | Fugiive | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PM25 ] B0 CO2 [NBlo- CO2[Total CO2| - CHa N2O CO%e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Unrefrigerated 78525 i 4.0000e- : 3.8000e- : 3.2000e- : 0.0000 t+ 3.0000e- : 3.0000e- : :+ 3.0000e- { 3.0000e- : 0.0000 0.4190 0.4190 : 1.0000e- : 1.0000e- : 0.4215
Warehouse-No : 005 i 004 ‘i 004 i 005 i 005 i i005 i 005 ; i 005 i 005 i
Rail :
?Otal 4.0000e- | 3.8000e- [ 3.2000e- 0.0000 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- 0.0000 0.4190 0.4190 | 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.4215
005 004 004 005 005 005 005 005 005
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
Electricity § Total CO2 | CHa N2O CO%e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Unrefrigerated 8100 2.3564 :1.1000e- ;: 2.0000e- ; 2.3656
Warehouse-No i 004 i 005 i
Rail i i i
?Otal 2.3564 | 1.1000e- | 2.0000e- 2.3656
004 005

6.0 Area Detail




ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Unmitigated 0.0104 0.0000 : 3.0000e-: 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 6.0000e- : 6.0000e- : 0.0000 0.0000 : 6.0000e-
i 005 i i 005 i 005 i i 005
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating
....... e
Products

............. dunmsmmenanasssadesmennnssassssadennnnasaannnnn

..............

Landscaping 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 3.0000e 0.0000 i 0.0000 ; 6.0000e- i 6.0000e- ; 0.0000 i 0.0000 ; 6.0000e-
i 005 i i 005 i 005 @ i 005
?otal 0.0104 0.0000 | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 6.0000e- | 6.0000e- 0.0000 0.0000 | 6.0000e-
005 005 005 005
7.0 Water Detail
Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category MT/yr
I
Unmitigated 0.9841 0.0170 §4.1000e—§ 1.5305

004




7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Outlf Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Unrefrigerated :0.520312 /i 0.9841 0.0170 i 4.1000e- : 1.5305
Warehouse-No } 0o & o004 i
Rail i i H
- — e~
Total 0.9841 0.0170 | 4.1000e- | 1.5305
004

8.0 Waste Detail

Cateqgory/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

MT/yr

Unmitigated 04283 i 0.0253 i 0.0000 : 1.0611

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated




Waste [ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Unrefrigerated :  2.11 0.4283 0.0253 : 0.0000 1.0611
Warehouse-No § i
i
Total 0.4283 0.0253 0.0000 1.0611




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 4/21/2017 12:57 PM

CannaCulture Project Greenfield CA
Monterey Bay Unified APCD Air District, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area 5opulation
Manufacturing i 91.15 i 1000sqft i 2.09 i 91,150.00 i 0
....... UnrefngeratedWarehouseNoRa|I54010005qft0125400000
v S R s T g R T R S PR
............ 5 therNonAsphaItSurfaces100010005qft02310000000
............ 5 therNonAsphaItSurfaces‘3171:'10005qft>073{3171000<0
......................... ParkmgLot4500Space0418100000

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.8 Precipitation Freq (Days) 53

Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

CO2 Intensity 307 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - PG&E 2019 Projected CO2 Intensity factor
Land Use - Site information from Site Plans

Construction Phase - Assume 10 months construction duration
Vehicle Trips - Converted from ITE 9th Ed. employee-based trip rates.
Sequestration - Based on Landscape Plan

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -




Area Mitigation -

Energy Mitigation -

Water Mitigation -

Operational Off-Road Equipment - Assumed one per 100ksf

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Assumed 3,000kwh

Table Name Column Name Default value New Value
tblArchitecturalCoating i ﬁ_NonresidentiaI_Exterior i 150.00 i 250.00
............... thArchltecturaICoatlngEFﬁNonre5|dent|alilnter|or 7 T N
............... thArchﬂecturaICoatmg“EF_Parkmg000
............... P e a— R e B Y T W

tblArchitecturalCoating H EF_Residential_Interior

tblAreaCoating Area_EF_Parking

tblAreaMitigation

tbIConstDustMitigation

WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 15.00
................ g B Y T T S
................ thConstructlonPhaseﬁNumDays18001500
T FIeetM|xLandUseSubType ..... UH}E}HQE}E}EH'W'é{féﬁ'gd's'}él'l'\ia'ifté'ii""E ........... Ty e —
T TV PR : e e e e 5 't'ﬁ'é'r'Ké'b'ﬁ'éfliusuﬁr'f'é{éé's"""""""i ....... Giiver Vo Reshai Siraces ™
e e RV T e S St N Renvait uraces i O a—
thFIeetMlxvFIeetMleandUseSubType .................................. B Tar Uinatiaraed WarshouseNio R
........................ tblLandUseBwldmgSpaceSquareFeet 1800000810000
........................ o e e X R e e T [ ——
....... thOperanonaIOffRoadEqumentOperFuelTypeD|ese|Electncal
....... thOperaﬂonaIOffRoadEqumentﬁOperHorsePower168001100
....... thOperanonaIOffRoadEqumentOperOffRoadEqumentNumber000100

................................................................. R eeesesssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssses{esaanSasssssEsSESESSssssssERSSSSSSssssssssssSsssssssssssssssssdesssssssssssSssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment i OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber

...........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor
.............. ; bIPrOJectCharacterlstlcs”OperatlonaIYear

tbISequestration NumberOfNewTrees




B e A e/ A—
tb|Stat|0naryGeneratorsPumpsEF ....... ~. ............................................................................................................................. i' ................... 2 2477e-003 ..................
......{E;I.é.féjt.l.c;}.].a..}.);é..e.ﬁ.e.':.ait.b.;.s.ﬁ.Li;’H.F;.S..L].S.é...... ...................................................................................................................................................... .4::.0..2..3...0.(.). .....................
tb|Stat|0naryGeneratorsPumpsUse ...... , ............................................................................................................................. .. 050 .........................
'""'f&'é'fé'{@ﬁé}}ééﬁééé{&gﬁ'Li}HB'SU'S'E ................................................................... emssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssses a; ........................ *i .8..2...5..6 .......................
R e . e T
..................... e e —
..................... iBiv.e.Hi.cTé.'i:Hb.S""""""".""""‘"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""E""."""""""""".(.)...1"7"""""""""""""
..................... thVehcheTrlpsO15
..................... tblvethIGT“pS\ a015
..................... T 1 s TR
..................... tblVehlcleT”pS 088
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PMTO | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio COZ NBio- CO2| Total CO2| . CHA N20 COze
PMI0 | PMi0 | Tota | PM25 | PM25 | Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
24746 2.3000e- { 0.0249 ] 0.0000 ¥ 9.00006- | 9.00008- | T 900006 ] 9.0000e- 00529 00529 T 14000e- | 0.0565
{004 i : i : - 004
T T T S T T S & O TTE "%'éli'élih'é" 6?6’1’2{2{" S
......... P "7'éé"7§§2{
........ e 01525173
T e T R o Rt 5 'éé"é'é'z"'i'Es'éé'é'é'é'ig"'(')'fééé;'é .............. T
: : ;i : .
Total B A T B = B S A R M ) R P R BT 3,362.6(g

4

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile




ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- CcO2 ?otal cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
" —~— I
Unmitigated % 0.2460 : 1.2749 : 3.1033 : 7.1900e- : 0.5290 : 0.0106 : 0.5396 : 0.1418 : 0.0100 : 0.1518 : : 7256800 : 725.6800 : 0.0443 : i 726.7884
i H i 003 : : ; ; : : ; : i i i
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
I —
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
- .
Manufacturing 80.21 179,436 179,436

10,630 10,630

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 4.75 :
- -
14.48 | 190,067 | 190,067

-
Total | 84.96

4.3 Trip Type Information

- . I
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W | H-S or C-C |H-O or C-NW | H-W or C- [ H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Igrimary Diverted F’ass-by
Manufacturing E 950 1 780 1 780 @ 59.00 i 2800 i 1300 i

9.50 H 730 i 7.30 i 0.00 . i 0.00

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-

__ I I ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ __
LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.526310;  0.032374; 0.198537 0.139584; 0.026888! 0.006107; 0.017909; 0.036642; 0.003065; 0.002931: 0.007432; 0.001121 0.001102)

5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

I ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- CcO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e




Category Ib/day Ib/day

NaturalGas

0.0719 ; 0.6534 i 0.5488 i 3.9200e- : i 0.0497 i 0.0497 i 0.0497 i 0.0497 :784.0445 ; 784.0445 : 0.0150 : 0.0144 W
Unmitigated H H : : H H : : H i H i i

H i i 003

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 %otal cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

NaturalGa
s Use

Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day

___ e ———— e
Manufacturing  § 6612.75 i 0.0713 ; 0.6483 | 0.5446 } 3.8900e- i 0.0493 i 0.0493 § 0.0493 £ 777.9700 ; 777.9700 ; 0.0149 i 0.0143 } 7825931
: i : : o003 ! : ; ; : ; ; :
"""dfﬁ'é?')&'s’;&'ﬁé’li""@ ....... PR 5 OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO nOOOOOOOOOO ........ T e
Surfaces : : :
‘b"tﬁgr"f\l-gﬁ-—-/:\-s'ﬁ;ﬁal-t-; ....... PR T TR TR Y OB T R e e T i S S T T W S ?m(-)"da(-)-dmhm()"(-)-db-(-) ....... YT TI TRy T
Surfaces H
...... is;r.l.(i;{é..l_.(.).t......,.......6.... S « T

Warehouse-No

. : H H :_ H H :
Total 3.9200e- 784.0445 | 784.0445 0.0150 0.0144 788.7037
003
6.0 Area Detail
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Unmitigated i 2.4746  2.3000e- ; 0.0249 : 0.0000 i 9.0000e- ; 9.0000e- : i 9.0000e- ; 9.0000e- § i 0.0529 : 0.0529 : 1.4000e- : i 0.0565
i 004 i : : i 005 i 005 i i 005 i 005 @ : i 004 :
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 %otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural 3 0.3678 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating i :
Consumer
Products




£'9.0000e- i 9.0000e

e eaemsiessiessessEessggesEsssesssesssesyessssesssesssesspEsseesssessessyesssesssesssess yrroseesse eessesssesssepasesssensennaes yemmeenneeaneas ‘90000e-'90000e-‘ ............... ,00529.00529,140009_. ............... .,00565

Landscaping & 2.3600e- | 2.3000e- ; 0.0249 i 0.0000 .
£ 003 i 004 i i 005 | 005 i 005 | 005 i io004 i
Total 2.4747 | 2.3000e- | 0.0249 | 0.0000 9.0000e- | 9.0000e- 9.0000e- | 9.0000e- 0.0529 0.0529 | 1.4000e- 0.0565
004 005 005 005 005 004
9.0 Operational Offroad
__ N . . . . __ I
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
ForKIifts tDiesel
UnMitigated/Mitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcOo2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
—
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day
Forklifts % 0.1600 : 1.4283 1.1942 § 1.5300e- : 0.1107 : 0.1107 0.1018 0.1018 : $151.3204 : 151.3204 : 0.0479 t 152.5173 |
; P o003 ; ; ;
- i H H H H H H H H - H _
Total 0.1600 1.4283 | 1.1942 | 1.5300e- 0.1107 | 0.1107 0.1018 0.1018 151.3204 | 151.3204 | 0.0479 152.5173
003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

CannaCulture Project Greenfield CA
Monterey Bay Unified APCD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Page 1 of 1

Date: 5/17/2017 10:48 AM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area 5opulation

Manufacturing i 91.15 1000sqft H 2.09 91,150.00 0
....... U nrefngeratedWarehouse_NoRa”'540‘10005qft‘012'5’40000‘0
'""""""""dfﬁé?';&éﬁﬁéif'éﬂ}}'élEéE ............................................ 583110005qft134 ......................... T TT M ma S
e S Nor Rea A Suaces TR 100010005qft023 ......................... SEEG T ——
OtherNon_ASphanSurfaces ........................................ 3171 ............................ {10005qft ......................... ¢073 ............ freenennnanan 31’71000 ............ (O ...............
......................... ParklngLot4500Space0418100000
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.8 Precipitation Freq (Days) 53
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 307 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006

(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - PG&E 2019 Projected CO2 Intensity factor
Land Use - Site information from Site Plans

Construction Phase - Assume 10 months construction duration
Vehicle Trips - Converted from ITE 9th Ed. employee-based trip rates.
Sequestration - Based on Landscape Plan

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

(Ib/MWhr)




Area Mitigation -

Energy Mitigation -

Water Mitigation -

Operational Off-Road Equipment - Assumed one per 100ksf

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Assumed 3,000kwh

Table Name Column Name Default value New Value
tblArchitecturalCoating i ﬁ_NonresidentiaI_Exterior i 150.00 i 250.00
............... thArchnecturaICoatmg‘EFﬁNonreS|dent|aLIntenor25000
............... thArchltecturaICoatmgEF_Parkmg000
............... P R e oy T R
............... iR EF_Re5|dent|aI_Inter|or25000
..................... tblAreaCoatmgAreaﬁEFiParkmg0
B T e e o T s
............... T a— WaterUnpavedRoadVehmleSpeed0
................ T v 1, s e | R
................ e B s oy T R
................ thConstructlonPhaseNumDays1500
........................ iBI'ifl'éét'M&"""""""""""":'"""""ifiéét'f\ﬁi}z'l_'éﬁaUEESHJBWBE"""""."""Uﬁ?éﬁiéé?éﬁéa'W'él'r}é%ﬂ's'é:'lifénﬁéi'lm":'""""'afﬁéE'Agﬁﬁéit"éﬁ'r}ééé's'"m""
........................ BT B A URe S e e Resal S ey Nor Reaal Siriees
........................ thFIeetM|xFIeetM|xLandUseSubTypeOtherNonAsphaltSurfacesParkmgLot
........................ ib'l'ifl'éét'l'\ﬁi;""""""""""""""""""ifl'éét'l'\'/l'i}'(l_"éﬁaU's'é's"l]'l')'ﬂ'lﬁ'é'"""""E""""""""""""ﬁéi?i{i'h'g';"I'_'c'{t'""""""""""""Uﬁ?éfﬁééféﬁé&i'Wé}'éﬁaﬂgé:i\'fé'ﬁ'éil'
........................ e BundmgSpaceSquareFeet1800000810000
........................ T T T e e T R—
....... ; bIOperanonaIOffRoaquwpmentOperFuelTypeD|eselElectncal
....... ; bIOperatlonaIOffRoaquwpmentOperHorsePower168001100
....... : bIOperanonalOffRoaquwpmentOperOffRoadEqumentNumber000100

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment i OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber

..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

tbIProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor
'""""""YEIBFS]E&EHé{fé{é'fér'i's"t'iE:"s"""""""E ................... 6'p'>é'r'é{t'i'c'>ﬁ'eiiﬂ'(éé'r ............................................................................................................................................
.................... tblSequestrahon‘NumberOfNewTrees




tbIVehicleTrips
tbIVehicleTrips

tbIVehicleTrips

0.50
183.00

1.00

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
I I I I
2017 0.2579 ; 22784 : 1.5603 : 2.8000e- ; 0.1179 ; 0.1270 ; 0.2449 : 0.0509 : 0.1188 0.1698 : 0.0000 ;2552107 ; 255.2107 ; 0.0499 ; 0.0000 ; 256.4590
H 003 H H H H H H
.......................... S W SN R S WU T S S S S S S S S S
2018 % 1.2228 i 08735 : 0.7152 : 1.3400e- : 0.0258 : 0.0478 : 0.0736 : 7.0000e- i 0.0449 0.0519 : 0.0000 : 120.5491: 120.5491 : 0.0217 i 0.0000 ; 121.0910
i i 003 i 003 i i i i
__ — H e H H — __ — H . H — . I
Total 1.4807 | 3.1518 | 2.2755 | 4.1400e- | 0.1437 | 0.1748 | 0.3185 | 0.0579 | 0.1637 0.2217 || 0.0000 | 375.7597 | 375.7597 | 0.0716 | 0.0000 | 377.5500
003
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOX CoO SO2 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Flgtive | Exhaust | PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 [NBlo. COZ| Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total




Category tons/yr M'-I'/yr

i 3.0000e- § 3.1100e- § 0.0000

i 1.0000e- ; 1.0000e- } i 1.0000e- i 1.0000e- i 0.0000 ; 6.0000e- i 6.0000e- i 2.0000e- i
005 i 003 H H : : H H : H : H

005 i 005 005 003

003
0.0833 "} 1'9200e- T 0.0952 1 0.0251 T} 1.81006- | 0.0269 | 0.0000 | 120.6192F 12061921 7.12006- | 0.0000 : 120.7972
{003 i : i 003 i : : : i 003 i
— T S T S
= = i = Lo
............. T

0.0000 £70.0000 | 0.0000 ; 239753 i 0.0000 | 23.9753 | 1.4169

)834

- H - — : WS E T
Total 1.1337 3.2328 2.3320 | 5.1400e- | 0.0933 0.1142 0.2075 0.0251 0.1130 0.1380 31.0587 | 676.0220 | 707.0807 | 2.2110 0.0221 768.9271
003

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Unmitigated 0.0443 : 0.2264 : 0.5332 ; 1.3200e- ; 0.0933 : 1.9200e- : 0.0952 : 0.0251 : 1.8100e- ;: 0.0269 : 0.0000 : 120.6192 i 120.6192 ; 7.1200e- : 0.0000 : 120.7972
i : i o003 i i 003 i i o003 i : : i o003 i :
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
I —
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Manufacturing H 80.21 : 80.21 H 80.21 : 234,180 H 234,180

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

Parking Lot

................................................................................. e senesssssasesssssssssssesslesssenasssassenaaaneannefannnannnananea e nna e N NN eNSSNaReNASSSSESEeNSSSsEEaseESsssssasleasssESaseNSSssESsSSSSssSSsseSSsssESssesssssEsssesssens

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 4.75 : 4.75 ; 4.75 : 13,874 ; 13,874
-
Total | 84.96 | 84.96 | 84.96 | 248,053 | 248,053

4.3 Trip Type Information

_ ___ I
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use HW or CW | H-Sor C-C [HOor CNW | HW or C- [HSorC-C| HOor CNW | Primary Diverted Pass-by




Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

.............................................................................................................................................................

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

Parking Lot

Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No {

—
___ — I ___ __ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___
LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.526310: 0.032374: 0.198537 0.139584: 0.026888: 0.006107: 0.017909: 0.036642: 0.003065: 0.002931: 0.007432: 0.001121: 0.001102
5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcOo2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
P I I
Electricity ¢ 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 ; 110.5739 ; 110.5739 ; 0.0105 : 2.1600e- : 111.4790
Unmitigated : : : i i : : i i i i 003
.......................... I S S S S-S S-S S S SRR SR S SR
NaturalGas  # 0.0131 0.1192 i 0.1002 : 7.2000e- : i 9.0600e- ; 9.0600e- : i 9.0600e- : 9.0600e- : 0.0000 ; 129.8074 : 129.8074 : 2.4900e- i 2.3800e
Unmitigated & i i {004 i i 003 i 003 i i 003 i 003 i i i 003 i 003
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NawraGall  ROG NOX CoO S02 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PMT0 | rugitive | Exnaust | PM25 ] B0 CO2 [NBio CO2] Total CO2]  CHA N2O COZ6
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Manufacturing  :2.41365e+4 0.0130 : 0.1183 : 0.0994 : 7.1000e- : i 8.9900e- : 8.9900e- : i 8.9900e- ;: 8.9900e- : 0.0000 : 128.8017 : 128.8017 ; 2.4700e- : 2.3600e- : 129.5671
i i o004 i i 003 i 003 i 003 { 003 i i i 003 i 003 i
SR sl oo L T T B TR X T S T TRt BT N AT S Y T Y TTT
Surfaces
b"t'ﬁér"r'\Ié'ﬁ'-'A'sfb'Hé{|'{§ ........................... T a2 T Y T R R = Ty T T Ty TR MY T
Surfaces H
T TR R T I T T A a2 T ey T S S T YT T T T Y T M MY T




R R T e e ek a S e AT ey e v
Warehouse-No £ o004 i o004 | o004 i o005 i} i o005 i o005 i i o005 | 005 i i i o005 i 005
il — E—
Total 0.0131 | 0.1192 | 0.1002 | 7.2000e- 9.0600e- | 9.0600e- 9.0600e- | 9.0600e- | 0.0000 | 129.8074 | 129.8074 | 2.4900e- | 2.3800e- | 130.5787
004 003 003 003 003 003 003
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
Electricity § Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Manufacturing i 767483 & 106.8742 ; 0.0101 : 2.0900e- ; 107.7490

003

Other Non-Asphalt } ¥ 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000  0.0000
Surfaces i : :
"Parking Lot 17128 0:8926 T 6.0000e- | 2.0000e- : 1.0007
: i 005 005 i
““Unrefrigerated § 19440 & 2.7071  2.60006- i 5.0000e- | 2.7202
Warehouse-No H i 004 : 005
Total 110.5739 | 0.0105 | 2.1600e- | 111.4790
003
6.0 Area Detail
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Unmitigated & 0.4515 : 3.0000e- : 3.1100e-: 0.0000 ; 1.0000e- ; 1.0000e- : i 1.0000e- ; 1.0000e- ; 0.0000 ; 6.0000e- ; 6.0000e- ; 2.0000e- ; 0.0000 ; 6.4000e-
: 005 : 003 : i 005 : 005 i 005 : 005 @ i 003 : 003 : 005 : 003
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 %otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural & 0.0671 i 0.0000 :; 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000
Coating H : : : H H : : H H i H : H H




Consumer
Products

{73.0000e- ; 3.1100e-§ 0.0000

0.0000

i 1.0000e-

0.0000

i 1.0000e }

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e" "}

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

.......................................................................................................................................................................

0.0000

{1.0000e" "}

i 6.0000e- { 6.0000e- i 2.0000e- i 0.0000

0.0000

{6.4000e"

.
Unmitigated & 23.9069 § 0.7291 00175 : 47.3521

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Outlf Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

I
22.5698 0.6883 i 0.0165 : 44.7037

Manufacturing  121.0784 /0

Other Asphalt  § 070
Surfaces

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000 ;

0.0000 ;i 0.0000 0.0000

i 005 i 003 i i 005 | 005 i 005 { 005 i 003 | 003 005 i i 003
?otal 3.0000e- | 3.1100e- [ 0.0000 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 | 6.0000e- | 6.0000e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 6.4000e-
005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003
7.0 Water Detail
Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category MT/yr

“Unrefrigerated  11.248757 0% 1.3371  0.0408  9.80006- | 2.6484
Warehouse-No i i 004 i
s H - i
Total 23.9069  0.7291 | 0.0175 | 47.3521
8.0 Waste Detail
Category/Year
Total CO2|  CH4 N20 CO2e

MT/yr




.......................... AfemEmmemesesssssspessssssssssssssnesssssssssssssspessssssssssses

Unmitigated 0.0000 : 59.3977

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed

Land Use tons MT/yr

Manufacturing i 113.03 # 22.9441 1.3560 § 0.0000 : 56.8430

0.0000

0.0000

Other Non-Asphallt }

Surfaces
...... 5 -é-rk-i-ﬁa-l-.-c;fm"h""m"" 0.0000? 55660155660
""U'r'.l'r'e'f':l'é'é;gt'e'a ................................ (.) ..6.6.(.)5...;....6j(.).(.).d(.)....§....é...5.é.4.$..
Warehouse-No H H
i H H - H H
Total 23.9753 1.4169 0.0000 59.3977
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
-
Land Use tons MT/yr

0.0000

1.3560 i i 56.8430

Manufacturing i 113.03 & 22.9441

Other Non-Asphalt } 0.0000 §{ 0.0000 i
Surfaces
R -é-rk'i-ﬁa-l-.'c;fmmi ............. T 5 -.b-(-)'(-)bmE'"'(5?(-)-(-)'(5(-)-"?"'6-.56-66"
QT e R 5 '.b'é'(')'gmJi'"'(5?(')'(')'(5(')'"'5'"'5.;5'547"
Warehouse-No i
i & — ——
Total 23.9753 1.4169 0.0000 59.3977

9.0 Operational Offroad

__ - . . - __ I
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type




................................................................. FemmeemmeesmsmamssssesssssssssssqessssssssssEEsesssssSssEEEEsEsssSssssAsEEEesssSsSSsEEEEsESssSsSSEEEEEsESssSSssgEsEEEsssssssssssEsssssssSsssssEssssssASSSSEEEEEsssssSsssssEssssssssyssssssssssssssssssssssssssss

Forklifts

0.20§Diesel

UnMitigated/Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcOo2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
—
Equipment Type tons/yr MT/yr
Forklifts i 0.0208 0.185-7 i 0.1552 : 2.0000e- ; i 0.0144 : 0.0144 i 0.0132 i 0.0132 : 0.0000 : 17.8458 : 17.8458 i 5.6500e- ; 0.0000 : 17.9870
H ; P004 i H H ; ; H H ; H i 003 i H
- - — —
Total 0.0208 0.1857 0.1552 | 2.0000e- 0.0144 0.0144 0.0132 0.0132 0.0000 | 17.8458 | 17.8458 | 5.6500e- | 0.0000 17.9870
004 003

10.0 Vegetation




To: Teri Wissler Adam, Project Manager

From: Sally Rideout, Principal Planner, Dana McCarthy, Assistant Planner

Cc: File (ENV-719)

Date: May 17, 2017

Re: Kool Gildea — Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases (GHG) Emissions
Assessment

Project Description

The proposed project is the development of medical marijuana cultivation and manufacturing
facility on a vacant 5.81-acre site in Greenfield California. The proposed facility includes
greenhouses, and offices. Improvements to the site would include a 13-space paved parking lot,
paved access routes, and a relocated storm water retention pond. The project site is located
within the North Central Coast Air Basin, which is within the jurisdiction of the Monterey Bay
Air Resources District (air district). An initial study pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) is being prepared by the City of Greenfield to identify any potentially
significant environmental impacts that would result from development of the proposed project.

Scope of Assessment

This assessment provides an estimate of proposed area- and mobile-source criteria air pollutant
and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions using the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.1 software, a modeling platform recommended by the California
Air Resources Board and accepted by the air district. Model results for proposed conditions are
attached to this memorandum.
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Project Emissions Sources

Proposed sources of criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions, and their respective CalEEMod

land use default categories are presented in Table 1,

Project Characteristics and Table 2,

Operational Stationary Sources and Off-road Equipment.

Table 1 Project Characteristics
Proposed Uses CalEEMod Land Use Category Size'?2

Greenhouses (includes second floor greenhouse) Manufacturing? 121,869
Manufacturing/Processing/Office Space 11,705
Support Facilities (irrigation/equipment/boiler rooms, maintenance shop), 10,232
Interior Corridors

Total Manufacturing 143,806
Parking Spaces Surface Parking Lot 13
Other Pavement Other Asphalt Surfaces 36,645
Landscaping and Storm Water Retention Pond* Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 61,307
Sidewalks, patios, loading docks, etc.? Other Non-asphalt Surfaces 7,840

Source: LarssenlLtd Greenhouse Engineering 2017, Breeze Software 2016

Notes:
1. Amounts may vary due to rounding.

2. Expressed in square feet, except for parking, which is expressed by number of spaces.

3. Manufacturing facilities are areas where the primary activity is the conversion of raw materials into finished products. It
generally also has office, warehouse, and R&D functions at the site.

4. The storm water retention basin and landscaping would not be substantial sources of operational emissions and are
included in the model only to enable estimation of construction emissions across the entire site.

5. Estimated square footage from site plan.

Table 2 Operational Stationary Sources and Off-road Equipment
Equipment Type Number Fuel Type Input Rating'
Emergency Generator 1 Diesel 2,682 HP
Fire Pump 1 Electric 11 HP
Forklifts 1 Electric 89 HP

Source: Larssen Ltd Greenhouse Engineering 2017; Victor Krahn, Pers. Com. 2017.

Note: 1. Horsepower (HP)
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Emissions Model

The CalEEMod software utilizes emissions models USEPA AP-42 emission factors, CARB
vehicle emission models studies and studies commissioned by other California agencies such as
the California Energy Commission and CalRecycle. The CalEEMod platform allows calculations
of both construction and operational criteria pollutant and GHG emissions from land use
projects. In certain instances the model can be used to estimate emissions for related stationary
sources such as on-site generators, boilers and fire pump equipment, and operational off-road
equipment such as forklifts and other materials handling equipment. The model also calculates
indirect emissions from processes “downstream” of the project under evaluation such as GHG
emissions from energy use, solid waste disposal, vegetation planting and/or removal, and water
use. CalEEMod also estimates changes in carbon sequestration potential due to changes in land
use such as converting vegetation to built or paved surfaces, and also calculates a potential
carbon “offset” from planting new trees.

Methodology

Unless otherwise noted, model inputs are based upon the information provided by the
applicant regarding proposed activities and greenhouse and other facility operational
equipment. The CalEEMod program also models construction emissions associated with land
use development projects and allows for the input of project-specific construction information
including phasing (demolition, site preparation, grading, paving, architectural, and finishing)
and construction equipment information, if known. CalEEMod default construction parameters
allow estimates of construction emissions based upon empirical data collected and analyzed by
CARB, and use of the default construction parameters is accepted by the air district.

Assumptions

Unless otherwise noted, data inputs for the project model are based on the following primary
assumptions:

1. The assumed operational date for the proposed project is 2019.

2. Operational emissions were captured using the following CalEEMod default land use
subtypes:

a. Emissions generated by the proposed greenhouses, warehouse,
processing/R&D/storage, and office space use are assumed to be generally similar
to emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
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“Manufacturing”, which consists of areas where the primary activity is the
conversion of raw materials or parts into finished products. It generally also has
office, warehouse, and R&D functions at the site.

b. Emissions from the proposed parking lot are assumed to be generally similar to
emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Parking Lot” which is a single surface parking lot typically covered with asphalt.

c. Emissions from driveway access and internal roadways are assumed to be
generally similar to emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default
land use subtype “Other Asphalt Surfaces”, which is described as an asphalt area
not used as a parking lot.

d. Emissions from sidewalks, loading docks, patios, equipment pads, or other non-
asphalt impervious surfaces are assumed to be generally similar to emissions that
would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype “Non-Asphalt
Surfaces” which includes equipment pads, loading dock areas, etc.

e. Proposed landscaping are categorized by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces” to enable construction emissions estimates.

3. The model’s default CO: intensity factor of 641 pounds/megawatt hour was reduced to
307 pounds/megawatt hour to reflect Pacific Gas & Electric energy projections for 2019,
which is the anticipated intensity factor for project’s operational year. The intensity
factor has been falling, in significant part due to the increasing percentage of Pacific
Gas & Electric’s energy portfolio obtained from renewable energy. Emissions intensity
data is from Pacific Gas & Electric’s Greenhouse Gas Factors: Guidance for PG&E
Customers, dated November 2015.

4. The default vehicle trip generation value for manufacturing uses was adjusted using
the Institute of Traffic Engineers 9th Edition employee-based trip generation for
manufacturing uses.

Model Baseline

The baseline for criteria air pollutant emissions that affect air quality are already quantified in
air quality management plans. CalEEMod default values for baseline conditions assume new

development on a vacant site.
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Operational Emissions Data Inputs

Other than the land use characteristic information identified above, model defaults were used
for operational stationary source and area source emissions estimates, for the existing and
proposed uses identified in Table 1 and Table 2. Project-specific data inputs for the project are
listed in the model results attached to this memorandum. Mobile-source emissions are based on
the Institute of Traffic Engineers 9th Edition employee-based trip generation for manufacturing
uses. This rate better reflects the nature of the project where much of the internal building space
is planned for a passive activity (e.g. greenhouses) that is managed by a relatively small number
of employees. The adjusted trip rates are presented in Table 3, Adjusted Vehicle Trip Rates.

Table 3 Adjusted Vehicle Trip Rates!

Use ITE Employee Rate Number of Daily Trips Adjusted Trip

Per Day? Employees3 Rate (per ksf
per day)5

Manufacturing 213 40 85.2 0.59
Sources: ITE 9th Edition, EMC Planning Group 2017)
Notes:

1. Amounts may vary due to rounding.

2. Weekday

3. Provided by applicant.

4. Daily trips are divided by the total proposed 143.8 ksf for manufacturing uses to yield adjusted trip rate per thousand
square feet.

5. This is a conservative estimate of trip rates as it assumes 40 employees would be on site each day.

Construction Emissions Data Inputs

The CalEEMod program models construction GHG emissions associated with land use
development projects and allows for the input of project-specific construction information
including phasing and equipment information, if known. CalEEMod default construction
parameters allow estimates of short term construction GHG emissions based upon empirical
data collected and analyzed by CARB. The air district recommends using default construction
emissions data if construction information is not yet available and amortizing the short term
GHG construction emissions over a 30-year time period to yield an annual result. Information
regarding actual construction activity phases and the number and type of construction
equipment by phase for the proposed project was not yet available in detail sufficient to provide
data inputs to the model; therefore, based on guidance from the air district, the model defaults
were utilized for all construction data inputs.
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Results

Construction and operational GHG emissions are reported on an annual basis in metric tons of
carbon dioxide equivalent (COze). Criteria air pollutant emissions are reported in pounds per
day. Detailed model results for criteria pollutant winter and annual GHG emissions are
included as attachments to this assessment.

Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Winter emissions of criteria pollutants are greater during the winter months in the North
Central Coast Air Basin; therefore, only winter emissions are reported. Operational criteria
pollutant emissions resulting from the proposed project’s operations are summarized in Table 4,
Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions (Pounds per Day).

Table 4 Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions (Pounds per Day)
Reactive Suspended
. . . X Carbon
o Organic Nitrogen Oxides Particulate .
Emissions Monoxide
Gases (NOx) Matter ()
(ROG) (PM+o)
Winter (unmitigated) 4.19 355 0.73 5.22

SOURCE: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017
NOTE: Results may vary due to rounding.

GHG Emissions
Unmitigated Construction Emissions

The proposed project would generate an estimated 397.97 MT CO:ze unmitigated emissions
during construction. With unmitigated construction emissions averaged over a 30-year
operational lifetime, annual amortized emissions equal 13.27 MT COe. For ease of reporting,
these are added to the annual operational emissions generated by the proposed project.

Unmitigated Operational Emissions

Unmitigated operational GHG emissions model results for the proposed project are reported in
Table 5, Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (MT COze per year).
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Table 5 Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (MT CO:e per year)

Emissions Bio CO2 NBio CO CH, N20 COz
Area Source 0.00 <0.01 <0.01 0.00 <0.01
Energy 0.00 372.47 0.02 <0.01 375.06
Mobile 0.00 117.41 <0.01 0.00 117.58
Offroad 0.00 17.85 <0.01 0.00 17.99
Stationary 0.00 51.07 <0.01 0.00 51.25
Waste 36.20 0.00 2.14 0.00 89.68
Water 10.55 25.06 1.09 0.03 70.53
Total 46.75 583.85 3.25 0.03 722.09

Source: CalEEMod Results. EMC Planning Group 2017
Note: Results may vary due to rounding.

GHG Emissions Attributable to the Proposed Project

The unmitigated GHG emissions attributable to the proposed project are presented in Table 6,
Summary of Unmitigated GHG Emissions (MT COze per Year).

Table 6 Summary of Unmitigated GHG Emissions (MT CO:e per Year)"
Annual Operations Amortized Construction? Total
722.09 13.27 735.36

Source: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017

Notes:

1. Results may vary due to rounding.

2. Total project emissions result is reported as sum of annual operations and amortized construction.

The total unmitigated operational GHG emissions volume attributable to the proposed project
is 735.36 MT CO:ze per year.

Sources

1. Larssen LTD Greenhouse Engineering. 2017. Project Plans: Kool Gildea, 600 Cypress,
Greenfield, CA 93927.

2. Rubicon California LLC. 2017. Project Information: Kool Gildea, 600 Cypress Avenue,
Greenfield, CA 93927.
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3. Krahn, Victor. Kool Gildea. Email messages to Mic Steinman. Subject: Kool Gildea
clarifications, dated April 12, 2017 and April 13, 2017.

4. Pacific Gas & Electric. Greenhouse Gas Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers.
November 2015. Accessed online September 29, 2016 at:
https://www.pge.com/includes/docs/pdfs/shared/environment/calculator/pge_ghg em
ission_factor_info_sheet.pdf

5. BREEZE Software. A Division of Trinity Consultants. California Emissions Estimator
(CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.1. September 2016. Available online at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod.htm

6. BREEZE Software. A Division of Trinity Consultants. CalEEMod User’s Guide (Version
2016.3.1). September 2016. Available online at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/guide.htm

7. MBARD. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. 2008.
http://mbard.org/pdf/CEQA _full%20(1).pdf
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 4/21/2017 3:48 PM
Kool Gildea (Proposed Conditions) - Monterey County, Winter

Kool Gildea (Proposed Conditions)
Monterey County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area F’opulation
Manufacturing : 143.81 : 1000sqft : 3.30 : 143,806.00 : 0
.......................... 5 arklngLot’1300Spa09008359254‘0
................ OtherAsphaItSurfaces366510005qft08436645000
OtherNon-AsphaltSurfaces ............................. T e — 1000sqft ....................................... T I a— o 1’30700 ............................ - E—
e Mo R Sraces T ............................. 5 84 .......................... 10005qft018 ............. 2 84000 ................ PR

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 55

Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

CO2 Intensity 307 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - PG&E CO2 intensity factor adjusted to 2019 projections (PG&E 2015)

Land Use - Parking lot area provided by applicant.

Vehicle Trips - Adjusted to reflect ITE (9th Ed) per employee trip rates.

Energy Use - PG&E CO2 intensity factor adjusted to 2019 projections (see Project Characteristics tab)
Operational Off-Road Equipment - Information provided by applicant

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Information provided by applicant

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -




Area Mitigation -
Water Mitigation -

Table Name Column Name Detault Value New Value

tblAreaMitigation UseLowvocm’arkingCheck False True
................ thConstDustM|t|gat|onWaterUnpavedRoadVeh|cIeSpeed0
......................... T P BwldmgSpaceSquareFeet14380600
......................... g T T e
......................... I o e - X R e 77y, Ma—
......................... ; bILandUseBundmgSpaceSquareFeet61310006130700
......................... i e ST e
......................... T LandUseSquareFeet520000359254
......................... ; bILandUseLandUseSquareFeet36650003664500
......................... T B P [ vr e I A0 B
......................... A LotAcreage012008
........ T e e e v e [y~ e
........ EiGreaonaiGHReadEToma e

..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber

tbIProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 307
T e T M S
....... thStanonaryGeneratorsPumpsEFCH47EF007007
....... thStatlonaryGeneratorsPumpsEFCH4EF007007
....... iSiaana e ROGiEF22480e00322477e003
....... T e e T M T
T ey [ S e ............................ G- Breerereereneeeeanas X T —
T o R e R T
B e ot S e ............................ R T
B T e e o ..................... s ............................ Gg—— 100 ........................
T T e o S e e T R R
"""'t't;'Ié't'é{t'i'c;'ﬁ'é'r');é'éh'é'r'é{fé'fé'ﬁ[jfﬁﬁ's'ﬂ's'é"""E ............... N ............................ 5 00100 ........................
...................... tblVehmIeTnps‘STTR’1491011




...................... A T X [
""""""""""" toIVBhicIeTrips Ty R Ty gy pg
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOX coO S02 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PMIT0 ] Fugtive | Exnaust | PM25 ] Bio. CO2 [NBlo- COZ| Total CO2 | Ch4 N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
I ____ ____
Area 3.6791 ; 2.5000e- ; 0.0271 : 0.0000 ; 1.0000e- ; 1.0000e- : : 1,0000e- ; 1.0000e- 00575 ; 0.0575 ; 1.6000e- } 0.0614
i 004 i 004 | 004 i 004 i 004 i {004 i
e T T e e e S T ST s s S S B e
003 i : : A : iP5
R T 7T O B O WP S o T YT e P e ot R R TTT SR (T 7o S b
i 003 i i o003 i i i i i
......... O ffroad 01608‘14355'12002‘ .01112,01112,,01023101023.,152077()‘1520770,00481.\,..\,.1532799
e s T T St o T T T Ty o S e T TR
__ __ — __ — — I -._
Total 4.1983 35546 | 5.2176 | 0.0147 | 0.5277 | 0.1987 | 0.7263 | 0.1414 | 0.1892 | 0.3306 2,086.252 [2,086.2528| 0.1140 | 0.0225 | 2,095.808
8 6
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- cO2 %otal cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Unmitigated 0.2459 T0960 T 8.1312 ] 7.02008 ;| 05277 T 09.6400e 7 05373 1 0.1414 T 909008 T 0.1505 ; 706.7266 : 706.7266 ; 0.0422 : 707.7818
{003 i {003 i {003 i H : H :
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use

Weekday

Saturday

Sunday

—
Annual VMT

I
Annual VMT




Manufacturlng ..................................................................................................................................... : 89,534 .......................................... 189,534 .....................

Parking Lot
-
Total

4.3 Trip Type Information

Miles 7rip % ?pPurpose %
Land Use H-W or CW | HSorC-C JHOor CNW| HW or C- [H-S or C-C ] H-O or C-NW Igrimary Diverted Igass-by
Manufacturing f9.50 1 780 1 730 ¢ 5900 1§ 2800 : 1s00 & 92 i 5 : 3
....... 6£H.e.':.AEBH.a..I.{.§UH.a..6.e..S........:.........9...&._;(.).................7.:é6.................7....3.6.......l.......(.)...(.).(.)......:.......(.)...(.).(.).......,.........(.)...d.d.........',...........6...........',...........(.)...........',.................(.)................
St N Remhai Saracss T SEET P S SR B e T SR G o R
B NoRenhai Saraaas SEE T s St S s s S St S R g R S R
................. P arklngLOt950.730.730.000.000.000,O.0.O

4.4 Fleet Mix

. —— —— I - . - . . _ __
Land Use I LDA I LDTH I LDT2 I MDV I LHD1 I LHD2 MHD I HHD I OBUS I UBUS I MCY I SBUS I MH
Manufacturing i 0.526395; 0.032321: 0.201107§ 0.146365: 0.0266445 0.006320 0.01 7996= 0. 025422= 0.0041 54= 0. 003072= 0. 007973= 0.0012695 0.000961

.........................................................................................................................

Parking Lot

...............................................................................................................................................................

0.017996; 0.025422] 0.0041 54 0.003072} 0.007973] 0.001269: 0.000961

0.017996: 0 025422; 0.0041 54 0.003072i 0.007973; 0.001269; 0.000961

Other Asphalt Surfaces

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 50.5263955 0.032321; 0.201107; 0.146365; 0.026644; 0.006320 0.017996; 0.025422; 0.004154; 0.003072; 0.007973;

0.001269; 0.000961

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio— CcOo2 %otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
- — — — —
NaturalGas # 0.1125 ¢ 1.0228 : 0.8592 : 6.1400e- : i 0.0777 i 0.0777 i 0.0777 : 0.0777 11,227.391:1,227.3917: 0.0235 : 0.0225 :1,234.685
Unmitigated & H ; i 003 i H H ; ; ; H ; 7 H ; H H 5

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated



NaturalGa ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 %otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
o . I ——— — _ |
Manufacturing : 10432.8 it 0.1125 0.8592 0.0777 0.0777 0.0777 11,227.3917:1,227.391: 0.0235 0.0225 :1,234.6855
H i H H 7 H i

0.0000 000 :
i s g5 s s e T aas T T s S W A T T S e S
Surfaces
R T I T ST S S
- H H H E H H
Total 0.1125 1.0228 0.8592 6.1400e- 0.0777 0.0777 0.0777 0.0777 1,227.3917| 1,227.391 0.0235 0.0225 1,234.Gﬁsa
003 7
6.0 Area Detail
ROG NOX CoO 02 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugtive | Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ| Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PMio | PMio | Tota | Pm2s | Pm2s Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
N I
Unmitigated 36701 T 250006 § 0.0271 © 0.0000 * 1.00008 © 1,00008 : T 1.00008 ; 1.00008 0.0575 00575 : 1.60008 : 0.0614
i o004 i i o004 ! o004 i 004 : o004 {004
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOX CoO SO2 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugtive | Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ]| Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PMio | PMio | Tota | Pm2s | Pm2s Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural 0.0000  0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating
TTConsumer & 3162 5T 0.0000 i 0.0000 & i 0.0000 : 0.0000 § O yTTTTTTTTRTol0000 i i TTTTTTETT0.0000
Products
“Landscaping 357006 | 2.5000e- | 0.0271 § 00000 F Pil0000e- 1.0000e-§ i"1.0000e- § 100006~ § YT 0.0575 1 0.0575 i 1.6000e- 3 0.0614"
Po004 i 004 i 004 i {004 i 004 i Po004
___ — N N
Total 2.5000e- | 0.0271 |  0.0000 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 1.0000e- | 1,0000e- 0.0575 | 0.0575 | 1.6000e- 0.0614
004 004 004 004 004 004




9.0 Operational Offroad

__ N - - . _ __ I
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Forklifts : 1% 8.00: 260; 89 0.20} Electrical

UnMitigated/Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— Cco2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
p—
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day
Forklifts £ 0.1608 : 1.4355 ; 1.2002 ; 1.5300e- ; Po0.112 § 0.1112 § i 01023 ; 0.1023 : T152.0770 ; 152.0770 ; 00481 T i 153.2799
i ] {003 i = ] ] ] = i i i
- - ——— —
Total 0.1608 1.4355 1.2002 1.5300e- 0.1112 0.1112 0.1023 0.1023 152.0770 | 152.0770 | 0.0481 153.2799
003

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

__ - . . __ I
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor I Fuel Type
-Emergency Generator i 1i 0i 50i 2682; 0.73iDiesel
Fire Pump T prm— jEm—— oy qi—ypr 078 Diesel T

10.1 Stationary Sources

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- CcO2 %otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
p—
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day
Emergency 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : ¢ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : + 0.0000 : 0.0000 : t 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : ¢ 0.0000

Generator - Diesel i
(750 - 9999 HP)

Fire Pump - Dies
(11 -25HP)

0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000







CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Kool Gildea (Proposed Conditions)
Monterey County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Page 1 of 1

Date: 5/17/2017 2:58 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area 5opulation

Manufacturing i 143.81 1000sqft 3.30 143,810.00 0
OtherAspha”Surfaces ............... , ............................ 3665‘10005qﬂ‘084 ............. 36,65000I0 ...............
'""""""O'iﬁé'r'N'SH-'AEEHé{I'f'§U}f§'c'é"s ............ ............................ 613110005qft141 .......................... T i S S
e G Nor Reaai Siaces T ............................. 78410005qft018 .......................... X A
......................... ﬁéﬁ{i‘;{é‘T_.(-.).t.""""""""""""5.""""""""""""".:].é.:b.(.)."""""""""".."".{"""""""""""""..é.p.éa.e.""""""""""""".E.."""""6:.1"2."""""" """""""5.:566:66"""""".‘""""""""(.)""""""".
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 55
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 307 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - PG&E CO2 intensity factor adjusted to 2019 projections (PG&E 2015)

Land Use - Parking lot area provided by applicant.

Vehicle Trips - Adjusted to reflect ITE (9th Ed) per employee trip rates.
Energy Use - PG&E CO2 intensity factor adjusted to 2019 projections (see Project Characteristics tab)

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -
Area Mitigation -
Water Mitigation -




Operational Off-Road Equipment - Information provided by applicant
Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Information provided by applicant

Construction Phase - Assume 8- 10 month construction duration

Grading -
Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
e ———— - -
tblAreaMitigation i UseLowVOCPaintParkingCheck i False H True

tbIConstructionPhase NumDays

tblConstructionPhase NumDays

................ e B s

................ i e

................ tblConstrucUonPhaseNumDays
................ i T

................ T T B T T
................ e e T T A T Vo TE A
................ S e YT T R T
................ P T T B T S
................ tblConstrucUonPhasePhaseEndDate7/12/20176/28/2017
................ P T T R ol T
................ e T 7.1 I Ty T Rt
................ thConstructlonPhasePhaseStartDate7/13/20176/29/2017
................ S PhaseStartDateG/28/20182/8/2018
................ e o oo e e
....... ; bIOperanonaIOffRoaquwpmentOperFuelTypeD|eselElectncal
....... ; bIOpera’uonaIOffRoaquwpmentOperOffRoadEqumentNumber000100
'""""""'t't')'l'l':"r'Sj'é'é't'(':'Hz'a'r'é"c'fér'i's"ti'c"s""""""":'"""""""'Eﬁé'I'hYé'ﬁ'éiiyﬁé{EfE;f ................ .......................... i T Sg—
e ................... Sreratioraaar ............................ S ......................... S
...... thStanonaryGeneratorsPumpsEFCH47EF007007
...... thStatlonaryGeneratorsPumpsEFCH4_EF007007
...... thStanonaryGeneratorsPumpsEF{ROGEF}22480e003'22477e003




tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsEF ROG_EF i 2.2480e-003 2.2477e-003
een tb| Stanonaryeeneratorsp umpsuse ..... , .................. H Orse Powervalue ................. ‘ ............................ 0 00 ............................ . ...................... 2 ’68200 .....................
T T T
tb|Stat|onaryGeneratorsPumpsUse ..... R H oursPerYear .................... , ............................ 000 ............................ fermrmrmrn e a———— 5000 .......................
'""'{6]é{é}%ﬁé};ééﬁé{é{&gﬁ[j;ﬁﬁ's'[j's"e' .......................... |-_i BU}'S"F;'é}vgé'r' .................... §. ............................ 6.66 ............................ h"""""""""""":I-:b-b- ........................
e e T T
R oG aiiomanrme R o
..................... isi\.}éﬁi.c.l.e.._r..;i.b.s.................................................é._l_...._i_.l.:i..........................é..............................1...4.-5......................................................6.5.9.........................
..................... T SU_TR062059
..................... tb|Veh|C|eTr|pS'WD7TR‘382.059
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PMTO0 | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25  J Bio COZ |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 J CHa N2O COze
PMi0 | PMi0 | Total | PM25 | PM25 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2017 05111 T 2695/ T 10173 T 350006 ; 01937 | 0.1480 | 03417 T 00857 T 01385 T 02242 : 00000 §321.7001 321.7001 00579  0.0000 T 323.1470
: : i 003 : : : : : : : : : : :
I é.d:l.é........ "1'.'(')52{;3,'"'é‘"'6.'5"1'53}1""2"'E)'f;i'éé'é"'é"éj'g'é'o'aé'.";"'(')'.'(5'1"75"'5"'(')'fd'g'%}i"'é'"'(')'fd}{[;'é"'é"iéé'd'dé'_"é""dl'(')'é'é%""?""6.'(')'?',62;"'E"'b'.'da(')'d"';"'7'[{.2{55'8"'E"'7'2{.}';'55'7'{3'"é""(')'.63'13,'1"";'"(')'.'(')6(')'(')"'3"'7"4:.'{3'2"4:(';"
i : : 004 i : : i 003 : : : : : : :
Total I A B R A B B T A O B I T R T L B
003

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total




Category tons/yr M'-I'/yr

i 3.0000e- i 3.3800e- § 0.0000

i 1.0000e- i 0.0000 ; 6.5200e- i 6.5200e- i 2.0000e- i 0.0000
005 : 003 ; ; : ; H i

003

: 1.0000e- § 1.0000e- }
i 005 i 005 i

0,030 "} 1.7400e- § 0.0947 7} 0.0250 '} 1.64008- 1 0.0266 '} 0.0000 ; 117.4046 ; 117.4046 ; 6.8300e- i 0.0000 §117.5753
{003 i : i 003 i : : : i 003 i
Ty e e T s T T T TS
= : = = : : E : {003 i
TR o et o S S T T T e T T T

0.0000 10,0000 | 0.0000 ; 36.1974 i 0.0000 | 36.1974 | 2.1392

55
__ i — E— __ __ e e~
Total 0.8672 1.0578 1.1359 | 3.1300e- 0.0930 0.0465 0.1395 0.0250 0.0453 0.0702 46.7480 | 583.8543 | 630.6022 3.2648 0.0331 722.0880
003

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcOo2 %otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr

0.0444 : 0.1933 : 05399 : 1.2800e- : 0.0930 : 1.7400e- : 0.0947 : 0.0250 ! 1.6400e- : 0.0266 : 0.0000 ; 117.4046: 117.4046 : 6.8300e- : 0.0000 : 117.5753

Unmitigated
: : 003 ;003 P 003 i 5 5 ;003
4.2 Trip Summary Information
e ——————

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
I —
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

e e

Manufacturing 84.85 84.85 247,714 H 247,714

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

Parking Lot H H
- I I
Total | 84.85 | . | . | 247,714 | 247,714

4.3 Trip Type Information

__ ___ _
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Sor C.C [HOOr CNW| HWorC JHSorC.C| HOor CNW | Primary Diverted

28.00 92 H 5

- -
7.30 7.30

Manufacturing




Other Asphalt Surfaces 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0
"“Other Non-Asphalit Surfaces 950 1 730 1T 730 1T 000 i 0.00 T 0.00 1T R o o T
OtherNonAsphaItSurfaces ............ TR T ol P R f N ToR N Toln e P e — i—
""""""""" Parking Lot {950 i 730 i 730 i 000 i 000 i 000 i o TTRiTTToTTRUTTRQUTT
___ I I ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___
LDA I LDTH I LDT2 MDV I LHD1 I LHD2 I MHD I HHD I OBUS I UBUS I MCY I SBUS I MH
0.5263955 0.032321; 0.201105 0.146365; 0.0266445 0.006320; 0.017996; 0.0254225 0.004154; 0.003072; 0.0079_73§ 0.001269; 0.000961
5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcOo2 %otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
P
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 169.2558§ 169.2558 0.0160 3.3100e- 170.6412
Unmitigated : H H : : H : H i 003
NaturaiGas ©0.1867 § 0.1568 i 1.1200e- | T 00142 1 00142 F §70.0142 10,0142 0.0000 | 2032141} 203.2141 } 3.8900e- ; 3.7300e- | 204.4217
Unmitigated : i o003 i : : : : : i o003 i o003 |
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use KBTU/yT tons/yr MT/yr
Manufacturing  }3.80809e+ 0.0205 : 0.1867 : 0.1568 | 1.1200e- } i 0.0142 0.0142 § 00142 | 0.0000 ;2032141 ; 2032141 ; 3.8900e- ; 3.7300e ; 2044217
006 : : {003 i i : i : i 003
" Other Asphalt ;0 ).0000 § 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 & 700000} 00000 ¢ i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000
Surfaces :
Other Non-Asphait; 0§ 0.0000 § 0.0000 i 0.0000 § 0.0000 & T 76,0000 " Bi0000 T 0.0000 }0.0000 " 0.0600 F 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000
Surfaces : : H H : H : H
""" Parking Lot 10 H 510000 " T0/0000 T 70,0000+ 0.0000 & TTTET0.0000 " T0/0000 0,000 ] 0.0000 +0.0000 & 0.0000  0.0000 + 0.0000
- : i : — : i i : : i i : i : i i :
Total 0.0205 0.1867 0.1568 1.1200e- 0.0142 0.0142 0.0142 0.0142 0.0000 203.2141 | 203.2141 | 3.8900e- | 3.7300e- | 204.4217
003 003 003

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity



Unmitigated

Electricity § Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
Use

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Manufacturing  §1.21088e+3 168.6185 | 0.0159 ; 3.3000e- ; 169.9988
i o0 i : i o003 i

Other Asphalt i 0
Surfaces H

Other Non-Asphalt } 0

0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 { 0.0000

.......................................................

0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000

Surfaces
[ “Parking Lot § 4576406372 6.00006- | 1.00006- | 0.6424
i i 005 i 005 i
Total 169.2558 | 0.0160 | 3.3100e- | 170.6412
003
6.0 Area Detail
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Unmitigated 3 0.6714 i 3.0000e- : 3.3800e- ; 0.0000 1.0000e- ; 1.0000e- : i 1.0000e- ; 1.0000e- i 0.0000 ;: 6.5200e- ; 6.5200e- ; 2.0000e- ; 0.0000 ; 6.9600e-
i 005 i 003 ‘i 005 i 005 i i 005 i 005 i i 003 i 003 i 005 i i 003
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Architectural 3 0.1023
Coating i

Consumer
Products

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

i 005 | o003 i
Total 0.6715 ] 3.0000e- | 3.3800e- | 0.0000 1.0000 | 1.00000- 7.0000e- | 1.0000e- ] 0.0000 | 6.52006- | 6.52006- | 2.0000e- | 0.0000 | 6.0600c-
005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003

7.0 Water Detail




Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category MT/yr

v
Unmitigated & 35.6090 : 1.0860 : 0.0261 : 70.5303

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Outlf Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

e
Manufacturing  133.2561/ 03 35.6090  1.0860 ; 0.0261 ; 70.5303

Other Asphalt 070 0.0000

Surfaces
T T 1 )

Surfaces :
...... T R T

__ H H e -

Total 35.6090  1.0860 | 0.0261 | 70.5303
8.0 Waste Detail
Cateqory/Year

Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
MT/yr

- i _ _ N
Unmitigated 36.1974 ; 2.1392 : 0.0000 : 89.6774

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed

Land Use tons MT/yr




.......................... AmmmEmEeemmesssspsssesesssssssssssssssssssssssssqessssssssssssssssssssssssssssas

: 36.1974  2.1392 : 0.0000 {89.6774
-"-&Hé-r"A"s-b-H-él-t"mg ....... T Ry T
Surfaces
'(')'t'He"r'Nb'H-"A'éBHéif'g ....... R QY Y o e S T
Surfaces
R 'éfrk'i'ﬁij'l'_'di"""i ....... R T Ry T M T
- . I
Total 36.1974  2.1392 | 0.0000 | 89.6774
9.0 Operational Offroad
__ N - - - _ __ I
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
.
Forklifts 1i 8.00: 260: 89i 0.20:Electrical
UnMitigated/Mitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcOo2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Equipment Type tons/yr MT/yr
Forklifts 0.0208 0.185 i 0.1552 § 2.0000e- § 0.0144 : 0.0144 0.0132 0.0132 0.0000 ; 17.8458 i 17.8458 : 5.6500e- { 0.0000 : 17.9870
i 004 003
- o e ———~——
Total 0.0208 0.1857 0.1552 | 2.0000e- 0.0144 0.0144 0.0132 0.0132 0.0000 17.8458 | 17.8458 | 5.6500e- | 0.0000 17.9870
004 003




To: Teri Wissler Adam, Project Manager

From: Sally Rideout, Principal Planner; Dana McCarthy, Assistant Planner
Cc: File (ENV-719)

Date: Mayl16, 2017

Re: Redhunt Corporation Project — Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas (GHG)

Emissions Assessment

Project Description

The proposed project is the development of a medical marijuana cultivation facility in two
phases on a 15.2-acre site in Greenfield California. The site is vacant with the exception of
mobile home and several small ancillary structures near the south east corner of the site. The
project site is located within the North Central Coast Air Basin, which is within the jurisdiction
of the Monterey Bay Air Resources District (air district). The proposed facility would include
greenhouses, dry and cold storage/warehouse areas, loading docks, office space, maintenance
buildings and a retail/dispensary use. The proposed project would provide 80-100 jobs.
Proposed improvements include surface parking lots, and infrastructure improvements such as
storm water detention, paved access to and within the site, sidewalks, lighting and landscaping.
An initial study pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is being
prepared by the City of Greenfield to identify any potentially significant environmental impacts
that would result from development of the proposed project.

Scope of Assessment

This assessment provides an estimate of the proposed project’s existing and proposed criteria
air pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions using the California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.1 software, a modeling platform recommended by the
California Air Resources Board and accepted by the air district. Model results are attached to
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Teri Wissler Adam
EMC Planning Group
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this memorandum. For modeling purposes, data inputs to the model take into account the type
and size of proposed uses utilizing CalEEMod default land uses based on the size metrics and
other project information provided by the applicants.

Project Emissions Sources

The size and type of existing and proposed sources of criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions
on the project site and their respective CalEEMod land use default categories are presented in
Table 1, Project Characteristics and Table 2, Operational Stationary Sources.

Table 1 Project Characteristics’

Existing and Proposed Uses CalEEMod Land Use Category Size?

Existing Proposed

Single-family Residence (mobile home) Single-family Housing 1 unit 0
Greenhouses/R&D/Processing/Internal Offices | Manufacturing? 0 365,800
Cold Storage Unrefrigerated Warehouse 0 700
Parking Surface Parking Lot 0 210
Other Pavement Other Asphalt Surfaces 0 110,900
Sidewalks, patios, efc. Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0 26,600
Landscaping* Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0 91,300

Source: Valerio Dewalt Train Associates 2017, Google Earth 2016, BREEZE Software 2016, EMC Planning Group 2017.

Notes:
1. Amounts may vary due to rounding.
2. In Square feet unless otherwise noted.
3. Manufacturing facilities are areas where the primary activity is the conversion of raw materials into finished products. This
use generally also has some office, warehouse, and R&D functions at the site.
4. Landscaped areas would not be substantial sources of operational emissions and are included in the model only to
enable estimation of construction emissions across the entire site.
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Table 2 Operational Stationary Sources and Off-road Equipment

Equipment Type Number Fuel Type Output Rating’
Emergency Generator 2 Plumbed Natural Gas 402 HP
Forklifts 42 Battery/electric? 89+
Pallet Movers/Jacks 42 Battery/electric® 114

Source: Valerio Dewalt Train Associates 2017, Christine Rosenberg 2017, EMC Planning Group 2017
Note:
1. Horsepower (HP) or Boiler Rating (MMBtu if using CNG)
2. Assumed based on one forklift, one pallet mover per 100,000 square feet or fraction thereof.
3. Assumed based on experience with similar projects.
4. CalEEMod default ratings.

Emissions Model

The CalEEMod software utilizes emissions models USEPA AP-42 emission factors, CARB
vehicle emission models studies and studies commissioned by other California agencies such as
the California Energy Commission and CalRecycle. Version 2016.3.1 utilizes 2014 Title 24
building energy efficiency standards. The CalEEMod platform allows calculations of both
construction and operational criteria pollutant and GHG emissions from land use projects. In
certain instances the model can be used to estimate emissions for related stationary sources such
as on-site generators, boilers and fire pump equipment, and operational off-road equipment
such as forklifts and other materials handling equipment. The model also calculates indirect
emissions from processes “downstream” of the project under evaluation such as GHG
emissions from energy use, solid waste disposal, vegetation planting and/or removal, and water
use. CalEEMod can also be used to estimate GHG emissions from changes in carbon
sequestration potential due to changes in land use such as converting vegetation to built or
paved surfaces, and to calculate a potential carbon “offset” in GHG emissions from planting
new trees.

Methodology

Unless otherwise noted, model inputs are based upon the information provided by the
applicant regarding proposed activities and greenhouse and other facility operational
equipment. The CalEEMod program also models construction emissions associated with land
use development projects and allows for the input of project-specific construction information
including phasing (demolition, site preparation, grading, paving, architectural, and finishing)
and construction equipment information, if known. CalEEMod default construction parameters
allow estimates of construction emissions based upon empirical data collected and analyzed by
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CARB. Due to the size of the project site and comparison of existing and proposed activities,
changes in vegetation would not provide measureable results that would affect the outcome of
the emissions modeling. Therefore, a loss of carbon sequestration potential was not calculated
for this project. The proposed project includes planting 18 new trees.

Assumptions

Unless otherwise noted, data inputs for the project model are based on the following primary
assumptions:

1. The assumed operational date for the proposed project is 2019.

2. Operational mobile-source and area-source emissions from the proposed project were
captured using the following CalEEMod default land use subtypes:

a. Emissions from the existing use of the site are assumed to be generally similar to
those that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype “Single-
family House”.

b. Emissions from the proposed cold storage area are assumed to be generally similar
to those that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Refrigerated Warehouse — No Rail”, which typically consists of cold-storage
warehouses not accessible by rail.

c. Emissions generated by greenhouses, processing, research and development
(R&D), dry storage and related office uses are assumed to be generally similar to
emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Manufacturing”, which consists of areas where the primary activity is the
conversion of raw materials or parts into finished products. It generally also has
office, warehouse, and R&D functions at the site.

d. Emissions from the proposed parking lot are assumed to be generally similar to
emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Parking Lot”, which is a single surface parking lot typically covered with asphalt.

e. Emissions from driveway access and internal roadways are assumed to be
generally similar to emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default
land use subtype “Other Asphalt Surfaces”, which is described as an asphalt area
not used as a parking lot.

f.  Emissions from sidewalks, loading docks, patios, equipment pads, or other non-
asphalt impervious surfaces are assumed to be generally similar to emissions that
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would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype “Non-Asphalt
Surfaces” which includes equipment pads, loading dock surfaces, etc. This use
category is also applied to landscaping and drainage improvements to capture
construction emissions.

3. The model’s default CO: intensity factor of 641 pounds/megawatt hour was reduced to
307 pounds/megawatt hour to reflect Pacific Gas & Electric energy projections for 2019
to reflect anticipated intensity factor for project’s operational year. The intensity factor
has been falling, in significant part due to the increasing percentage of Pacific Gas &
Electric’s energy portfolio obtained from renewable energy. Emissions intensity data is
from Pacific Gas & Electric’s Greenhouse Gas Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers,
dated November 2015.

4. The default vehicle trip generation value for manufacturing uses was adjusted using
the Institute of Traffic Engineers 9th Edition employee-based trip generation for
manufacturing uses. This rate better reflects the nature of the project where much of
the internal building space is planned for a passive activity (e.g. greenhouses) that is
managed by a relatively small number of employees.

5. Offroad equipment is assumed to be fueled by battery or electric power.

Model Baseline

The baseline for criteria air pollutant emissions that affect air quality are already quantified in
air quality management plans. CalEEMod default values for baseline conditions assume new
development on a vacant site. For development that replaces existing improvements on specific
sites, project-specific contributions to regional GHG emissions are derived by comparing the
proposed project GHG emissions to the baseline GHG emissions under existing conditions. The
difference between the two would be the project’s contribution to GHG emissions.

Operational Emissions Data Inputs

The model default for building energy efficiencies (2014 Title 24)was adjusted to reflect an
increase in energy efficiency that will be achieved through compliance with 2016 Title 24
building energy efficiency standards. Other than the land use characteristic information
identified above, model defaults were used for operational stationary source, area source and
mobile source emissions estimates, for the existing and proposed uses identified in Table 1 and
Table 2. Project-specific data inputs for the project are listed in the model results attached to this
memorandum. Mobile-source emissions are based on the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) 9th
Edition, employee-based trip generation for manufacturing uses, and based on ITE trip rates
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(trips per ksf) for specialty retail for the dispensary/retail uses. The adjusted trip rates for the
manufacturing use are presented in Table 3, Adjusted Vehicle Trip Rates.

Table 3 Adjusted Vehicle Trip Rates!

Use ITE Employee Rate Number of Daily Trips | Adjusted Trip

Per Day? Employees? Rate (per ksf
per day)*?

Manufacturing 213 100 213 0.58
Sources: ITE 9t Ediition, EMC Planning Group 2017)
Notes:

1. Amounts may vary due to rounding.

2. Weekday

3. Provided by applicant.

4. Daily employee-based trips are divided by proposed Manufacturing and Cold Storage (366.5 ksf combined) to yield the
adjusted trip rates per thousand square feet.

5. This is a conservative estimate of trip rates as it assumes 100 employees would be on site each day.

Construction Emissions Data Inputs

The CalEEMod program models construction GHG emissions associated with land use
development projects and allows for the input of project-specific construction information
including phasing and equipment information, if known. CalEEMod default construction
parameters allow estimates of short term construction GHG emissions based upon empirical
data collected and analyzed by CARB. The air district recommends using default construction
emissions data if construction information is not yet available and amortizing the short term
GHG construction emissions over a 30-year time period to yield an annual result. Information
regarding actual construction activity phases and the number and type of construction
equipment by phase for the proposed project was not yet available in detail sufficient to provide
data inputs to the model; therefore, consistent with the air district’s guidance, the model
defaults were utilized for all construction data inputs.

Results

GHG construction and operational emissions model results are reported on an annual basis in
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (COze). Criteria air pollutant emissions are reported in
pounds per day. Winter emissions of criteria pollutants are greater during the winter months in
the North Central Coast Air Basin; therefore, only winter emissions are reported. Detailed
model results for criteria pollutant winter and annual GHG emissions are included as
attachments to this assessment.

MEMORANDUM




Teri Wissler Adam
EMC Planning Group
May 16, 2017, Page 7

Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Operational criteria pollutant emissions resulting from the proposed project’s operations are
summarized in Table 3, Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions (Pounds per Day).

Table 3 Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions (Pounds per Day)
Reactive Suspended Carbon
_ Organic Nitrogen Oxides Particulate .
Emissions Monoxide
Gases (NOy) Matter (CO)
(ROG) (PM1o)
Winter (unmitigated) 10.62 717 1.66 11.69

SOURCE: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017
NOTE: Results may vary due to rounding.

GHG Emissions
Existing Operational GHG Emissions

Existing operational GHG emissions model results are reported on an annual basis in metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT COze). According to the CalEEMod modeling results
unmitigated operational GHG emissions under existing conditions are an estimated 20.02 MT
CO:ze per year.

Unmitigated Construction Emissions

The proposed project would generate an estimated 636.35 MT CO:ze unmitigated emissions
during construction. With unmitigated construction emissions averaged over a 30-year
operational lifetime, the annual amortized emissions equal 21.21 MT COze.

Unmitigated Operational Emissions

Unmitigated operational GHG emissions model results for the proposed project are reported in
Table 4, Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (MT COze per year).
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Table 4 Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (MT CO:ze per year)!

Emissions Source Bio CO2 NBio CO: CH4 N20 COze
Area 0.00 0.02 <0.01 0.00 0.02
Energy? 0.00 821.02 0.05 0.02 826.82
Mobile 0.00 301.78 0.02 0.00 302.22
Off-road Equipment 0.00 17.88 <0.01 0.00 18.02
Waste 92.21 0.00 5.45 0.00 228.44
Water 26.89 63.86 2.77 0.07 179.75
Total 119.10 1,204.55 8.29 0.09 1,555.27

Source: CalEEMod Results. EMC Planning Group 2017

Notes:
1. Results may vary due to rounding.
2. Compliant with 2016 Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards and Includes stationary plumbed natural gas emergency
generator energy demand.

Carbon Sequestration Offset

The carbon sequestration offset from planting 18 new trees is 12.74 MT COze over a 20-year life
cycle. For ease of reporting this amount is averaged over thirty-years to yield an annual carbon
sequestration offset, with the result deducted from the annual project emissions.

Unmitigated GHG Emissions Attributable to the Proposed Project

The total unmitigated GHG emissions attributable to the proposed project are determined by
comparing existing emissions with proposed unmitigated construction and operational
emissions, and any carbon offsets applicable to the project. The net unmitigated GHG emissions
attributable to the proposed project are presented in Table 5, Unmitigated GHG Emissions (MT
CO2e per Year).

Table 5 Summary of Unmitigated GHG Emissions (MT CO:ze per Year)'
Annual Amortized Carbon Project Existing Net Annual
Operations Construction? Offset Emissions? Emissions Emissions
1,555.27 21.21 <0.43> 1576.05 <20.02> 1556.03

Source: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017

Notes:

1. Results may vary due to rounding.
2. Project emissions result is reported as sum of operational and amortized construction.
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 4/27/2017 10:42 AM

Redhunt Corp 600 Pine Ave Greenfield, Proposed
Monterey Bay Unified APCD Air District, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area 5opulation
Manufacturing i 365.80 i 1000sqft i 8.40 i 365,800.00 i 0
e Wi N R G ot i —— S G
OtherAsphaItSurfaces11090 ...................................................... T — g g e PR
............ 5 therNonAsphaItSurfaces266010005qft06126600000
............ 5 therNonAsphaItSurfaces‘9130:'10005qft>210{9130000<0
......................... ParkmgLOt.Z‘Iooomspace1085.36’80000r0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.8 Precipitation Freq (Days) 53

Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

CO2 Intensity 307 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - PG&E projected 2019 Carbon Intensity Factor

Land Use - Information Provided by Applicant

Construction Phase - 10 month construction estimate

Grading -

Vehicle Trips - Manufacturing and storage trips converted based on ITE 9th Ed employee-based trip rates
Energy Use - 0



Area Mitigation -

Energy Mitigation -

Water Mitigation -

Waste Mitigation -

Operational Off-Road Equipment - Number, and type provided by applicant
Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps -

Sequestration -

7able Name Column Name -Default Value New Value
tblAreaMitigation H UseLowVOCPaintParkingCheck False ; True

tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 36,800.00
........................ g CiriesSauarerest
........................ tblLandUseLotAcreage

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperFuelType

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperHorsePower
....... thOperannaIOffRoadEqumentﬁOperOffRoadEqumentNumber000200
....... tblOperahonalOffRoadEqumentOperOffRoadEqumentNumber000800
.............. ; bIPrOJectCharacterlstlcs}COZIntensnyFactor64135*307
.............. ; bIPrOJectCharactensncsOperahonalYear20182019
.................... thSequestratlonvNumberOfNewTrees0001800
..................... tblVehmleTnpsSTﬁTR 149011
..................... T e T K
..................... tblVehmleTnpsSUTR062010
..................... thVehcheTrlpsﬁSU_TR168010
..................... tblVehmleTnpsWDjR382058
..................... thVehcheTrlpsVWD_TR168058

2.0 Emissions Summary




2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area i 0.0830 : 1.0000e- : : 3.0000e- : 3.0000e- : i 3.0000e- : 3.0000e- : i 0.1762 0.1762 : 4.8000e- :
i i 005 i 004 i 004 i {004 i : {004 i
......... B S T
......... G 77642001801323500266135010354700251 1815566601109"
........ S 16594152009011310113101041 . 1515823151582300480“
: . 003 . : : 5 ' ' = = ; :
- - - _ . — . . - — - . — . e - n . - -l I -
Total 10.6242 7.1650 11.6927 0.0351 1.3235 0.3378 1.6613 0.3547 0.3273 0.6819 5,090.304 |5,090.3047| 0.2192 0.0573 5,112.84ﬁ
7
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- cO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Unmitigated & 0.6154 T 3.1898 | 7.7642 T 00180 ] 13235 T 00266 T 13501 | 03547 [ 00251 T 03798 :1,815.566 :1,815.5666: 0.1109 : ™1,818.3397)
i : ; ; ; : : ; ; : i 6 H i : :
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
I I
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
. E— E—
Manufacturing 212.16 i 40.24 36.58 i 474,478 474,478

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

Parking Lot .
Refrigerated Warehouse-No Rail 0.41 : 0.08 H 0.07 : 908 H 908
__ — __ -
Total | 212.57 | 40.32 | 36.65 | 475,386 | 475,386

4.3 Trip Type Information

- . I
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %




Land Use H-W or C-W | H-S or C-C |H-O or C-NW | H-W or C- | H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Manufacturing E9.50 7.30 730 i 59.00 28.00 13.00 ¢ 92
OtherAsphaItSurfaces ........ ;950 ......... e I o Tk — T I N e . .....................
""" Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces §  9.50 i  7.30 i  7.30 i 000 i 000 i 000 i o
..... o therNonAsphaItSurfaces950 T I T OB S T S
""""""""" Parking Lot i 950 i 730 i 730 i 000 i 000 i 000 i o T
RefngeratedWarehouseNoRall950 ..... : 730 ........ T N IR LT i i R S g5 ....................... ...................................
—— — —— — — — - - - - . —
LDA LDTH LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.526310; 0.0323;45 0.19853; 0.139584;  0.026888; 0.0061075 0.01;9095 0.036642;  0.003065; 0.002931; 0.0074325 0.001121; 0.001102)
5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcOo2 %otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
NaturalGas 0.2863 2.6025 : 2.1861 0.0156 i 0.1978 : 0.1978 0.1978 0.1978 13,122.97913,122.9795: 0.0599 0.05-73 :3,141.5378
Unmitigated i H H i 5 : ; :
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Manufacturing 26538 0.2862 : 2.6018 : 2.1855 0.0156 0.1977 0.1977 0.1977 : 0.1977 13,122.1222: 3,122.122: 0.0598 0.0572 ;3,140.6m
i H H E H 2 H E
| “Other Asphalt ;0 'éﬁiib'dii"'3'"6'.6666"‘é'"6.'6'666""'"&6666"':’ """"""" 60000 1 T0l0000 1T §6.6000 00000 E T £010000 T 0.0000  6:0000 | 0.0000 i 0.0000
Surfaces : :
Other Non-Asphalti 0 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 1 00000 i 00000 i i 0.0000 § 0.0000 i i 0.0000 § 0.0000 i 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000
Surfaces
“Parking Lot i 0 00000 §70.0000 § 0.0000 i 0.0000 i i 00000 i 0.0000 ;i i~ 0.0000 i 0.0000 & I 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000
"“Refrigerated  ; 7.08767 i 8.00006- ; 7.1000e- ; 6.00006- 1 0.0000 & 500006 | 5.0000e- i i50000e- | 5.0000e- & E 0.8574 1085741 2:00006- | 2.0000e- ¢ 0.8625
Warehouse-No 005 004 004 005 005 005 005 H : 005 005
Total 0.2863 2.6025 2.1861 0.0156 0.1978 0.1978 0.1978 0.1978 3,122.9795] 3,122.979 | 0.0599 0.0573 3,141.53%
5




6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Unmitigated 9.3716 | 7.7000e- : 0.0830 : 1.0000e- i : 3.0000e- ; 3.0000e- : i 3.0000e- ; 3.0000e- i 0.1762 0.1762 : 4.8000e- : 0.1882
i io004 i 005 i i 004 i 004 i i o004 i 004 i i o004 i
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 %otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural 1.4266 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000
Coating i
e TN S AR e I E)'.'(')'()'E)'(')m;"'i)'.'d'db'é ....................... P I R T T R a— Breemeeeeneeeas R T S ............... T
Products
parTTT : 7'.'é'7'6653"§'"7'.'7'6(')'6253"g""d.'é'é's'b'"?"1".'(566'655'?""""""""g"é'.'db'é'déf'E"é'.b'(')'(')'o'é'f"' ................ E"'?;.'(')'(')b'(')'é'—"g"?;.'(')'(ib'(')?éi : N Y £ PO 5 '.'1'76'2'"';"21'.56'655—"? ................... STEsT
H 003 004 : 005 i 004 i 004 : 004 004 i 004
?otal 9.3716 7.%00e- 0.0830 | 1.0000e- 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- 0.1 7-62 0.1 7-62 4.8000e- 0.1882
004 005 004 004 004 004 004
8.0 Waste Detail
9.0 Operational Offroad
__ N - . . . __ I
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
-
Forklifts 2 8.00; 260; 40; 0.20;Electrical
Other Material Handling Equipment ¢ 8 Tgooi ooy T 5 ----------------------- 0 -.Z-(-)'E-I-E-I"e-(-:-t-r-i-éé-l --------------
UnMitigated/Mitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcOo2 ?otal Cco2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
p—
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day




Forklifts

13720‘16594’15200e .............. 01131v01131 ............... 01041901041 ............... 15158231515823’00480 .............
: i 003 H : : H H : H :

Total 0.3510 1.3720 1.6594 | 1.5200e- 0.1131 0.1131 0.1041 0.1041 151.5823 | 151.5823 | 0.0480 152.7813
003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

1.0 Project Characteristics

Page 1 of 1

Redhunt Corp 600 Pine Ave Greenfield, Proposed

Monterey Bay Unified APCD Air District, Annual

Date: 5/17/2017 9:39 AM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area 5opulation

Manufacturing 365.80 i 1000sqft H 8.40 365,800.00 0
........ hé}ﬁéé}.a.;{e..d...\;V..é..r..e.ﬁaij.é.e.._.’.\j.c;.i:.{.é.i.l........i.............................6...7.6.............................E...........................1.666.5.d.f.t...........................E.............d...dé............i...............7.66:66..............E................6...............
'""""""""dfﬁé?';&éﬁﬁéif'éﬂ}}'élEéE ........................................... 1109010005qft255 ........................ 110900000 ...............
e S Nor ReaRa Siaces T 266010005qft061 .......................... 26600000 ...............
OtherNon_ASphanSurfaces ........................................ 9130 ........................... {10005qft ......................... ¢21O ............ freenennnanan 91’30000 ............ (O ...............
......................... ParklngLot21000Space08536800000
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.8 Precipitation Freq (Days) 53
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 307 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - PG&E projected 2019 Carbon Intensity Factor

Land Use - Information Provided by Applicant

Construction Phase - 10 month construction estimate

Grading -

Vehicle Trips - Manufacturing and storage trips converted based on ITE 9th Ed employee-based trip rates

Energy Use - 0




Sequestration -

Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

Area Mitigation -

Energy Mitigation - 2016 Title 24 compliant

Water Mitigation -

Waste Mitigation -

Operational Off-Road Equipment - Number, and type provided by applicant, fuel type assumed

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps -

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblConstructionPhase Num5ays 20.00 10.00
................ thConstructlonPhaseNumDays3000015000
................ tblConstrucUonPhaseNumDays20001000
................ i T T T T
................ S NumDay520001000
........................ BiEss T R eI A Uss S e T R eerated Warshawee N R e Repai Surtase T
........................ TNty T i A Re e BTy S N Reshat Suraaas ™
........................ ib'l'ifl'éét'l'\ﬁi;""""""""""""?"""""ifl'éét'l'\'/l'i}'(l_"éﬁaU's'é's"l]'l')'ﬂ'lﬁé'"""""'h"""mﬁtﬁé'r'N'E;H-'Agﬁﬁé{ff'§LiH5'c'é"s"""""h"""""""""'Is'e{ﬁ{i'r'{éul'_gt""""m""""
e T T Y e BT R Wandhaee NG AT
B T e e s R TR
........................ ; bILandUseBwldmgSpaceSquareFeet84000003680000
........................ ; bILandUseLandUseSquareFeet84000003680000
........................ i LotAcreage189085
....... e T e i s v e I~ e
....... ; bIOperanonaIOffRoaquwpmentOperFuelTypeD|eselElectncal
....... ; bIOperatlonaIOffRoaquwpmentOperHorsePower89004000
....... ; bIOperanonaIOffRoaquwpmentOperHorsePower168001100
....... ; bIOpera’uonaIOffRoaquwpmentOperOffRoadEqumentNumber000200
....... ; bIOperanonalOffRoaquwpmentOperOffRoadEqumentNumber000800
'""""""'t'EI'F'"r'ESj'é'éféF{é{r'éiafér'i's"tiE:"s"""""""E'"""""""'Ea'z'l'h'fé'ﬁ'é'iiyfféiafar' ................ .......................... I g ——
BT e e foeremreereneeenaeas Seraonaiear , ............................ S freeereeeee s ST




tbIVehicleTrips

tbIVehicleTrips

tbIVehicleTrips

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI10 | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25 | Bio- CO2 |NBio- COZ] Total CO2 J CH4 N2O COze

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2017 i 03533 : 3.0469

i 2.3056 : 4.8000e- : 0.3034 : 0.1408 : 0.4443 : 0.1094 : 0.1318 : 0.2411 : 0.0000 :440.3698 : 440.3698 : 0.0648
H A i i H H H H H i H

...................................................................................................

0.0000 ; 441.9905

0.9304 2 1200e- : 0.0712 i 0.0462 i 0.1174 0.0435 0.0000 193 7398 193. 7398 0.0247 0.0000 194 3560
i 003 i i i H : i i i : :
Total 3.0896 4.1230 3.2359 | 6.9200e- | 0.3746 0.1871 0.5616 0.1287 0.1752 0.3039 0.0000 | 634.1095 | 634.1095 | 0.0895 0.0000 | 636.3465

003

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational 2016 Title 24 Compliant

ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugtive | Exhaust | PNM25 ] Bio- CO2 |NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CH4 N2O CO2e
PMiO | PMi0 | Total PM25 | PM25 Total

Category tons/yr MT/yr
Offroad 0.0456 § 0.1784 T 02157 : 2.00008- : T 00147 § 00147 0.0000 : 17.8767 ; 17.8767 566006 ; 0.0000 ; 18.0181
R T T s

005 005 :

......... e G T K S b"d'dé'é'" 'é"z'i"di'ié" "é'z'i"dﬁ'%é" S "é'z'é'éﬁi'é'
--------- M.O..b.ii.e""" :{-3--3-24-{--- --é-é-é-dno-é:--g----o--éns-é-i--- --4---7-é-0--0-é-_--5f---6--2--3-é-2-- DL e T B Tt T L L LT LT T LT e CLLL L C L ey P T T T

301 7750 301. 7750 0.0178 i 0.0000 3022205
003 003 i i i H




£70.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

{726.8883

63.8612 § 90.7495 | 1'179.7467

: —— : I : — i : _._ : — ; ;
1.1205 1.8756 | 5.7500e- 0.2334 0.0481 0.2815 0.0627 0.0466 0.1094 119.0969 | 1,204.550 [1,323.6474| 8.2874 0.0820 1,555.2703
003 5
2.3 Vegetation
Vegetation
CO2e
Category
New Trees i 12.7440
Total 12.7440
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- cO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
e
0.2382 0.0627 4.5300e-

Unmitigated & 0.1108 : 0.5665 ; 1.3341

i 3.3000e- i 0.2334 4.%00&

003

003

003

—
0.0673 : 0.0000

E— E— .
$301.7750 ; 301.7750 { 0.0178 { 0.0000 : 302.2205

4.2 Trip Summary Information

e —————
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
I -
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Manufacturing 212.16 212.16 212.16 619,415 619,415
Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00
0.00
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 :
Parking Lot 0.00 ;
Refrigerated Warehouse-No Rail H 0.41 i 1,185 1,185
-
Total | 212.57 | 620,600 | 620,600
4.3 Trip Type Information
- . I
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W | H-S or C-C |H-O or C-NW | H-W or C- [ H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Igrimary Diverted F’ass-by




Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces
T N'SH-'AEEHQIT T T T R e T

Parking Lot

Refrigerated Warehouse-No Ra||

___ — I ___ __ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___
LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.526310;  0.032374; 0.198537 0.139584; 0.026888; 0.006107; 0.017909; 0.036642; 0.003065: 0.002931; 0.007432; 0.001121: 0.001102)

5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N
2016 Title 24 Compliant

ROG NOX CO S02 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PMI0 ] Fugitive | Exnaust | PM25  J Blo- CO2 [NBlo. COZ] Total CO2 | GHA N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
P — I
Electricity & : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i i 0.0000 i 0.000 : 0.0000 ;412.2572; 4122572} 0.0389 ; 8.0600e- ; 415.6318
Uangated ] H H H H H H H H H H H H H H 003 H
Riiraicas ™8 03154 ..... .2..2..5.(.).(.):3....; ............... 0028500285ﬁ ............... 0028500285n00000 ..... Z(')ﬁ'%b'é'n'Z(')'é"fé'di’;""'7"5'33’;(')'(')5:'?"7'.&566‘15 :
UnMitigated i i 003 i i 003 i 003
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturaIGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 %otal cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Other Asphalt 0 0.0000

Surfaces

Other Non-Asph
Surfaces

0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000

0.0000 : 0.0000 t

0.0000

Refrigerated
Warehouse-No

17060061 125006 1 1.6000s- § 0.0000 3 7 6600e- | T60006- 7 50006- |1 06008} 6.0000 "} 01343 61343 0.6000 T 6.0000 F 0,135
005 i 004 004 i i 005 i 005 i i o005 005 ; i ; ; i




s TSR PR T R T T R A e P
i 006 : : i 003 i i : : i i : : : i 008 1 003 i
__ e — __
Total 0.0413 | 0.3755 | 0.3154 | 2.2500e- 0.0285 | 0.0285 0.0285 | 0.0285 [ 0.0000 | 408.7603 | 408.7603 | 7.8300e- | 7.4900e- | 411.1894
003 003 003
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
Electricity § Total CO2 | CHa N2O CO%e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Manufacturing  ;2.92128e+3 406.7964 ; 0.0384 ; 7.9500e- | 410.1263
i 006 = i o003 i

Other Asphalt i 0 0.0000 0.0000  0.0000

Surfaces
Other Non-Asphalt: 0 0.0000 70,0000 0.0000 + 0.0000
Surfaces i H H

ParkingLot i 32384 § 45096 ; 4.3000e- ; 9.0000e- i 4.5465
: i : i 005 i

0.9512 : 9.0000e

2.0000e- i 0.9590

Refrigerated i 6830.6

Warehouse-No i 005 | o005 i
il . —
Total 412.2572 | 0.0390 | 8.0600e- | 415.6318
003

6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Unmitigated i 1.7099 i 1.0000e- : 0.0104 : 0.0000 : i 4.0000e- : 4.0000e- : : 4.0000e- : 4.0000e- : 0.0000 : 0.0200 : 0.0200 : 5.0000e- : 0.0000 : 0.0213
i 004 i i i i 005 i 005 i i 005 i 005 i H i i 005 i i
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 %otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural & 0.2604 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Coating E 5 i E E 5 E 5 E
..................................... N W S N S S S S S S
Consumer 0.0000 : 0.0000 : i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Products H H H H H H H H H




i"4.0000e- § 4.0000e- } 74100006 § 4.0000e- | 0.0000 i 0.0200 § 0.0200 : 5.0000e- § 0.0000

H H H H H H 005 E 005 H H 005 i 005 H H H H 005 H H
Total 1.7099 | 1.0000e- | 0.0104 | 0.0000 4.0000e- | 4.0000e- 4.0000e- | 4.0000e- ]| 0.0000 | 0.0200 | 0.0200 | 5.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0213
004 005 005 005 005 005

7.0 Water Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Category MT/yr

—— — ——v—m
Unmitigated 3 90.7495 | 2.7677 ; 0.0665 ; 179.7467

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Outlf Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use

Land Use Mgal M'-I'/yr

———y—v—wrm
Manufacturing  184.5913/ 03 90.5762  2.7624 ; 0.0663 ; 179.4034

Other Asphait | 0/0 0.0000 ¢ 0.0000 } 0.0000

Surfaces

-(-)-t-ﬁ-é'r-f\-lb-ﬁ'-"A's-b-Héit—? ..... PR Y T 5 -.b-(-)'(-)bm?"'(5?(-)-(-)'(5(-)-"?"'6-.56-66"
Surfaces H H H

emmmnn ﬁ -a--r-k-l-r-l-g--l-_-(;i ----- .; ----- E)--/"()- ------------------ (-) -.6(-)-(-)6--.;----(5?(-)-(-)-(5(-)----?---(-)-.6666--

Refrigerated  :0.161875 0.1733  5.2900e- ; 1.3000e- ; 0.3433
Warehouse-No i 0 003 { 004

i . — —
Total 90.7495 2.7677 0.0665 179.7467

8.0 Waste Detail

Category/Year
Total CO2|  CH4 N20 CO2e

MT/yr




.......................... Apsmmmmemanaaan

Unmitigated

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed

Land Use tons MT/yr

Manufacturing i 45359 # 92.0747 5.4415 { 0.0000 i 228.1111

Other Non-Asphallt }

Surfaces
...... 5 'é'rk'i'ﬁij'l'_'c;f""d""""""
..... ﬁgf'r'iégr'éié'&"m Seee
Warehouse-No H
Total 92.2086 5.4494 0.0000 | 228.4430

9.0 Operational Offroad

__ N - - - __ __ I
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
[Forklifts : 2; 8.00; 260; 40 0.20; Electrical
G Witera Hamie Bavmani ™™ ............................. 8800 ................................. 260 ................................. 11040Electr|cal ..............

UnMitigated/Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- CcO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
p—
Equipment Type tons/yr MT/yr
— e e
Forklifts 0.0456 : 0.1784 : 0.2157 i 2.0000e- } i 0.0147 i 0.0147 : i 0.0135 i 0.0135 : 0.0000 : 17.8767 : 17.8767 : 5.6600e- : 0.0000 : 18.0181
i H i i 004 : : i i H H i H i 003 i H
- i H —_— — H H — — H H H H H H H H
Total 0.0456 0.1784 0.2157 | 2.0000e- 0.0147 0.0147 0.0135 0.0135 0.0000 | 17.8767 | 17.8767 | 5.6600e- | 0.0000 18.0181
004 003




To: Teri Wissler Adam, Project Manager

From: Sally Rideout, Principal Planner; Dana McCarthy, Assistant Planner

Cc: File (ENV-719)

Date: May 17, 2017

Re: Zen Brand Medical Marijuana Project — Air quality and Greenhouse Gas

(GHG) Emissions Assessment

Project Description

The proposed project is the development of a medical marijuana cultivation and manufacturing
facility on a 4.96-acre site consisting of three parcels in Greenfield California. Two of the parcels
are separated by Pine Avenue. The proposed facility includes greenhouses, manufacturing
areas, warehouse and office uses, and storage areas. Proposed site improvements include
construction of a surface parking lot, paved access routes, storm drainage facilities and
landscaping. The site is occupied by a vegetable packing supply facility and the site is improved
with several storage buildings (approximately 16,800 square feet) and outdoor storage areas.
The proposed project would provide 45 jobs. The project site is located within the North Central
Coast Air Basin, which is within the jurisdiction of the Monterey Bay Air Resources District (air
district). An initial study pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is being
prepared by the City of Greenfield to identify any potentially significant environmental impacts
that would result from development of the proposed project.

Scope of Assessment

This assessment provides an estimate of the proposed project’s existing and proposed criteria
air pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions using the California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.1 software, a modeling platform recommended by the
California Air Resources Board and accepted by the air district. Model results are attached to
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this memorandum. For modeling purposes, data inputs to the model take into account the type
and size of proposed uses utilizing CalEEMod default land uses based on the size metrics
provided by the applicants.

Project Emissions Sources

The size and type of existing and proposed sources of criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions
on the project site and their respective CalEEMod land use default categories are presented in
Table 1, Project Characteristics and Table 2, Operational Stationary Sources and Off-road

Equipment.
Table 1 Project Characteristics’
Existing and Proposed Uses CalEEMod Land Use Category Size?
Existing Proposed

Dry Storage/Warehouse Unrefrigerated Warehouse — No Rail 16,800 0
Greenhouses/R&D/Processing/Internal Offices® | Manufacturing* 0 105,868
Parking Surface Parking Lot 0 49
Other Pavement Other Asphalt Surfaces 0 37,719
Sidewalks, patios, loading docks, etc. Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0 4,462
Landscaping and Bio-swales® Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0 57,845

Sources: Wesley Jay Beebe Architect. April 2017, Justin Pearson, CEQ ZenBrands Pers. Com. 2017, Google Earth 2016, BREEZE
Software 2016, EMC Planning Group 2017.

Notes:
1. Amounts may vary due to rounding.
2. In Square feet unless otherwise noted.
3. Includes detached office building and future greenhouse expansion area 36,275 square feet (RCUSA 2017 Sheet A2.2)
4. Manufacturing Facilities are areas where the primary activity is the conversion of raw materials into finished products. This
use generally also has some office, warehouse, and R&D functions at the site.
5. The proposed bioswales and landscaping would not be substantial sources of operational emissions and are included in
the model only to enable estimation of construction emissions across the entire site.
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Table 2 Operational Stationary Sources and Off-road Equipment

Equipment Type Number Fuel Type Output Rating’
Emergency Generator 1 Diesel 1,341 HP
Forklifts 4 Propane? 40 HP
Pallet Movers/Jacks 4 Battery/Electric 2.6 HP
Source: Wesley Jay Beebe Architect. April 2017, Justin Pearson, CEQ ZenBrands Pers. Com. 2017.
Notes:

1. Horsepower (HP)
2. Model substitutes CNG fuel for propane

Emissions Model

The CalEEMod software utilizes emissions models USEPA AP-42 emission factors, CARB
vehicle emission models studies and studies commissioned by other California agencies such as
the California Energy Commission and CalRecycle. The CalEEMod platform allows calculations
of both construction and operational criteria pollutant and GHG emissions from land use
projects. In certain instances the model can be used to estimate emissions for related stationary
sources such as on-site generators, boilers and fire pump equipment, and operational off-road
equipment such as forklifts and other materials handling equipment. The model also calculates
indirect emissions from processes “downstream” of the project under evaluation such as GHG
emissions from energy use, solid waste disposal, vegetation planting and/or removal, and water
use. CalEEMod also estimates changes in carbon sequestration potential due to changes in land
use such as converting vegetation to built or paved surfaces, and also calculates a potential
carbon “offset” from planting new trees.

Methodology

Unless otherwise noted, model inputs are based upon the information provided by the
applicant regarding proposed activities and greenhouse and other facility operational
equipment. The Cal[EEMod program also models construction emissions associated with land
use development projects and allows for the input of project-specific construction information
including phasing (demolition, site preparation, grading, paving, architectural, and finishing)
and construction equipment information, if known. CalEEMod default construction parameters
allow estimates of construction emissions based upon empirical data collected and analyzed by
CARB, and use of the default construction parameters is accepted by MBARD. Information
regarding actual construction activity phases and the number and type of construction
equipment by phase was not yet available in detail sufficient to utilize in the model, therefore
the model defaults were utilized for construction emissions. Due to the size of the project site
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and comparison of existing and proposed activities, changes in vegetation would not provide
measureable results that would affect the outcome of the emissions modeling. At the time of the
modeling, a landscaping plan had not yet been provided. Therefore carbon sequestration
estimates are not included in this assessment.

Assumptions

Unless otherwise noted, data inputs for the project model are based on the following primary
assumptions:

1. The assumed operational date for the proposed project is 2019.

2. Operational mobile-source and area-source emissions from the proposed project were
captured using the following CalEEMod default land use subtypes:

a. Emissions from the existing use of the site are assumed to be generally similar to
those that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Unrefrigerated Warehouse — No Rail”, which typically consists of warehouse
facilities that are not accessible by rail.

b. Emissions generated by greenhouses, processing, research and development
(R&D), dry storage and related office uses are assumed to be generally similar to
emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Manufacturing”, which consists of areas where the primary activity is the
conversion of raw materials or parts into finished products. It generally also has
office, warehouse, and R&D functions at the site.

c. Emissions from the proposed parking lot are assumed to be generally similar to
emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Parking Lot”, which is a single surface parking lot typically covered with asphalt.

d. Emissions from driveway access and internal roadways are assumed to be
generally similar to emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default
land use subtype “Other Asphalt Surfaces”, which is described as an asphalt area
not used as a parking lot.

e. Emissions from sidewalks, loading docks, patios, equipment pads, or other non-
asphalt impervious surfaces are assumed to be generally similar to emissions that
would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype “Non-Asphalt
Surfaces” which includes equipment pads, loading dock areas, etc. This category
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was also applied to landscaping and drainage improvements to enable
construction emissions estimates.

3. The model’s default CO: intensity factor of 641 pounds/megawatt hour was reduced to
307 pounds/megawatt hour to reflect Pacific Gas & Electric energy projections for 2019
and the anticipated intensity factor for project’s operational year. The intensity factor
has been falling, in significant part due to the increasing percentage of Pacific Gas &
Electric’s energy portfolio obtained from renewable energy. Emissions intensity data is
from Pacific Gas & Electric’s Greenhouse Gas Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers,
dated November 2015.

4. The default vehicle trip generation value for manufacturing uses was adjusted using
the Institute of Traffic Engineers 9th Edition employee-based trip generation for
manufacturing uses. This rate better reflects the nature of the project where much of
the internal building space is planned for a passive activity (e.g. greenhouses) that is
managed by a relatively small number of employees.

Model Baseline

The baseline for criteria air pollutant emissions that affect air quality are already quantified in
air quality management plans. CalEEMod default values for baseline conditions assume new
development on a vacant site. For development that replaces existing improvements on specific
sites, project-specific contributions to regional GHG emissions can be derived by comparing the
proposed project GHG emissions to the baseline GHG emissions under existing conditions. The
difference between the two would be the project’s contribution to GHG emissions.

Operational Emissions Data Inputs

Other than the land use characteristic information identified above, model defaults were used
for operational stationary source and area source emissions estimates, for the existing and
proposed uses identified in Table 1 and Table 2. Project-specific data inputs for the project are
listed in the model results attached to this memorandum. Mobile-source emissions are based on
the Institute of Traffic Engineers 9th Edition employee-based trip generation for manufacturing
uses. This rate better reflects the nature of the project where much of the internal building space
is planned for a passive activity (e.g. greenhouses) that is managed by a relatively small number
of employees. The adjusted trip rates are presented in Table 3, Adjusted Vehicle Trip Rates.
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Table 3 Adjusted Vehicle Trip Rates!

Use ITE Employee Rate Number of Daily Trips Adjusted Trip Rate

Per Day? Employees3 (per ksf per day)*5

Manufacturing 213 45 96 0.90
Sources: ITE 9t Ediition, EMC Planning Group 2017)
Notes:

1. Amounts may vary due to rounding.

2. Weekday

3. Provided by applicant.

4. Daily employee-based trips are divided by proposed Manufacturing (105.87 ksf) to yield the adjusted trip rates per
thousand square feet.

5. This is a conservative estimate of trip rates as it assumes 45 employees would be on site each day.

Construction Emissions Data Inputs

The CalEEMod program models construction GHG emissions associated with land use
development projects and allows for the input of project-specific construction information
including phasing and equipment information, if known. CalEEMod default construction
parameters allow estimates of short term construction GHG emissions based upon empirical
data collected and analyzed by CARB. The air district recommends using default construction
emissions data if construction information is not yet available and amortizing the short term
GHG construction emissions over a 30-year time period to yield an annual result. Information
regarding actual construction activity phases and the number and type of construction
equipment by phase for the proposed project was not yet available in detail sufficient to provide
data inputs to the model; therefore, consistent with the air district’s guidance, the model
defaults were utilized for all construction data inputs.

Results

GHG construction and operational emissions model results are reported on an annual basis in
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (COze). Criteria air pollutant emissions are reported in
pounds per day. Winter emissions of criteria pollutants are greater during the winter months in
the North Central Coast Air Basin; therefore, only winter emissions are reported in this
assessment. Detailed model results for criteria pollutant winter and annual GHG emissions are
included as attachments to this assessment.
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Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Operational criteria pollutant emissions resulting from the proposed project’s operations are
summarized in Table 4, Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions (Pounds per Day).

Table 4 Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions (Pounds per Day)
Reactive Suspended Carbon
_ Organic Nitrogen Oxides Particulate .
Emissions Monoxide
Gases (NOy) Matter (CO)
(ROG) (PM1o)
Winter (unmitigated) 5.98 14.57 1.21 13.11

SOURCE: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017
NOTE: Results may vary due to rounding.

GHG Emissions
Existing Operational GHG Emissions

Existing operational GHG emissions model results are reported on an annual basis in metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT COze). According to the CalEEMod modeling results
unmitigated operational GHG emissions under existing conditions are an estimated 120.28 MT
COze per year.

Unmitigated Construction Emissions

The proposed project would generate an estimated 549.10 MT CO:ze unmitigated emissions
during construction. With unmitigated construction emissions averaged over a thirty-year
operational lifetime, the annual amortized emissions equal 18.30 MT COze.

Unmitigated Operational Emissions

Unmitigated operational GHG emissions model results for the proposed project are reported in
Table 5, Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (MT COze per year).
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Table 5 Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (MT CO:ze per year)

Emissions Sources Bio CO2 NBio CO CH, N20 COz
Area 0.00 <0.01 <0.01 0.00 <0.01
Energy 0.00 274.81 0.01 <0.01 276.72
Mobile 0.00 131.84 <0.01 0.00 132.04
Off-road 0.00 35.75 0.01 0.00 36.04
Stationary 0.00 93.45 0.01 0.00 93.78
Waste 26.65 0.00 1.58 0.00 66.02
Water 7.77 18.45 0.80 0.02 51.92
Total 34.42 554.31 2.4 0.02 656.52

Source: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017

Note: Results may vary due to rounding.

GHG Emissions Attributable to the Proposed Project

The total unmitigated GHG emissions attributable to the proposed project are determined by

comparing the existing emissions with proposed unmitigated construction and operational

emissions. The net unmitigated GHG emissions attributable to the proposed project are
presented in Table 6, Unmitigated GHG Emissions (MT COze per Year).

Table 4 Summary of Unmitigated GHG Emissions (MT CO:ze per Year)'
Annual Amortized Project Existing Project Net
Operations Construction Emissions? Emissions Emissions?
656.52 18.30 674.82 <120.28> 554.02

Source: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017

Notes:

1. Results may vary due to rounding.
2. Unmitigated annual construction and operational emissions.
3. <Brackets> indicate deductions.
4. Net unmitigated emissions is the difference between existing and project emissions.

The net unmitigated operational GHG emissions volume attributable to the proposed project is
554.02 MT COxze per year.
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 4/7/2017 5:59 PM

ZenBrand, Greenfield (Existing Conditions) - Monterey County, Annual

ZenBrand, Greenfield (Existing Conditions)
Monterey County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area F’opulation
Unrefrigerated Warehouse-No F-%ail : 13.80 : 1000sqft : 3.20 : 13,800.00 : 0
.......U.h.;é.f;{é.é.l:é.fé.d..Wél:éﬁ.o.u.s.é.:’.\].o...ﬁ.a.i.l......E..............................é.'a.d ............................. E ......................... :I.E)..O.(.).é.d.f.t.........................E ............. <i ...7..(3.............5 ............. é .’.(.).6.(.).'.(.).0..............5 ................ (.) ...............

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 55

Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2018

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

CO2 Intensity 641.35 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -
Land Use - Actual lot acreage.
Construction Phase - No Construction

Off-road Equipment -

2.0 Emissions Summary




2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOX CoO S02 | Fugitive ] Exhaust | PMI0 ] Fugitive | Exnaust | PM25  JBO CO2 [NBlo- COZ| Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PMiO | PMio | Total | PM25 | PM25 | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 0.0773 T 00000 I 220008 0.0000 i 00000 ;420006 420008 T 0.0000 : 0.0000 T 450008
o004 i io004 i 004 i i 004
TEnergyE 3:2000e- | 2.8700e- ; 2.4100e- | {72.2000e- § 0.0000 : 20.7232 } 20.7232 i 8.6000e- | 2.2000e- i 20.8107
© 004 i 003 : 003 i {004 i : : i 004 | o004 |
0.0326  § 0.1381 § 0.3982 0.0174 } 0.0000  79.9781 | 79.9781 | 4.9500e- ; 0.0000 | 80.1018
i i 003 i i
R T R o M T A F T R
ez bty T
i i o003 i
__ ___ I . I
Total 0.1102 | 0.1400 | 0.4008 | 9.0000e- | 0.0357 ] 1.5200e-] 0.0372 | 0.0102 | 1.4500e- | 00116 | 2.4378 | 106.8172] 111.2540 | 0.3221 | 3.2700e- | 120.2813
004 003 003 003
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ZenBrand Greenfield (Proposed Conditions)
Monterey County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area 5opulation
Manufacturing E 105.87 E 7000sqtt 5 2.43 E 105,870.00 5 0
v e T ot —— T R S TN G
............ 5 therNonAsphaItSurfaces44610005qft0104460000
......................... ParkmgLot4900Space0208733000
............ 5 therNonAsphaItSurfaces‘5785:'10005qft>133{5785000<0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 55

Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

CO2 Intensity 307 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - PG&E CO2 intensity factor adjusted to 2019 projections (PG&E 2015)
Land Use - Parking Lot size based on site plan information provided by applicant

Grading -

Vehicle Trips - Adjusted to Reflect ITE (9th Ed) per employee trip rates.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Area Mitigation -

Water Mitigation -



Waste Mitigation -
Operational Off-Road Equipment - Information provided by Applicant
Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps -

Construction Phase - Assume 10 month construction

7able Name Column Name Befault Value New Value

tblArchitecturalCoating i ﬁfNonresidentiaLExterior i 150.00 : 250.00

tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Nonresidential_Interior

............... tblArchﬂecturaICoatmg-.EFiRes|dent|aI7Exter|or|25000
............... thArch|tectura|Coat|ng“EF_Re5|dent|aI_|nter|or‘25000
.................... t bIAreaM|t|gat|on UseLowVOCPatharkmgCheck True
............... thConstDustM|t|gat|onWaterUnpavedRoadVeh|c|eSpeed.40‘.0
................ tblConstruchonPhase‘PhaseEndDate8/22/2018'4/11/2018

tblConstructionPhase U S 7}‘37‘2‘6*"“8‘ .................................... 52-2"8-/"2-5:'-5 ....................
................ tblConstruchonPhase\PhaseEndDate 7/27/2017f7/13/2017
................ thConstrucnonPhase‘PhaseEndDa’[e8/15/2017‘8/2/2017
................ tblConstruchonPhase PhaseEndDate 7/27/2018 3/21/2018
................ thConstrucnonPhaseﬁPhaseEndDa’[e.8/3/2017f7/20/2017
................ tblConstruchonPhase‘PhaseStartDate7/28/2018t3/22/2018
................ tblConstrucUonPhase}PhaseStartDa’[e8/16/2017 8/3/2017
................ tblConstruchonPhase‘PhaseStartDate8/4/2017r7/20/2017
................ thConstrucnonPhasevPhaseStartDa’[e'7/4/2018‘3/1/2018
................ tb|Construct|0nPhase\PhaseStar[Date 7/28/2017'7/14/2017
........................ thLandUse‘Bu||d|ngSpaceSquareFeet19,60000'8,73300
........................ tblLandUse’LandUseSquareFeet'19,60000‘8,73300
........................ tblLandUseﬁLotAcreage.044f020
....... tblOperannaIOffRoaquu|pment‘OperFueITypeD|eseI‘CNG
....... thOperat|onaIOffRoaquu|pmentVOperFueIType'D|ese|‘E|ectr|ca|
....... tblOperannaIOffRoadEqument‘OperHorsePower'8900'4000
....... thOperat|onaIOffRoadEqu|pmentuOperHorsePower16800‘300
.................................................................. g U

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment i OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber i 0.00 4.00




OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber

CO2IntensityFactor

OperationalYear

CH4_EF

......................................................................................................................................................................................

HorsePowerValue

HoursPerDay

tbIStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HoursPerYear

..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

tblStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse NumberOfEquipment

tblVehicleTrips

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOX CoO SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Flgtive | Exhaust | P25 | Bio- CO2 [NBlo. COZ Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PMi0 | PMi0 | Total | PmM25 | PMm25 Total

Year Ib/day Ib/day

i I I I
2017 T B.2544 T 863800 T 424059  0.0707 T 248897 T 46587 | 20.5484 T 133701 T 4.2860 | 17.6561 ; 0.0000 7,230.717:17,230.71707 2.1423 T 0.0000 :7.284.2733)

H E H H H H H H H H E H 0 H H H H

.......................... B e emeememeamenaleeneeeeemeenensheeeessenesenaheesemeenetenen erenemeesemeanedeaseneasenemeeefenaneneesensneeneesemsanaeeesbeanenemeenemespeeaseneasenemnen feeasemeeneneanedensesemnenemees freanetesenemsesjenenemeamenemedesesemeeneneandheasenenenenen
2018 171302340 10893511 23,6080 | 0.0448 1 0.0760 : 1.5520 1 25280 1 0.9642 1 14604 1 17246 YT0.0000 :4.449.405 4,449.4053: 0.7426 & 0.0000 i4,467.969
i} i . : : L L . : L L : . : . .
Total 147.4883 | 115.3150 | 66.0139 | 0.1155 | 25.8657 | 6.2116 | 32.0773 | 136343 | 5.7464 | 19.3807 ] 0.0000 |11,680.12]11,680.122] 2.8849 | 0.0000 |11.752.24
23 3 1

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational




ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area 27224 i 2.4000e- : 0.0263 : 0.0000 : 9.0000e- ; 9.0000e- : 9.0000e- ; 9.0000e- 0.0558 0.0558 : 1.5000e- : 0.0596
i i H i 005 i 005 i 005 005 {004 i
R T T e e 5.'6'5"75"'5"'5.'6'5'75 ................... T Ry R S é TR "é'd's"é'dé'é ..... (')"(')'1"7'5,"'3""(5'(')'1"6‘;5" Sy
o Ry T PPN T PR T T I — i syain "?'é's"élihf;'"'(')'.'éZ?'X"E ................ '7'é2i'é'2'§(')'
................................................ b"é'éé'é"';"'b"é'éé'é' '""""""'""6'.'2'6'55'2""""'(3f'2'(')§'2'"""""""""'"'3"0"3"féité""é'd's"iéZé"""(')"6%55'5"'""""'""""'56'5'"5'65&;'
T T ey {Toh Y T T YT a— 0323703237 ................... 5 '.'s'é's"7""""'6'.§é§'7'"""""""""""1"1"2'23"7"8'53"'1'"1'é'é"7'é'éii""(')"1'§'7'é .................... 1'"1'é'é"7'é'4','
; 4
- H — — N I . T~
Total 5.9837 | 14.5693 | 13.1051 [ 0.0260 0.5926 | 0.6182 1.2107 0.1588 0.5994 0.7582 3,126.258 |3,126.2589| 0.3186 0.0166 [3,139.161
9
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PMTO | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 |NBio- COZ| Total CO2| . CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated 3.5162 i 7.8800e- : 0.5926 : 0.0108 : 0.6034 0.1588 0.0102 0.1690 1793.6441 1 793.6441 1 0.0474 i 794.8290
H 003 : H : H
""" Unmitigated """""""""3"5'1"6'2'"""7"5&%66& 'b"éé'éé"""'6"0'%'65"'g’"'6'25'6'3"4'"""'6'1"5'535""""o"()'fb'é""""'d'1"éé'é'"""""""""""7'53"6&2'1'""7'5'3'621'&'1'"g""6'621'7'21'""""""""' 17948290
1003 : ! : ! :
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
I —
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Manufacturing 95.28 18.00 15.88 212,830 212,830




................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Parking Lot : 0.00 : 0.00 H 0.00
-

Total | 95.28 [ 1800 | 1588 | 212,830 | 212,830

4.3 Trip Type Information

__ __ _
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-S or C-C [H-O or C-NW | H-W or C- | H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Igrimary Diverted F’ass-by
Manufacturing 730§ 7380 : 59.00 ; 2800 ; 1300 i 92 5 ; 3
OtherAsphanSurfaces .............................. PR 7 30 ....... { ........ 730 ........ Foreemmeeammeannas S 000 ...... .g ......... 000 ......... |. ........... 0 ........... ;0 ........... ,. ................. 0 ................
“"Other Non-Asphait Surfaces  ;  9.50 i 730 1 730 i 000 i 0.00 i 0.00 i T o AT TR o T
B 730 ........ e e e T T g
""""""""" Parking Lot i 950 i 730 i 730 i 000 i 000 i 000 i o i o TR
___ I I ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___
LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.526395;  0.032321; 0.201107  0.146365; 0.026644;  0.006320; 0.0179965 0.025422;  0.004154; 0.0030725 0.0079_735 0.001269; 0.000961
5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N
ROG NOX CO S02 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PMI0 ] Fugitve | Exnaust | PM25  J Blo- CO2 [NBlo. COZ] Total CO2 | GHA N2O CO%e
PM10 | PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
NaturalGas & 0.0828 ; 0./530 ; 0.6325 T 4.5200e- ; r 0.05/2 1 0.0572 T 0.05/2 § 0.0572 T 903.6060 ; 903.6060 ; 0.0173 : 0.0166  908.975/
Unmitigated i 003 i i i i i i i i i i i i

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated




NaturalGa ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 %otal cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day

Manufacturing i 7680.65 i 0.0828 0.7530 : 0.6325 : 4.5200e- :

003

— — - I
0.0572 i 0.0572 t+ 903.6060 : 903.6060 : 0.0173 : 0.0166 : 908.9757

Surfaces

Other Non-Asphaiti 0 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000

0.0000 : 0.0000

0.0000

Surfaces
....e ﬁ;fl'('iﬁéul_'b't ...... ....... PR R 5 '.5(')'66"'g""d.'b'(')'()'b'mgm'(')'.f)'(')'df)' ............................... 5 OOOOOOOOOOOOOO ................. (')'.'(556'6""§""O'.'(')'(ib'(')""§""(3'.6(')'66'"gm'(')'.'(ib'(')'(im'g' T
- - ; — o— ; ; — ; — ; ; — ; — ; ; ; — ; E—
Total 0.0828 0.7530 0.6325 4.5200e- 0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 0.0572 903.6060 | 903.6060 0.0173 0.0166 908.9757
003
6.0 Area Detail
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Unmitigated 31 2.7224 | 240006 § 00263 ; 00000 T : 9.0000e- ; 9.0000e- : : 9.0000e- ; 9.0000e- ; i 0.0558 ; 0.0558 : 1.5000e- ; i 0.0596
i 004 i : : i 005 i 005 i 005 i 005 @i : io004 i i
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 %otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 H 0.0000
Coating H
prere e e foremenanaenaens Fmmmeeeeeennas ;...6;6666...;...6_.666.6 .................. DT R Ry T A ............... T R ............... Frepss
Products H i H : H !
e Eh}'j's'é'éb'i'ﬁa" T T oy o o T X a— TIPS TP —— RN R R R T
003 | 004 ‘i : i 005 i 005 i 005 i 005 i : H {004 i H
Total 2.7224 | 2.4000e- | 0.0263 | 0.0000 9.0000e- | 9.0000e- 9.0000e- | 9.0000e- 0.0558 | 0.0558 | 1.5000e- 0.0596
004 005 005 005 005 004

9.0 Operational Offroad



__ N . . . . __ I
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
[Forkiits 4; 8.00; 260; 40; 0.20:CNG
IOtherMatenalHandlmgEqulpment4 .............................. 800 .................................................................... 3 ....................... 5 '.'A'f'(')li'l'—fl'é'c't'r'i'c"éfl ..............
UnMitigated/Mitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcOo2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
—
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day
Forklifts # 07019 i 27440 : 3.3188 : 3.0500e- i 0.2263 : 0.2263 0.2082 0.2082 :303.1646 ; 303.1646 i 0.0959 i 305.5626
; ; : {003 i ; H H H H
?otal 0.7019 2.7440 3.3188 | 3.0500e- 0.2263 0.2263 0.2082 0.2082 303.1646 | 303.1646 | 0.0959 305.5626

003
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ZenBrand Greenfield (Proposed Conditions)
Monterey County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area 5opulation

Manufacturing : 105.87 : 7000sqft : 2.43 : 105,870.00 0
'""""""""o'iﬁé}'ﬂ's'ﬁﬁéi{'éu;}éaég ............... E ............................ :.3..7....7.5............................E...........................1.666.5.d.f.t..........................,'............6...8..7. ............ E ............ .3..7.,..7.é.(.).-.(.).6............;...............6 ...............
e e Non Rep i Siaces T ............................. 44610005qft010 ............ ............. U B S T —
e G Nor Reaai Siaces T ............................ 578510005qft133 ............ ............ R
------------------------- ﬁé;ﬁ{h‘é‘.LBY""""""""""""5.""""""""""""".1.9.:6(.).""""""""""""".{E""""""""""""""é.p.ée.e.""""""""""""".E..""""".(5.'.2"0"""""".E"""""""8.’"7.5:.3...(.).(.)"""""".g..""""""'b‘"""""""
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 55
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 307 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006

(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - PG&E CO2 intensity factor adjusted to 2019 projections (PG&E 2015)
Land Use - Parking Lot size based on site plan information provided by applicant

Construction Phase - Assume 10 month construction

Grading -

Vehicle Trips - Adjusted to Reflect ITE (9th Ed) per employee trip rates.

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Area Mitigation -



Water Mitigation -
Waste Mitigation -
Operational Off-Road Equipment - Information provided by Applicant

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps -

7able Name Column Name Befault Value New Value

tblArchitecturalCoating i ﬁfNonresidentiaLExterior i 150.00 : 250.00

tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Residential_Exterior

tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Residential_Interior

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed

tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet

........................ g B P [ v

........................ s LotAcreage044020
....... e o e e ey 7 e e Vcamm—
....... EiGreaonaiGHeadEToma B v e T
....... ; bIOperatlonaIOffRoadEqumentOperHorsePower89004000
....... ; bIOperanonaIOffRoadEqumentOperHorsePower16800300
....... T e B ey iy Y I —
....... ; bIOperanonaIOffRoadEqumentOperOffRoadEqumentNumberOOO400
R = e e o [ e .......................... T T gg——
R e Serationaiear presesssssnnnnsssssnness Sy foreeremere e ST
R S sy S e e e T T Tr
R e ey et S M Fya— ............................ Gg—— T M
R B e T Y T
oA GaeraorBamaee NorberGiEamiman ™" ............................ 000100 ........................
..................... thVeh|cIeTr|psST_TR149090
..................... tblVehmIeTnpsSUJR062090

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 3.82 0.90




2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOX Co SO2 | rugtive | Exhaust | PMT0 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PM25  J Bio. CO2 [NBio. CO2| Total CO2 | CH4 N20 CO2e
PMiO | PMi0 | Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr

15835 ; 2.8400e- | 0.1197 ; 0.1270 § 0.2467 ; 0.0514 ; 0.1189 | 0.1703 | 0.0000 :258.5911; 2585911 ; 0.0498 § 0.0000 ; 259.8351
H 003 H H H H H H H H H H H

16836 § 3.1900e- i 0.0651 i 0.1114 i 0.1765 0.1047
i o003 i = ;

0.0000 :288.0277 ; 288.0277 { 0.0493 0.0000 § 289.2598

3.2671 | 6.0300e- | 0.1849 0.2384 0.4232 0.0691 0.2235 0.2926 0.0000 | 546.6188 | 546.6188 | 0.0991 0.0000 | 549.0949

003
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exhaust | P25 ] Bio- CO2 |NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO2e
PMi0 | PMi0 | Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
. e
Area i 04967/ | 3.00006 ; 3.2800e-; 0.0000 * 1.0000e- ; 1.00008- ; T 1.0000e- { 1.0000e ; 0.0000 : 6.3300e- | 6.33006- ; 2.00006- ; 0.0000 } 6./500e-
_ o005 i 005 005 005 i 003 | 003 | 005 {003
............ T M T M ST i s ooy o B e ey oy
004 i i i i : i i o003 |
............ T T R TR e kM RETX
P oo i o0s | .
S T T T T o B e T o T
004 i i i i i
. e e T e AT b
004 = | 3 |
ceeeeeenanaaan. [ T .00000,00000 ................ 00000'266487’ .......................... ‘660209
eeeeeremeeenes L T o LT B T Tl STy
Total 0.8543 | 1.6118 | 1.6699 | 3.6300e- | 0.1044 | 0.0715 | 0.1758 | 0.0281 | 00690 | 0.0070 | 34.4158 | 554.3055 | 588.7213 | 24212 | 0.0244 | 656.5183
003

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile




-
PM2.5 Bio- CO2

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust N-Bio- CcO2 ?otal cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
0.1044 0.0281 : 1.8400e- : 0.0000

Unmitigated # 0.0498 i 0.2171 : 0.6063

t 1.4400e-

003

: 1.9600e- :

003

0.1063 |

003

0.0299 : 0.0000

T 151.6407 § 101.8437 1 7.67006-

003

: 132.0354

4.2 Trip Summary Information

e —————
Average Daily Trip Rate

Unmitigated

Mitigated

Land Use

Weekday

Saturday

Sunday

I
Annual VMT

I
Annual VMT

Manufacturing

Parking Lot

-
278,180

—
278,180

__
Total

-
278,180

—
278,180

4.3 Trip Type Information

Mﬂes 7rip % murpose %

Land Use H-W or CW | H-S or C-C [H-O or CNW | H-W or G- [H-S or C-C | H-O or CNW | Primary Diverted Pass-by
Manufacturing f 9.50 7.30 7.30 59.00 28.00 13.00 ¢ 92 5 ; 3
Other Asphalt Surfaces } 950 i 730 i 730 % 0.00 i 0.00 i 0.00 1o YT TR o T
B T i S R ST S N S s
" Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces  § T B Yo R S " N S 1) B 0.00 i 0.00 1o YT TR o T
.................. e B B T i
LDA | LDT1 | D12 - VDV | LHD1 | LHD2 | MH? | HHD | OBUS | U§US_| MCY_I SBUS | MH
0.526395]  0.082321; 0.201107  0.146365; 0.026644; 0.006820; 0.017996; 0.025422; 0.004154i 0.003072; 0.007973; 0.001269; 0.000961

5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcO2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

i 0.0000 :

0.0000 : 0.0000

: 125.2037 : 125.2037 : 0.0118

t 2.4500e-

003

! 126.2286




............... Ammmmmmmeesesssamssssseesasaas

{149.6021 | 149.6021 | 2.8700e- | 2.7400e-
i i 003 i 003 i

0.0104

0.0104

""" NaturaiGas 0.0151 1 0.1374
Unmitigated i ; H ;004
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 %otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
0.0151 0.0104 0.0104 0.0000 149.6021 149.6021 2.8700e- 2.7400e- 150.4911
i H 003 003 i

i 01374 ¢ i 8.2000e- §

Manufacturing ; 2.80344e+
i 006

0.0000

.... ............... OOOOOOOOOO'OOOOOOOOOOOOOOO

0.0000 0.0000

..............................................

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Other Non-Asphalt } 0
Surfaces i

0.0000

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

..........................

""" Parking Lot 10 0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000
- — H H H H H — H - H
Total 0.0151 | 0.1374 | 0.1154 | 8.2000e- 0.0104 | 0.0104 0.0104 | 0.0104 J 0.000 | 149.6021 | 149.6021 | 2.8700e- | 2.7400e- | 150.4911
004 003 003
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
Electricity § Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Manufacturing ;891425 # 124.1335 ; 0.0117 | 2.4300e- ; 125.1497
H 003 i
e T T T e
Surfaces i
T e e
Surfaces
""" Parking Lo
Total 125.2037 | 0.0118 | 2.4500e- | 126.2286
003
6.0 Area Detail
ROG NOX CoO SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Flgtive | Exhaust | PM2.5 ] Bio- CO2 [NBo. COZ| Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 | PM10 Total PM25 | PM2.5 Total




Category tons/yr M'-I'/yr
e e ——
Unmitigated 0.4967 3.0000e- 53.2800975 0.0000 1.00009*? 1.0000e- 1.0000e- 1.0000e- i 0.0000 6.3300e- 6.3300e- 2.0000e- 0.0000 6.7500e-
i 005 003 i 005 i 005 : 005 005 i i 003 i 003 : 005 i i 003
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PMTO | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio COZ NBio- CO2| Total CO2| . CHA N2O COze
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating
T i T s XTI YR A— o T T T Y T T T T
Products H ;
""" Landscaping 175100006 3.2800e- § 0.0000 & TTTETI60006- ¢ 1.00006- & TY100006- 1 1.0000e- i 0.0000 : 6.33006- ; 6.33008- : 2.00006- i 0.0000 } 6.75006-
i 005 i 003 i 005 i 005 i 005 i 005 @i i 003 i 003 { 005 i i 003
?otal 3.0000e- | 3.2800e- | 0.0000 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 0.0000 6.3300e- | 6.3300e- | 2.0000e- 0.0000 6.7500e-
005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003
7.0 Water Detail
Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category MT/yr
Unmitigated i 26.2146 T 0.7995 I 0.0192 : 51.9230
7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated
Indoor/Outlf Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Manufacturing 26.2146 0.0192

124.4824 / O

Other Asphalt
Surfaces

Other Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

I
0.7995 !

t 51.9230




?otal 26.2146 0.7-995 0.0192 51.9230

8.0 Waste Detail

Category/Year
Total CO2|  CH4 N20 CO2e

MT/yr

Unmitigated & 26.6487 1.5-749 i 0.0000 : 66.0209

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed

Land Use tons MT/yr

Manufacturing | 131.28 # 26.6487 1.5-749 i 0.0000 ; 66.0209

Other Asphalt
Surfaces

Parking Lot

- H — — H
Total 26.6487  1.5749 | 0.0000 | 66.0209

9.0 Operational Offroad

__ N - I . _ __ I

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
[Forklits ; 4: 8.00: 260: 40: 0.20:CNG
6't'r'1'é'r"Méfté'r'iéi'ﬁéﬁ&]iﬁ&iﬁﬁﬁiﬁfﬁéﬁt‘ .......... ............................. 4800 ................................. 260 ................................... 5 'f'"muuuummﬁﬁogElectrical

UnMitigated/Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- CcO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

p—
Equipment Type tons/yr MT/yr




............. Amemmmmmmssessasagasssssssssssssgessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssspessssssssssssss.

Forklifts 0.0913 0.3567 0.4314 : 4.0000e- § 0.0294 36.0362
{004 { :
- e — — — I
Total 0.0913 0.3567 0.4314 | 4.0000e- 0.0294 0.0294 0.0271 0.0271 0.0000 35.7534 | 35.7534 0.0113 0.0000 36.0362
004

10.0 Vegetation




To: Teri Wissler Adam, Project Manager

From: Sally Rideout, Principal Planner

Cc: File (ENV-719)

Date: May 24, 2017

Re: Golden State Alternative Care Inc. — Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas (GHG)

Emissions Assessment

Project Description

The proposed project is the development of a medical marijuana cultivation facility on an
approximately eight-acre site in Greenfield California. The historic use of the site is agricultural
production and the site is improved with a single-family residence and outbuildings used for
storage ancillary to the agricultural use. The proposed facility would include greenhouses,
storage/warehouse areas, loading docks, office space, and maintenance buildings. The proposed
project would provide 100 jobs. Proposed improvements to the site include surface parking lots,
and infrastructure improvements such as storm water detention, paved access to and within the
site, sidewalks, lighting and landscaping. The project site is located within the North Central
Coast Air Basin, which is within the jurisdiction of the Monterey Bay Air Resources District (air
district). An initial study pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is being
prepared by the City of Greenfield to identify any potentially significant environmental impacts
that would result from development of the proposed project.

Scope of Assessment

This assessment provides an estimate of the proposed project’s existing and proposed criteria
air pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions using the California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.1 software, a modeling platform recommended by the
California Air Resources Board and accepted by the air district. Model results are attached to
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this memorandum. For modeling purposes, data inputs to the model take into account the type
and size of proposed uses utilizing CalEEMod default land uses based on the size metrics and
other project information provided by the applicants.

Project Emissions Sources

The size and type of existing and proposed sources of criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions
on the project site and their respective CalEEMod land use default categories are presented in
Table 1, Project Characteristics and Table 2, Operational Stationary Sources.

Table 1 Project Characteristics’

Existing and Proposed Uses CalEEMod Land Use Category Size?

Existing Proposed

Single-family Residential Single-family Housing 1 unit 0
Greenhouses/R&D/Processing/Internal Offices | Manufacturing? 0 223,145
Parking Surface Parking Lot 0 115 spaces
Other Pavement Other Asphalt Surfaces 0 59,7003
Sidewalks, patios, etc. Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0 6,940
Landscaping/bioswales* Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0 85,330
Source: Hogan Land Services 2017, Mark Hansen 2017, Luis Osorio 2017, Google Earth 2016, BREEZE Software 2016, EMC Planning

Group 2017.
Notes:

1. Amounts may vary due to rounding.

2. In Square feet unless otherwise noted.

3. Parking access routes included in CalEEMod defaults for surface parking lot.

4. Landscaped areas would not be substantial sources of operational emissions and are included in the model only to
enable estimation of construction emissions across the entire site.

Table 2 Operational Stationary Sources and Off-road Equipment
Equipment Type Number Fuel Type Output Rating’
Emergency Generator 1 Diesel 13,410 HP
Forklifts 1 Electric 89 HP
Pallet Movers/Jacks 1 Electric 89 HP
Other Materials-handling Equipment? 1 Diesel 168 HP
Source: Luis Osorio 2017. Breeze Software 2016,
Note:

1. CalEEMod default.
2. Conveyor (Luis Osorio email correspondence, May 11 and May 23, 2017).
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Emissions Model

The CalEEMod software utilizes emissions models USEPA AP-42 emission factors, CARB
vehicle emission models studies and studies commissioned by other California agencies such as
the California Energy Commission and CalRecycle. Version 2016.3.1 utilizes 2014 Title 24
building energy efficiency standards. The CalEEMod platform allows calculations of both
construction and operational criteria pollutant and GHG emissions from land use projects. In
certain instances the model can be used to estimate emissions for related stationary sources such
as on-site generators, boilers and fire pump equipment, and operational off-road equipment
such as forklifts and other materials handling equipment. The model also calculates indirect
emissions from processes “downstream” of the project under evaluation such as GHG
emissions from energy use, solid waste disposal, vegetation planting and/or removal, and water
use. CalEEMod also estimates changes in carbon sequestration potential due to changes in land
use such as converting vegetation to built or paved surfaces, and also calculates a potential
carbon “offset” from planting new trees.

Methodology

Unless otherwise noted, model inputs are based upon the information provided by the
applicant regarding proposed activities and greenhouse and other facility operational
equipment. The CalEEMod program also models construction emissions associated with land
use development projects and allows for the input of project-specific construction information
including phasing (demolition, site preparation, grading, paving, architectural, and finishing)
and construction equipment information, if known. CalEEMod default construction parameters
allow estimates of construction emissions based upon empirical data collected and analyzed by
CARB, and use of the default construction parameters is accepted by the air district.

Assumptions

Data inputs for the project model are based on the following primary assumptions:

1. The assumed operational date for the proposed project is 2019.

2. Operational mobile-source and area-source emissions from the proposed project were
captured using the following CalEEMod default land use subtypes:

a. Emissions from the existing use of the site are assumed to be generally similar to
those that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Unrefrigerated Warehouse — No Rail”, which typically consists of warehouse
facilities that are not accessible by rail.
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b. Emissions generated by greenhouses, processing, research and development
(R&D), dry storage and related office uses are assumed to be generally similar to
emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Manufacturing”, which consists of areas where the primary activity is the
conversion of raw materials or parts into finished products. It generally also has
office, warehouse, and R&D functions at the site.

c. Emissions from the proposed parking lot are assumed to be generally similar to
emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Parking Lot”, which is a single surface parking lot typically covered with asphalt.

d. Emissions from internal roadways are assumed to be generally similar to
emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Other Asphalt Surfaces”, which is described as an asphalt area not used as a
parking lot.

e. Emissions from sidewalks, loading docks, patios, equipment pads, or other non-
asphalt impervious surfaces are assumed to be generally similar to emissions that
would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype “Non-Asphalt
Surfaces” which includes equipment pads, loading dock areas, etc. Landscaped
areas, although not a significant source of operational emissions, are included in
this category to capture emissions from their construction/installation.

3. The model’s default CO: intensity factor of 641 pounds/megawatt hour was reduced to
307 pounds/megawatt hour to reflect Pacific Gas & Electric energy projections for 2019
and the anticipated intensity factor for project’s operational year. The intensity factor
has been falling, in significant part due to the increasing percentage of Pacific Gas &
Electric’s energy portfolio obtained from renewable energy. Emissions intensity data is
from Pacific Gas & Electric’s Greenhouse Gas Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers,
dated November 2015.

4. The default vehicle trip generation value for manufacturing uses was adjusted using
the Institute of Traffic Engineers 9th Edition employee-based trip generation for
manufacturing uses. This rate better reflects the nature of the project where much of
the internal building space is planned for a passive activity (e.g. greenhouses) that is
managed by a relatively small number of employees.

Model Baseline

The baseline for criteria air pollutant emissions that affect air quality are already quantified in
air quality management plans. CalEEMod default values for baseline conditions assume new
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development on a vacant site. For development that replaces existing improvements on specific
sites, project-specific contributions to regional GHG emissions can be derived by comparing the
proposed project GHG emissions to the baseline GHG emissions under existing conditions. The
difference between the two would be the project’s contribution to GHG emissions.

Operational Emissions Data Inputs

The model default for building energy efficiencies (2014 Title 24)was adjusted to reflect an
increase in energy efficiency that will be achieved through compliance with 2016 Title 24
building energy efficiency standards. Other than the land use characteristic information
identified above, model defaults were used for operational stationary source, area source and
mobile source emissions estimates, for the existing and proposed uses identified in Table 1 and
Table 2. Project-specific data inputs for the project are listed in the model results attached to this
memorandum. Mobile-source emissions are based on the Institute of Traffic Engineers 9th
Edition employee-based trip generation for manufacturing uses. The adjusted trip rates are
presented in Table 3, Adjusted Vehicle Trip Rates.

Table 3 Adjusted Vehicle Trip Rates for Manufacturing Land Use!
Use ITE Employee | Number of Employees? Daily Trips* Adjusted Trip Rate
Rate (per ksf per day)?
Per Day?
Manufacturing 213 100 213 0.96
Sources: ITE 9t Ediition, Second Sun LLC 2017, EMC Planning Group 2017
Notes:
1. Amounts may vary due to rounding.
2. Weekday

3. Provided by applicant.
4. Daily trips are divided by proposed Manufacturing (223.15 ksf) to yield adjusted trip rate.
5. This is a conservative estimate of trip rates as it assumes 100 employees would be on site each day.

Construction Emissions Data Inputs

The CalEEMod program models construction GHG emissions associated with land use
development projects and allows for the input of project-specific construction information
including phasing and equipment information, if known. CalEEMod default construction
parameters allow estimates of short term construction GHG emissions based upon empirical
data collected and analyzed by CARB. The air district recommends using default construction
emissions data if construction information is not yet available and amortizing the short term
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GHG construction emissions over a 30-year time period to yield an annual result. Information
regarding actual construction activity phases and the number and type of construction
equipment by phase for the proposed project was not yet available in detail sufficient to provide
data inputs to the model; therefore, consistent with the air district’s guidance, the model
defaults were utilized for all construction data inputs.

Carbon Offsets and Sequestration Inputs

CalEEMod also estimates a one-time only change in sequestration potential resulting from
changes in natural communities, and also calculates a carbon “offset” based upon the number of
net new trees proposed, averaged over a 20-year growth cycle. Due to the size of the project site
and comparison of existing and proposed activities, changes in vegetation would not provide
measureable results that would affect the outcome of the emissions modeling. Calculations for
carbon sequestration potential off-sets provided by new tree plantings in numbers greater than
trees to be removed are included in this assessment. According to information provided by the
applicant (Mark Hansen email, May 11, 2017, the proposed project includes the removal of 35
trees, and at least 67 net new trees would be planted on site; therefore, a carbon sequestration
offset calculation was conducted for this assessment.

Results

GHG construction and operational emissions model results are reported on an annual basis in
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (COze). Criteria air pollutant emissions are reported in
pounds per day. Winter emissions of criteria pollutants are greater during the winter months in
the North Central Coast Air Basin; therefore, only winter emissions are reported. Detailed
model results for criteria pollutant winter and annual GHG emissions are included as
attachments to this assessment.

Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Unmitigated operational criteria pollutant emissions resulting from the proposed project’s
operations are summarized in Table 3, Unmitigated Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions
(Pounds per Day).
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Table 3 Unmitigated Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions (Pounds per Day)
Reactive Suspended Carbon
o Organic Nitrogen Oxides Particulate !
Emissions Monoxide
Gases (NOy) Matter (CO)
(ROG) (PM1o)
Winter (unmitigated) 7.08 11.66 1.9 16.37

SOURCE: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017
NOTE: Results may vary due to rounding.

GHG Emissions
Existing Operational GHG Emissions

Existing operational GHG emissions model results are reported on an annual basis in metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT COze). According to the CalEEMod modeling results
unmitigated operational GHG emissions under existing conditions are an estimated 19.62 MT
COze per year.

Unmitigated Construction Emissions

The proposed project would generate an estimated 740.88 MT COze unmitigated emissions
during construction. With unmitigated construction emissions averaged over a 30-year
operational lifetime, the annual amortized construction emissions equal 24.70 MT COze.

Unmitigated Operational Emissions

Unmitigated operational GHG emissions model results for the proposed project are reported in
Table 4, Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (MT COze per year).
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Table 4 Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (MT CO:ze per year)!

Emissions Bio CO2 NBio CO CH, N20 COz

Source

Area 0.00 0.01 <0.01 0.00 0.01
Energy? 0.00 489.11 0.03 <0.01 492.56
Mobile 0.00 304.12 0.02 0.00 304.57
Offroad 0.00 120.04 0.04 0.00 120.99
Waste 56.17 0.00 3.32 0.00 139.16
Water 16.37 38.88 1.68 0.04 109.44
Total 72.54 952.17 5.09 0.05 1,166.74

Source: CalEEMod Results. EMC Planning Group 2017
Note:
1. Results may vary due to rounding.
2. Compliant with 2016 Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards.

Carbon Offset

Tree planting proposed by the project would generate a carbon offset of 47.44 MT COze, over a
20-year active life cycle for new trees. This equates to approximately 1.58 MT COze per year
when averaged over a 30 year lifespan of the project. For reporting purposes the calculated
annual carbon offset is deducted from the total annual unmitigated GHG emissions generated
by the proposed project.

GHG Emissions Attributable to the Proposed Project

The total unmitigated GHG emissions attributable to the proposed project are determined by
comparing existing emissions with proposed unmitigated construction and operational
emissions, and any carbon offsets applicable to the project. The net unmitigated GHG emissions
attributable to the proposed project are presented in Table 5, Unmitigated GHG Emissions (MT

COze per Year).
Table 5 Summary of Unmitigated GHG Emissions (MT CO:ze per Year)'
Annual Amortized Annual Project Existing Project Net
Operations | Construction2 | Carbon Offset | Emissions? Emissions Emissions
1,166.74 24.70 <1.58>3 1189.86 <19.62> 1,170.24

Source: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017

Notes: Amounts may vary due to rounding.
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1. Results may vary due to rounding.
2. Project emissions result is the sum of annual operational and amortized construction, less the annual carbon offset.
3. <Brackets> indicate deductions.

Sources

1. Hogan Land Services. May 2017. Project Plans: Second Sun Grow Development Plans for
Medical Cannabis Cultivation and Packaging Site.

2. Hansen, Mark. Email message to Consultant, 11 May 2017.
3. Osorio, Luis. Email message to Mic Steinman, 23 May 2017.

4. BREEZE Software. A Division of Trinity Consultants. California Emissions Estimator
(CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.1. September 2016. Available online at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod.htm

5. BREEZE Software. A Division of Trinity Consultants. CalEEMod User’s Guide (Version
2016.3.1). September 2016. Available online at:
http://www.agqmd.gov/caleemod/guide.htm

MBARD. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. 2008.
http://mbard.org/pdf/CEQA_full%20(1).pdf

6. Pacific Gas & Electric. Greenhouse Gas Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers. November
2015. Accessed online April 12, 2017 at:
https://www.pge.com/includes/docs/pdfs/shared/environment/calculator/pge_ghg em
ission_factor_info_sheet.pdf
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.1

Page 1 of 1

Golden State Alternative Care (Existing Conditions) - Monterey County, Annual

Golden State Alternative Care (Existing Conditions)

1.0 Project Characteristics

Monterey County, Annual

Date: 4/17/2017 6:16 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area F’opulation
Single Eamily Housing 1.00 Bwelling Unit 10.33 1,588.00 3
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days) 55
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2018
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 641.35 CH4 Intensity N20 Intensity 0.006

(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

(Ib/MWhr)

Land Use - Lot acreage provided by applicant. Housing square footage estimated from Google Earth aerial.

Construction Phase - No construction

tblLandUse LotAcreage

.................................................................. '-"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""\'"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""v""""""""""""""""-"""""""""""I

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational




ROG NOX CoO SO2 | Fugitive ] Exhaust | PMI0 ] Fugtive | Exnaust | PM25 ] BO. CO2 [NBlo: COZ| Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 | PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
I I I
Area 0.0359 | 9.5000e- : 0.0458 ; 7.0000e- | t 5.0700e- ; 50700 ; ? 5.0700e- : 507006 | 0.4858 ; 0.5131 ] 0.9989 : 6.1000e- ; 4.0000e- ; 1.0264
i o004 i {005 i i 003 | o003 i {003 i i H {004 i 005 i
T T T e e T T e e ST o T e
004 i 003 i 004 005 i 004 | 005 ‘i
TTTMobile # 5.4200e- ¢ 0.0229 § 0.0660 : 1.4000e- i 12.0500e- ¢ 0.0000 : 13.2179 i 13.2179 : 8.2000e- i 0.0000 : 13.2384
i 003 i io004 i {003 i i i 004 i
ST TSSO SO O SO SO SO SO O R B B o
ST OO SO SO SO SOV ST SO S R T R TP YT P B e
003 i o005 i
__ __ __ I —
Total 0.0415 | 0.0255 | 0.1125 | 2.2000e- | 0.0102 | 5.4100e- | 0.0156 | 2.7500e- | 5.4000e- | 8.1500e- | 0.7744 | 18.3127 | 19.0871 | 0.0196 | 1.5000e- | 19.6208
004 003 003 003 003 004




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 5/24/2017 12:03 PM

Golden State Alternative Care MM Greenfield CA
Monterey Bay Unified APCD Air District, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area 5opulation
Manufacturing i 223.15 i 1000sqft i 5.01 i 218,150.00 i 0
......................... ParkmgLot11500Space05323000000
v S T T N e R T S PR
............ 5 therNonAsphaItSurfaces922710005qft21292270000

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.8 Precipitation Freq (Days) 53

Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

CO2 Intensity 307 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - CO2 intensity factor adjusted per PG&E 2019 projections

Land Use - 5 ksf second story (assumed)

Vehicle Trips - Adjusted per ITE 9th Edition Employee-based trips

Operational Off-Road Equipment - Conveyor, one forklift, one pallet jack (per applicant emails 5/11 and 5/23 2017)
Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps -

Sequestration - Applicant Email 5/11/17

Energy Mitigation - 2016 Title 24 compliant and generation of at least 5% renewable energy on-site

7able Name Column Name Befault Value New Value




..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

tolLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 223,150.00 218,150.00
........................ s B Py e e s
........................ thLandUseLotAcreage512501
........................ tblLandUseLotAcreage103053

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperFuelType Diesel TR Electrical |
....... tblOperahonalOffRoadEqumentOperFuelTypeD|ese|Electncal
....... thOperatlonaIOffRoadEqU|pment}OperHorsePower
"""" tblOperationaiOffRoadEquipment T OperloadFactor
....... thOperatlonaIOffRoadEqU|pmentvOperLoadFactor
....... t'SI'(')'E;é'r'é't'iBﬁé{féﬁ'ﬁaéaﬁaﬂiﬁfﬁéﬁf""m:\"""""""""5%5[5&{&!555{6}'"""""""""

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment i OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment i OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear

...........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

tbISequestration NumberOfNewTrees

tbIStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HorsePowerValue

.................................................................. oSSy Ao oS

tbIStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HoursPerDay 0.73
R e S e T Y M——
iSRG o Purase B e i e S g
..................... tb|Veh|C|eTr|p5 ST_TR.;QQG
..................... tblVehmleTnpsSUTR062096
..................... thVehcheTrlpszD_TR382096

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PNM25 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA
PMi0 | PMio | Tota | Pm25 | PM25 Total

N20

CO2e




Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area 55862 § 4.7000e- ; 0.0505 § 0.0000 i § 1.8000e- § 1.8000e- i 1.8000e- | 1.8000e- 0.1073  0.1073 T 290008 0.1145
{004 i : : 004 004 004 i
sier TR TR é"s'i'é'dé'f"g ................... s """"""""""""""""1"é'é'1"é'2'i"'1"é'é'i'é'é'{'i""(')"65'5'7'""'"'(5'(')52%"'"1"572"655'6'2
: 003 N
R T T e 1 e P oy """"""""""""""""1"é'2'§'é§'3"'1"§é§'i§é’3’§""6'{'ﬁ'é .................... i'iié;é'Zé'éH
H H E H H 5 H
........ o T T ToC R A S R VTSRS At Sy e EWILETOL 'i'iii'7"§é'(3'1' g i'6'2'5"§i'1"1
: : : 1 i : i
- I —— I
Total 7.0889 | 11.6634 | 16.3657 | 0.0377 | 1.3338 | 0.5618 | 1.8956 | 0.3574 | 0.5270 | 0.8844 4,709.582‘4,709.5825 0.4698 | 0.0341 |4,731.4999
5
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcOo2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated 0.6202 § 82146  7.8246 [ 00181 [ 13338 : 00268 : 13606  0.35/4 [ 00258 [ 0362/ §1,829.693§1,829.6935§ 0.1118 §1,832.4881
Unmitigated 06202 : 32146 ; 7.8246 | 00181 | 1.3338 ; 0.0268 ; 1.3606 ; 0.3574 ; 0.0253 ; 0.3827 I 8567563 18296935 0.1118 """""""1"é'3"2"£1§§i
(s : E H H H i 5 H
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
I I
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Manufacturing 214.22 214.22 214.22 625,429 625,429

I 21422 |

214.22 |

214.22

625,429

Mﬂes murpose %
Land Use H-W or CW | H-S or C-C [H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Manufacturing 9.50 7 7.30
" Other Asphalt Surfaces 950 i 7.30 TR0 00 i 0.00
..... s WL SO S S s
""""""""" Parking Lot TG YT g0 T YT 80T 0060 0000




. — — - . - . . . . .
LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.526310; 0.0323;4: 0.198537 0.139584: 0.026888; 0.0061 0;: 0.01;909: 0.036642; 0.003065; 0.002931: 0.007432: 0.001121¢ 0.001102)

5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N

Exceed Title 24

Percent of Electricity Use Generated with Renewable Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio— CcOo2 %otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
NaturalGas & 0.1349 : 1.2266 : 1.0303 : 7.3600e- : i 0.0932 : 0.0932 : : 0.0932 : 0.0932 T T.471.000 147100057 00282 T 00270 :11.480.6493)
Mitigated i : i o003 i : : : : iP5 : :
""" NaturaiGas & 0.1707 | 15516 | 1.3034 i 9.3100e- i i 04179 i 01179 i 1 01179 | 01179 i 11,861.9211,861.9217; 0.0357 : 0.0341 :1,872:9862
Unmitigated 003 7 : H : :

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Manufacturing i 15826.3 i 0.1707 1.3034 : 9.3100e- ; i 01179 @ 0.1179 11,861.9217: 1,861.921 0.0357 i 0.0341 ;1,872.9862"
; i 003 i i H : ; ; :

>
.0000 : 0.0000

Surfaces

.......................... R X

Other Non—AsphaItg 0 0.0000
Surfaces i

0.0000 i 0.0000 70,0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 '} 0.0000 i 0.0000 i 0.0000




Parkinglot § 0 0.0000 § 0.0000 } 0.0000 i 0.0000 | 70,0000 0.0000 70,0000 § 0.0000 170.0000 § 0.0000 § 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000

- : H : - : : H H - : - : H - H — H - : H - H :
Total 0.1707 1.5516 1.3034 | 9.3100e- 0.1179 0.1179 0.1179 0.1179 1,861.9217] 1,861.921 | 0.0357 0.0341 1,872.9862I
003 7

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 %otal cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

NaturalGa
s Use

Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day

Other Asphalt  } 0

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces i i i

0.0000 { 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000

Surfaces

........................... Besemmmneanas smmmssmsmsssabacssssssssssasadesssssssssssssashasnsnnanansaaaskannnnnannnan - 3. H : T D LT L D D T Er T T S

Parking Lot : 0 0.0000 : 0.0000  0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000

............ .E-‘-I-,-4--7-i"9-(-)- ;-1-:4-.-7"1"9"0"2"5""(-)-6é-8"2""?
i : : : : : : : : i : 5 i :
- o _ e T e~
Total 0.1349 1.2266 1.0303 | 7.3600e- 0.0932 0.0932 0.0932 0.0932 1,471.9025| 1,471.902 | 0.0282 0.0270
003 5
6.0 Area Detail
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Unmitigated i 55862 i 4.7000e- ; 0.0505 : 0.0000 : i 1.8000e- ; 1.8000e- : i 1.8000e- ; 1.8000e- : 0.1073 0.1073 i 2.9000e- ; i 01145
i i 004 i i 004 i 004 i i 004 i 004 i i 004 i ;
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 %otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day

Architectural i 0.8511 0.0000

Coating




e "’""zi:'7'é'62i"'§ ................ .............. ............... ............... ‘g"'b'.'é'db'é"'E"'b'.'d'db'é"" ............... E""6'.66'6'(5"'5""(')'.b'(')'db'""' ............... ............... ‘g""d'.b'é'dii"'g ............... ............... “{"'616(')'(')6"
Products H H H H H H H H H H H H
Rarrrr : 43'9'5651"5"Z.'7'b'(')'(')é'3"g"iifé'éb'é"'E"'b'.'(')'db'é""""""""""g"i'.éfié'dé'-"5"1".53'(')'(')'(55 . """"""'?'1'.'53666&"5"'1‘.‘@6661;1 . e R T 5 '.'1'(')'7"3'"'5"é'.§6'6'(56-"§ ................... ST
003 004 i ; 004 004 i 004 i 004 i 004
Total 5.5862 | 4.7000e- | 0.0505 | 0.0000 1.8000e- | 1.8000e- 1.8000e- | 1.8000e- 0.1073 | 0.1073 | 2.9000e- 0.1145
004 004 004 004 004 004
9.0 Operational Offroad
__ - . - . _ __ I
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
. .
JOther Material Handling Equipment 1 8.00; 168; 0.40:Diesel
e : .. .............................. 800 .................................................................. 89 ....................... 5 '.'éb'g'l'—fl'éﬁft'r'i'éé'l ..............
Ib't'ﬁ'é'r"Mé'té'r'iéi'ﬁéﬁ&ﬁﬁ&ﬁﬁﬂiﬁﬁ{éﬁf ........................................ : .............................. 80026 .............................. 89 ....................... 5 '.'A'f'(')‘g'l'—fl'éé't'r'i'éé'l ..............
UnMitigated/Mitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio— CcOo2 %otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
p—
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day
Forklifts 0.1608 1.4355 1.2002 i 1.5300e- i 0.1112 & 0.1112 0.1023 0.1023 T 152.0770 § 152.0770 : 0.0481 i 153.2799
L oo L f
vt : §.§33"7'1'"'§"33'f'7'é'd(')'é'-"§ .................. 5 '.'3'(')'5'7'"'{"'6'.'3'657' 1T Ty T T A §'Ss'é'é'.'ié's'i)"g'ééé'.'iééﬁ"g'"'é'.ﬁfé'@s' .............. E"é'7'§.'é§i'2"
Handling : 003 H ; H ; H
Total 0.7118 6.896-7 7.1% 0.0103 0.4169 0.4169 0.3836 0.3836 1,017.860 [1,017.8601| 0.3220 1,025.91111
1




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1 Date: 5/24/2017 12:14 PM

Golden State Alternative Care MM Greenfield CA GHG Emissions (2016 Title 24 Compliant)
Monterey Bay Unified APCD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area 5opulation
Manufacturing i 223.15 i 1000sqft i 5.01 i 218,150.00 i 0
e een e e ........................... 11500 ............................ Space053 ............ ............ 2300000
B Ty v ............................ 597010005qft137 ............ ............ R T e
e S K R Surases T ............................ 922710005qft212 ............ ............ 92270000 ...............

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.8 Precipitation Freq (Days) 53

Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

CO2 Intensity 307 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - CO2 intensity factor adjusted per PG&E 2019 projections

Land Use - 5 ksf second story (assumed)

Vehicle Trips - Adjusted per ITE 9th Edition Employee-based trips

Operational Off-Road Equipment - Conveyor, one forklift, one pallet jack (per applicant emails 5/11 and 5/23 2017)
Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps -

Sequestration - Applicant Email 5/11/17

Energy - 2016 Title 24 compliant

7able Name Column Name Befault Value New Value




..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 223,150.00 218,150.00
........................ T T e ST B N ——
........................ ; bILandUseLotAcreage501
........................ e 53
....... TR e T T e
....... ; bIOperanonaIOffRoaquwpmentOperFuelTypeD|eselElectncal
....... e T e T 1 R X M
....... EiGraaonaiGHeadEToma e T R
....... ; bIOperatlonaIOffRoaquwpmentOperLoadFactor020

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber

e o e e e e e e e e e e R S R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R e R RN AR EE AR NN EEEsEEEEsEEEsmEEmsmmnmes

tblOperationalOffRoadEquipment OperOffRoadEquipmentNumber

tbIProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear

..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

tbISequestration NumberOfNewTrees

tbIStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HoursPerDay

tbIStationaryGeneratorsPumpsUse HoursPerYear 58.00
R P ey et S NorberGiEamiman ™ T R
..................... tb|Veh|c|eTr|ps ST_TR‘.OQG
..................... tblVehmIeTnpsSUTR062096
..................... thVeh|cIeTr|psWD_TR382096

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugtive | Exhaust | P25 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHa
PMi0 | PMio | Tota | Pm25 | PM25 Total

N20

CO2e




-
Year tons/yr MT/yr

T 260008 ; 0.2075  0.1075 0.0000 ; 237.9056 ; 237.9056 ; 0.045/ ; 0.0000 f 239.0491

003
.......... S T T e o aE T e Sy st T s saneie T s s T oA
i i i 003 i i i i i i i
- - — — ——
Total 2.1509 | 5.1930 | 3.9755 | 8.1000e- | 0.3623 | 0.2577 | 0.6200 | 0.1393 | 0.2414 ] 0.3808 J 0.0000 | 737.9205 ] 737.9205 | 0.1184 | 0.0000 | 740.8813
003
2.2 Overall Operational
ROG NOX CoO SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exhaust | P25 ] Bio- CO2 |NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHa N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Offroad

0.0925 | 0.8966 i 1.3400e- }

0.0000 ; 120.0403 ; 120.0403 ; 0.0380
003 : i i

0.0000 § 120.9898

: 304.1231 : 304.1231

0.0000 § 139.1579

56.1696 | 0.0000 i 56.1696 ; 3.3195

AT T T T S 1 X R TP VE

1.6852 0.0405 § 109.4419
- H - - - i i _ H i
Total 1.2480 1.6914 2.4731 | 6.0000e- | 0.2352 0.0761 0.3113 0.0632 0.0715 0.1347 72.5410 | 952.1659 |1,024.7069| 5.0885 0.0497 [1,1 66.m
003

2.3 Vegetation
Vegetation

CO2e

Category

New Trees i 47.4360

Total 47.4360




4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcOo2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated & 0.1117 0.509 i 1.3444 ' 3.3200e- { 0.2352 } 4.8300e- i 0.2401 | 0.0632 i 4.5600e- : 0.0678 : 0.0000 i 304.1231: 304.1231 ; 0.0180 : 0.0000 : 304.5721
i : [ 003 i 003 i ; 003 i : [ : [ : :

4.2 Trip Summary Information

e ——————
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
I —
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

214.22

Manufacturing

Parking Lot i : ; : ;
-
Total | 214.22 | 214.22 | 214.22 | 625,429 | 625,429

4.3 Trip Type Information

Mﬂes ?rip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W | H-S or C-C |H-O or C-NW | H-W or C- | H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Igrimary Diverted
NManufacturing F950 L 780 730 59.00 ¢ 2800 & 1300
" Other Asphait Surfaces ¢ 950 TT7E0 R 7307TTTTe00 T 0.00 T 0.00 T T T
ST Nor Aepmait SurfacesH T e R e R T R T R
""""""""" Parking Lot § 950 {730 i 730 1 000 i 000 {000
. — —— . . - - - . . .
LDA I LDT1 I LDT2 MDV I LHD1 I LHD2 I MHD I HHD I OBUS I UBUS I MCY I SBUS I MH
0.526310;  0.082374; 0.19853/ 0.139584; 0.026888; 0.006107; 0.017909; 0.036642; 0.003065; 0.002931; 0.007432; 0.001121; 0.001102

5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

2016 Title 24 compliant




5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

ROG NOX CO S02 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PMI0 ] Fugitive | Exnaust | PM25  J Blo- CO2 [NBlo. COZ] Total CO2 | GHA N2O CO%e
PM10 | PMi0 | Total | PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
P I I
Electrioity 0.0000 : 0.0000 § 2454173 2454173 | 0.0232 | 48000 ; 247.4262
Compliant : ; i 003 i

NaturaiGal ROG NOX CoO S02 | Fugiive | Exnaust | PMIO | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM25 B0 CO2 [NBlo- CO2] Total CO2| . CHA N2O COZe
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
. .
Nanutactunng . :4.56658e+ 3 0.0246 : 0.2239 T.3400€. 0.0170 : 00170 0.0170 & 00170 : 0.0000 : 243.6000 : 243.6000 { 467006 : 4.4700e. : 245.1381
P06 003 i : i 003 i 003 i

0.0000 0.0000

Other Asphalt 0
Surfaces

Other Non-Asphalt } 0
Surfaces

Parking Lot} 0

0.0000 0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000 | 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000
T e e
T e e

__
Total

1.3400e-

—
0.0170

—
0.0170

—
0.0170

—
0.0170

H :  —  — :
243.6900 | 243.6900 | 4.6700e- | 4.4700e- | 245.1381

0.0246 0.2239 0.1880 0.0000
003 003 003
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
Electricity § Total CO2 | CHa N2O CO%e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Manufacturing i1.74215e+i 242.5988 : 0.0229 : 4.7400e- i 244.5846
i 006 i i i 003 i
"'"dfﬁé?')&é’,&'ﬁé’li""i ....... 5 T Y T ToR oy T T
Surfaces
b"tHéf'Né‘ﬁi'A's'EH;{|'{§ ....... 5 T Y TR oy T S
Surfaces
" Parking Lot | 20240 & 2.8185 : 2.7000e- i 6.0000e- | 2.8416
i i 004 i 005 i
= = —
Total 245.4173 | 0.0232 | 4.8000e- | 247.4262

003




6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exhaust | PNM25 ] Bio- CO2 |NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO2e
PMi0 | PMi0 | Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Unmitigated & 10192 | 6.0000e- ; 6.3200e | 0.0000 : : 2.00008- | 2.00008- ; t 200006 ; 2.0000e | 0.0000 : 0.0122 ; 00122 ; 3.0000e ; 0.0000 ; 0.0130
i 005 | 003 i g i 005 | 005 i i 005 i 005 g o005 i i
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugtive | Exhaust | P25 ] Bio- CO2 |NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO2e
PMiO | PMi0 | Total PM25 | PM25 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : t 0.0000 ; 00000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000  0.0000 : 0:0000 f 0.0000
Coating i : : i i : i : i
""" Consumer T 0.0000 | 0.0000 § 1 0.0000 i 0.0000 § 0.0000 i 0.0000 § 0.0000 ;i 0.0000 § 0.0000
Products i H H i i H i H i
""" Landscaping I"6.0000e- | 6.32006- 70,0000 F T SI60006- | 2.0000e- & 200006 1 2.0000e- i 0.0000 i 0.0122 7§ 0.0122 "} 3.00006- | 0.0000
i o005 | o003 | i 005 | 005 i i 005 | 005 @ : i 005 i
Total 6.0000e- | 6.3200e- | 0.0000 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- ] 0.0000 | 0.0122 | 00122 | 3.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0130
005 003 005 005 005 005 005
7.0 Water Detail
Totl CO2 | Ch4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Unmitigated  # 552544 ; 1.6852 : 0.0405 : 109.4419

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Outlf Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use

Land Use Mgal M?/yr

Manufacturing  :51.6034 /0% 55.2544  1.6852 : 0.0405 : 109.4419




Other Asphalt 0.0000 0.0000
Surfaces
'(')'t'ﬁ'é'r'f\'lb'h'-"A's'BHéit"g ............................ P TToR By T O
Surfaces
e 'él'rk'i'ﬁa'l'_'c;f ..................................... P TN oy oo
?otal 55.2544 1.6852 0.0405 | 109.4419
8.0 Waste Detail
Category/Year
Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
MT/yr
I
Unmitigated § 56.1696 ; 3.3195 : 0.0000 ; 139.1579
8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
I
Manufacturing 276.71 & 56.1696 3.3195 0.0000 : 139.1579

........................................

.........................

Other Asphalt i 0 0.0000
Surfaces
-ét-}:l-e- .r. NBH_'A'S'BHAHE ..... b. .......................................... (.) .b.(.).db. -
Surfaces
" 'é'rk'i'ﬁ{;"l'_'cii"""g ....... TR MY T T S
- H o I
Total 56.1696  3.3195 | 0.0000 [ 139.1579
9.0 Operational Offroad
__ N - I . _ __ I
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Other Material Handling Equipment 1 8.00; 260; 168} 0.4055iese|

Forklifts

0.20

:Electrical




OtherMaterlaIHandImgEqument .......... 1800‘ ................................. 260 ................................. 5 9’040Electr|cal .............. I

Lonveyor ana assumea Torkiiit ana pallet movers
UnMitigated/Mitigated

ROG NOX CO S02 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PMI0 ] Fugitve | Exnaust | PM25  J Blo- CO2 [NBlo. COZ] Total CO2 | GHA N2O CO%e
PMiO | PMio | Total PM25 | PM25 Total
P
Equipment Type tons/yr MT/yr
Forkims & 0.0200 I 01866 I 0.1560 I 2.0000e T 00145 T 00145 T 00133 1 00133 1 00000 : 170351 f 1703571  5.6700e I 0.0000 180769
i i i {004 i i i i i i i i i i 003 i i
T sic s A B T i E TP et BNy R R e S
Hand“ng H H H H H H H H H H
Equipment
Total 0.0925 | 08966 | 0.9343 | 1.3400e- 0.0542 | 0.0542 0.0499 | 0.0499 ] 0.0000 |120.0403 | 120.0403 | 0.0380 | 0.0000 | 120.9898

003




To: Teri Wissler Adam, Project Manager

From: Sally Rideout, Principal Planner; Dana McCarthy, Assistant Planner

Cc: File (ENV-719)

Date: May 17, 2017

Re: Paper Plane Traders Medical Marijuana Project — Air quality and Greenhouse

Gas (GHG) Emissions Assessment

Project Description

The proposed project is the development of medical marijuana cultivation and manufacturing
facility on a 2.6-acre site in Greenfield California. The site is developed with three houses, two
barns and a small shed. The proposed facility includes manufacturing and storage areas,
warehouse and office uses. Proposed site improvements include construction of a surface
parking lot, paved access routes, storm drainage facilities and landscaping. The proposed
project would provide 47 jobs. Greenhouses are not proposed. The project site is located within
the North Central Coast Air Basin, which is within the jurisdiction of the Monterey Bay Air
Resources District (air district). An initial study pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) is being prepared by the City of Greenfield to identify any potentially
significant environmental impacts that would result from development of the proposed project.

Scope of Assessment

This assessment provides an estimate of the proposed project’s existing and proposed criteria
air pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions using the California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.1 software, a modeling platform recommended by the
California Air Resources Board and accepted by the Monterey Bay Air Resources District
(MBARD). Model results are attached to this memorandum. For modeling purposes, data

MEMORANDUM




Teri Wissler Adam
EMC Planning Group
May 17, 2017, Page 2

inputs to the model take into account the type and size of proposed uses utilizing CalEEMod
default land uses based on the size metrics provided by the applicants.

Project Emissions Sources

The size and type of existing and proposed sources of criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions
on the project site and their respective CalEEMod land use default categories are presented in
Table 1, Project Characteristics and Table 2, Operational Stationary Sources and Off-road

Equipment.
Table 1 Project Characteristics’

Existing and Proposed Uses CalEEMod Land Use Category Size?

Existing Proposed

Single-family Dwelling Single-family 3 units 0
Greenhouses/R&D/Processing/Internal Offices | Manufacturing? 0 19,500
Parking Surface Parking Lot 0 34 Spaces
Other Pavement Other Asphalt Surfaces 0 47,100
Sidewalks, patios, loading docks, etc. Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0 5,243
Landscaping and Bio-swales* Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0 11,769
Sources: Belli Architectural Group 2017, Google Earth 2016, BREEZE Software 2016, EMC Planning Group 2017.
Notes:

1. Amounts may vary due to rounding.

2. In Square feet unless otherwise noted.

3. Manufacturing Facilities are areas where the primary activity is the conversion of raw materials into finished products. This
use generally also has some office, warehouse, and R&D functions at the site.

4. Storm water facilities and landscaping would not be substantial sources of operational emissions and are included in the
model only to enable estimation of construction emissions across the entire site.

Table 2 Operational Stationary Sources and Off-road Equipment
Equipment Type Number Fuel Type Output Rating’
Emergency Generator 1 Diesel 700
Forklifts 1 Battery/Electric 89
Pallet Movers/Jacks 1 Battery/Electric 89

Source: EMC Planning Group, CalEEMod default ratings.
Note: Horsepower (HP))

MEMORANDUM
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Emissions Model

The CalEEMod software utilizes emissions models USEPA AP-42 emission factors, CARB
vehicle emission models studies and studies commissioned by other California agencies such as
the California Energy Commission and CalRecycle. The CalEEMod platform allows calculations
of both construction and operational criteria pollutant and GHG emissions from land use
projects. In certain instances the model can be used to estimate emissions for related stationary
sources such as on-site generators, boilers and fire pump equipment, and operational off-road
equipment such as forklifts and other materials handling equipment. The model also calculates
indirect emissions from processes “downstream” of the project under evaluation such as GHG
emissions from energy use, solid waste disposal, vegetation planting and/or removal, and water
use. CalEEMod also estimates changes in carbon sequestration potential due to changes in land
use such as converting vegetation to built or paved surfaces, and also calculates a potential
carbon “offset” from planting new trees.

Methodology

Unless otherwise noted, model inputs are based upon the information provided by the
applicant regarding proposed activities and greenhouse and other facility operational
equipment. The Cal[EEMod program also models construction emissions associated with land
use development projects and allows for the input of project-specific construction information
including phasing (demolition, site preparation, grading, paving, architectural, and finishing)
and construction equipment information, if known. CalEEMod default construction parameters
allow estimates of construction emissions based upon empirical data collected and analyzed by
CARB, and use of the default construction parameters is accepted by MBARD. Information
regarding actual construction activity phases and the number and type of construction
equipment by phase was not yet available in detail sufficient to utilize in the model, therefore
the model defaults were utilized for construction emissions. Due to the size of the project site
and comparison of existing and proposed activities, changes in vegetation would not provide
measureable results that would affect the outcome of the emissions modeling. At the time of the
modeling, a landscaping plan had not yet been provided. Therefore carbon sequestration
estimates are not included in this assessment.

Assumptions

Unless otherwise noted, data inputs for the project model are based on the following primary
assumptions:

MEMORANDUM




Teri Wissler Adam
EMC Planning Group
May 17, 2017, Page 4

1. The assumed operational date for the proposed project is 2019.

2. Operational mobile-source and area-source emissions from the proposed project were
captured using the following CalEEMod default land use subtypes:

a. Emissions from the existing use of the site are assumed to be generally similar to
those that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype “Single-
family Housing”.

b. Emissions generated by, processing, research and development (R&D), dry storage
and related office uses are assumed to be generally similar to emissions that would
be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype “Manufacturing”, which
consists of areas where the primary activity is the conversion of raw materials or
parts into finished products. It generally also has office, warehouse, and R&D
functions at the site.

c. Emissions from the proposed parking lot are assumed to be generally similar to
emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Parking Lot”, which is a single surface parking lot typically covered with asphalt.

d. Emissions from internal paved roadways and access routes are assumed to be
generally similar to emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default
land use subtype “Other Asphalt Surfaces”, which is described as an asphalt area
not used as a parking lot.

e. Emissions from sidewalks, loading docks, patios, equipment pads, or other non-
asphalt impervious surfaces are assumed to be generally similar to emissions that
would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype “Non-Asphalt
Surfaces” which includes equipment pads, loading dock areas, etc. Landscaped
areas, although not significant sources of GHG emissions, are also included in this
category to capture construction GHG emissions.

3. The model’s default CO: intensity factor of 641 pounds/megawatt hour was reduced to
307 pounds/megawatt hour to reflect Pacific Gas & Electric energy projections for 2019
and the anticipated intensity factor for project’s operational year. The intensity factor
has been falling, in significant part due to the increasing percentage of Pacific Gas &
Electric’s energy portfolio obtained from renewable energy. Emissions intensity data is
from Pacific Gas & Electric’s Greenhouse Gas Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers,
dated November 2015.

4. The default vehicle trip generation value for manufacturing uses was adjusted using
the Institute of Traffic Engineers 9th Edition employee-based trip generation for
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manufacturing uses. This rate better reflects the nature of the project where much of
the internal building space is planned for a passive activity (e.g. greenhouses) that is
managed by a relatively small number of employees.

Model Baseline

The baseline for criteria air pollutant emissions that affect air quality are already quantified in
air quality management plans. CalEEMod default values for baseline conditions assume new
development on a vacant site. For development that replaces existing improvements on specific
sites, project-specific contributions to regional GHG emissions can be derived by comparing the
proposed project GHG emissions to the baseline GHG emissions under existing conditions. The
difference between the two would be the project’s contribution to GHG emissions.

Operational Emissions Data Inputs

Other than the land use characteristic information identified above, model defaults were used
for operational stationary source and area source emissions estimates, for the existing and
proposed uses identified in Table 1 and Table 2. Project-specific data inputs for the project are
listed in the model results attached to this memorandum. Mobile-source emissions are based on
the Institute of Traffic Engineers 9th Edition employee-based trip generation for manufacturing
uses. This rate better reflects the nature of the project where much of the internal building space
is planned for a passive activity (e.g. greenhouses) that is managed by a relatively small number
of employees. The adjusted trip rates are presented in Table 3, Adjusted Vehicle Trip Rates.

Table 3 Adjusted Vehicle Trip Rates!
Use ITE Employee Rate Number of Daily Trips Adjusted Trip Rate
Per Day? Employees? (per ksf per day)*5
Manufacturing 213 47 100.11 5.13
Sources: ITE 9t Ediition, EMC Planning Group 2017)
Notes:
1. Amounts may vary due to rounding.
2. Weekday

3. Provided by applicant.

4. Daily employee-based trips are divided by manufacturing use (19.5 ksf) to yield the adjusted trip rates per thousand square
feet.

5. This is a conservative estimate of trip rates as it assumes 47 employees would be on site each day.
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Construction Emissions Data Inputs

The CalEEMod program models construction GHG emissions associated with land use
development projects and allows for the input of project-specific construction information
including phasing and equipment information, if known. CalEEMod default construction
parameters allow estimates of short term construction GHG emissions based upon empirical
data collected and analyzed by CARB. The air district recommends using default construction
emissions data if construction information is not yet available and amortizing the short term
GHG construction emissions over a 30-year time period to yield an annual result. Information
regarding actual construction activity phases and the number and type of construction
equipment by phase for the proposed project was not yet available in detail sufficient to provide
data inputs to the model; therefore, consistent with the air district’s guidance, the model
defaults were utilized for all construction data inputs.

Results

GHG construction and operational emissions model results are reported on an annual basis in
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (COze). Criteria air pollutant emissions are reported in
pounds per day. Winter emissions of criteria pollutants are greater during the winter months in
the North Central Coast Air Basin; therefore, only winter emissions are reported in this
assessment. Detailed model results for criteria pollutant winter and annual GHG emissions are
included as attachments to this assessment.

Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Operational criteria pollutant emissions resulting from the proposed project’s operations are
summarized in Table 4, Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions (Pounds per Day).

Table 4 Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions (Pounds per Day)
Reactive Suspended Carbon
o Organic Nitrogen Oxides Particulate .
Emissions Monoxide
Gases (NOy) Matter (CO)
(ROG) (PM1o)
Winter (unmitigated) 1.40 5.82 0.93 7.73

SOURCE: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017

NOTE: Results may vary due to rounding.
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GHG Emissions
Existing Operational GHG Emissions

Existing operational GHG emissions model results are reported on an annual basis in metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT COze). According to the CalEEMod modeling results
unmitigated operational GHG emissions under existing conditions are an estimated 58.86 MT
COze per year.

Unmitigated Construction Emissions

The proposed project would generate an estimated 249.77 MT CO:ze unmitigated emissions
during construction. With unmitigated construction emissions averaged over a thirty-year
operational lifetime, the annual amortized emissions equal 8.33 MT COze.

Unmitigated Operational Emissions

Unmitigated operational GHG emissions model results for the proposed project are reported in
Table 5, Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (MT COxze per year).

Table 5 Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (MT CO:e per year)

Emissions Sources Bio CO NBio CO: CHq4 N20 COze
Area 0.00 <0.01 <0.01 0.00 <0.01
Energy 0.00 52.09 <0.01 <0.01 52.45
Mobile 0.00 142.01 <0.01 0.00 142.22
Offroad 0.00 53.69 0.02 0.00 54.12
Stationary 0.00 15.46 <0.01 0.00 15.52
Waste 4.91 0.00 0.29 0.00 12.16
Water 1.43 340 0.15 <0.01 9.56
Total 6.34 266.66 0.47 <0.01 286.03

Source: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017
Note: Results may vary due to rounding.

GHG Emissions Attributable to the Proposed Project

The total unmitigated GHG emissions attributable to the proposed project are determined by
comparing the existing emissions with proposed unmitigated construction and operational

MEMORANDUM




Teri Wissler Adam
EMC Planning Group
May 17, 2017, Page §

emissions. The net unmitigated GHG emissions attributable to the proposed project are
presented in Table 6, Unmitigated GHG Emissions (MT COze per Year).

Table 4 Summary of Unmitigated GHG Emissions (MT CO:ze per Year)'
Annual Amortized Annual Project Existing Project Net
Operations Construction Emissions? Emissions Emissions?
286.03 8.33 294.36 <58.86> 235.50

Source: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017

Notes:

1. Results may vary due to rounding.

2. Unmitigated annual construction and operational emissions.

3. Net unmitigated emissions is the difference between existing and project emissions.

The net unmitigated operational GHG emissions volume attributable to the proposed project is
235.50 MT CO:ze per year.

Sources

1. Belli Architectural Group. 2016. Project Plans: Cannabis Growing and Processing Facility
for: Paper Plane Traders Inc.

2. Belli Architectural Group 2017. Project Rendering: Design Option 1.

3. Pacific Gas & Electric. Greenhouse Gas Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers.
November 2015. Accessed online September 29, 2016 at:
https://www.pge.com/includes/docs/pdfs/shared/environment/calculator/pge_ghg em
ission_factor_info_sheet.pdf

4. BREEZE Software. A Division of Trinity Consultants. California Emissions Estimator
(CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.1. September 2016. Available online at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod.htm

5. BREEZE Software. A Division of Trinity Consultants. CalEEMod User’s Guide (Version
2016.3.1). September 2016. Available online at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/guide.htm

6. MBARD. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. 2008.
http://mbard.org/pdf/CEQA _full%20(1).pdf
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Page 1 of 1 Date: 4/24/2017 12:30 PM

Emerald Mission - Monterey County, Annual

Emerald Mission
Monterey County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area F’opulation

Mobile Home Park : 1.00 : Dwelling Unit : 1.13 : 722.00 : 3

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 55

Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2018

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

CO2 Intensity 641.35 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -
Land Use - Actual lot acreage and estimated square footage of dwelling
Construction Phase - No construction

Off-road Equipment -

?able Name Column Name 5efau|t Value New Value
I
tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Parking : 150.00 0.00

tbIConstructionPhase NumDays 200.00 1.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 20.00 1.00




tblGrading AcresOfGrading 0.50 1.00
T e e T R T R
.................................................................. A S E
tbiLandUse LotAcreage H 0.13 1.13
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOX CoO SO2 | Fugitive ] Exhaust | PMI0 ] Fugtive | Exnaust | PM25 ] Bo. CO2 [NBlo- CO2| Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area i 3.5900e- | 1.2000e- i 6.0000e- ; 6.0000e- § i 6.0000e- ; 6.0000e- ; 0.0000 ; 0.0169 ; 0.0169 ; 2.0000e- | 0.0000 0.0173 |
i i i 005 § 005 i 005 005 i 005
. ek T 0 R S e 1 B Tt ey Py e e
005 i 005 ‘i 005 005 i i 004 005
T e T T R o e T e T B oot M T R R T T T
004 i 003 003 004 003 i H : 004 :
T O R— I L Tyt o R o ey AT
i003
"0.0000 )
H H H H H 003
Total 5.5100e- | 0.0130 | 0.0450 | 9.0000e- | 5.3000e- | 2.5000e- | 5.5500e- | 1.4200e- | 2.5000e- | 1.6700e- | 0.1141 | 9.7858 | 0.8998 | &.1900e- | 9.0000e- | 10.1305
003 005 003 004 003 003 004 003 003 005

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile




ROG NOX CO SO2 ] Flgtive | Exhaust | PMT0 ] Fugitive | Exnaust | PM25 B0 CO2 [NBio: GO2| Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO%e
PMio | PMio | Totar | Pm25s | PM25 | Total
Category tons/yr
Unmitigated 2.61006- 00110 [ 0.0342 | 8.00006 ; 530006 ; 1.10006 { 541006 | 142000 { 1.10006- [ 153006 i 0.0000 ; 6.85/8 : 6.85/8 ;420006 ; 0.0000 : 6.0664
003 : i 005 i 003 004 003 003 004 003 i : : 004 :
4.2 Trip Summary Information
I
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
I I
Land Use Weekday Saturday  Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Mobile Home Park i 4.99 ; 5.00 .36 14,120 14,120
__
Total | 4.99 | 5.00 .36 | 14,120 14,120
4.3 Trip Type Information
_ __ I
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use HW or CW | HSor C.C [HOOr CNW| HWorC-[HSorC.C|HOor CNW | Primary Diverted Pass-by
Nobile Home Park 10.80 7.30 7.50 44.00 18.80 37.20 86 11 3
4.4 Fleet Mix
___ I I — ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___
Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS | UBUS MCY SBUS MH
___ __ e ——————————————
Mobile Home Park 0.199476; 0.151864; 0.028389; 0.006635 0.017892; 0.024867; 0.004163; 0.001019

0.519098;

0.034062;

0.003186; 0.008055;

0.001292;

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N




5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- CcO2 %otal cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
P
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.6636 1.6636 : 8.0000e- : 2.0000e- : 1.6701
Unmitigated i 005 i 005
Unmitigated

Unmitigated

NaturaGal  ROG NOX CoO S02 | Fugtive | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PM25 ] B0 CO2 [NBlo- CO2[Total CO2| - CHa N2O CO%e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Mobile Home Park: 20672.5 i 1.1000e- : 9.5000e- : 4.1000e- : 1.0000e- : : 8.0000e- : 8.0000e- : : 8.0000e- ;: 8.0000e- : 0.0000 1.1032 1.1032 : 2.0000e- : 2.0000e- : 1.1097
H i 004 i 004 | o004 i 005 ‘i i 005 i 005 ‘i i 005 | 005 i i o005 i 005 ‘i
Total 1.1000e- | 9.5000e- | 4.1000e- | 1.0000e- 8.0000e- | 8.0000e- 8.0000e- | 8.0000e- [ 0.0000 | 1.1032 | 1.1032 | 2.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 1.1097
004 004 004 005 005 005 005 005 005 005
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
Electricity § Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
NobIle Home Park: 5718.46 & 1.6636 800006 : 200008 T 1.6701
i i 005 005




Total 1.6636 | 8.0000e- | 2.0000e- | 1.6701
005 005
6.0 Area Detail
ROG NOX CO 02 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PMI10 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PM25 ] Bio CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 | CHA N20 CO2e
PMi0 | PMio | Total | PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Unmitigated & 3.5900e- ; 1.2000e- ; 0.0104 : 0.0000 ¥ 6.00008- ; 6.00008- T T 6.00006- ; 6.00006- ; 0.0000 00169 § 00169 ;200006 ; 00000 ; 00173 |
i 003 i 004 i i 005 i 005 | i 005 | 005 i 005 i
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOX CO 02 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PM25 ] Bio CO2 [NBo- CO2| Total CO2 | CHA N20 CO2e
PMi0 | PMi0 | Total | PM25 | PM25 | Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural & 4.50000- | T 0.0000 { 0.0000 : T 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Coating 3 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i
. i —— s S R i A RN
Products : i : i
T T e S R
e T T e 1 Ty L T s
£ o004 | o004 i i o005 | o005 i i o005 i o005 i 005 i
Total 3.5000e- | 1.2000e- | 0.0104 | 0.0000 5.0000e- | 6.0000e- 6.0000e- | 6.0000e- § 0.0000 | 0.0169 | 0.0169 | 2.0000e- | 0.000 | 0.0173

003 004 005 005 005 005 005




7.0 Water Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category MT/yr
Unmitigated 3 0.1651 ' 2.1300e- : 5.0000e- ; 0.2336

003 i 005

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Outlf Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
Mobile Home Park: 0.065154 /i 0.1651 2.1300e- i 5.0000e- : 0.2336
10.0410754 i 003 i 005
Total 0.1651  2.1300e- | 5.0000e- | 0.2336
003 005

8.0 Waste Detail

Category/Year




Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
MT/yr
Unmitigated 0.0934 i 5.5200e- ; 0.0000 : 0.2313
003 H
8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Mobile Home Parki 046 # 0.0934  5.5200e- i 0.0000 0.2313
H H 003
Total 0.0934  5.5200e- | 0.0000 0.2313

003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Emerald Mission (Proposed Conditions)

Page 1 of 1

Monterey County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 4/25/2017 4:40 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area F’opulation

Manufacturing i 38.35 1000sqft 0.88 38,350.00 0
....................... M anufacturmg‘233f10005qft*005‘2’3250010
'"""""""Biﬁé}';&'éﬁﬁéif'éﬂ}'féliég ............................................. N ; OOOSqft ............. G ——— XU/ S— o
............ 5 therNonAsphaItSurfaces17010005qft0041702000
------------ 6 iﬁé}..NSH:AEBHéif.éu}}éség."""""E.""""""""""""....5:7.1"""""""""""""""?."""""""""""".1..(.).O..(sgaf.{"""""""""""""?.""""".(.).'.é.(.).""""".{:"""""".é:§.1..2.:66.""""".g.."""""""6"""""""
......................... ParkmgLot1900Space0104198000
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 55
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 307 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - PG&E CO2 intensity factor adjusted to 2019 projections (PG&E 2015)

Land Use - Parking lot area provided by applicant.

Construction Phase -

Off-road Equipment -

Vehicle Trips - Adjusted to reflect ITE (9th Ed) per employee trip rates.

Energy Use - PG&E CO2 intensity factor adjusted to 2019 projections (see Project Characteristics tab)




Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Area Mitigation -

Water Mitigation -

Operational Off-Road Equipment - Information provided by applicant. HP based on experience with similar uses

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Information provided by applicant.

Table Name Column Name Default value New Value
tblAreaMitigation i UseLowV(m’arkingCheck i Ealse i ?rue

............... tblConstDustM|t|gat|onWaterUnpavedRoadVehmleSpeed'40 e
........................ thLandUse“BundmgSpaceSquareFeet233000232500
........................ s BT e e Y 1 R— T o
........................ thLandUseBundmgSpaceSquareFeet170000170200
........................ tblLandUseBundmgSpaceSquareFeet871000871200

i OSSN SO R R R TN R—
........................ tblLandUseLandUseSquareFeet e
........................ T S B Ty S X R—
........................ s B Py e 71 A It I 1
........................ thLandUseﬁLandUseSquareFeet871000871200
........................ tblLandUseLandUseSquareFeet760000419800
........................ thLandUsekLotAcreageOW T
....... tblOperahonalOffRoadEqumentOperFuelTypeD|ese|CNG
....... thOperannaIOffRoadEqumentvOperFueITypeDleselElectncal
....... tblOperahonalOffRoadEqumentOperHorsePower89004000
....... e T e e e T E—
....... GiGeeraonaisaiE e OperOffRoadEqumentNumber000100
....... thOperannaIOffRoadEqumentﬁOperOffRoadEqumentNumber000100
.............. ; bIPro;ectCharactenshcsCOZIntensnyFactor64135307
.............. ; bIPrOJectCharactenstlcsVOperatlonaIYear20182019
..................... tblVehmleTnpsSTﬁTR149030
..................... thVeh|cIeTr|ps"SU_TR062027
.................................................................. e eaeeanemreatemectfefesciseessassecsesesessessessestestesfectesessessestesseceectesessiseiseessectecressesisssssessestessisescretessessestesecescresestistessesseseasenescsesees

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 3.82 1.57




2.0 Emissions Summary

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area 1.0376 § 8.0000e- : 8.2200e-; 0.0000 i 3.0000e- ; 3.0000e- ; i 3.0000e- ; 3.0000e- i 0.0175 0.0175 i 5.0000e- ; i 0.0186
i 005 i 003 i 005 i 005 i 005 : 005 @i : 005 :
......... = nergy 028930243017400900220002200022000220 3471633347163366500963600e03492263

003 i 003

............ dunmmmmmeannsssadesmceennasssssssbennnnsasasssnnndeanaasassnnnnnndeansanannnnanan

........ v """""""""o'.'é'é'éb""5""o'fé'é'g'%'"ﬁ""""" """""""d"'5.'6'5'6'6"'i"'b'.'d'éé'é""i""""""""E""6'.652"(5"'?""6'.65'2'6' s b s Y
- H H H — H H — H H H — H — H — H H H H H H
Total 1.6151 2.6254 | 57948 | 0.0131 0.4557 | 0.0931 0.5488 | 0.1297 | 0.0878 0.2175 1,486.921 |1,486.9212| 0.0942 | 6.3600e- |1,491.1734]
2 003
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
ROG NOx CO SO2 Eugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Unmitigated ~ # 0.3702 i 1.6500 ; 4.7138 i 0.0106 } 0.4557 i 00145 i 04703 i 0.1297 : 0.0137 i 0.1434 §1,063.94911,063.9493] 0.0635 i §1,065.5375|
H H H H H H H H H H H H 3 H H H H
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
I I
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

134

Manufacturing

Parking Lot
-
Total

| 142,858 | 142,858




4.3 Trip Type Information

- — E—
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W | H-S or C-C |H-O or C-NW | H-W or C- | H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Igrimary Diverted F’ass-by
Manufacturing F9.50 7.30 730 59.00 28.00
T . M éﬁﬂ'fé&ﬂﬁﬁ'g' ............... ?““““9“_-5-0- ......... ?‘_‘é‘é ....... femmnna- ?‘éb‘ ........ !. ..... .5..9..(.).(.). ..... ‘“““2“8“_66-"
| Other Asphait Surfaces” §  9.50 i 730 1 730 i 0.00 i 0.00
R 't'r'fé}'"I\I'SH-'A'S'BHEI'{'§U}'f'é'c'é§'"“""""S')'.'E;'d ......... S T X T T
| Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces :  9.50 i 730 ¢ 730 i 000 i 000
A—— Park|ngLot950 ......... S Tl T X T Soe
__ I I ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ __
LDA I LDT1 I LDT2 MDV I LHD1 I LHD2 I MHD I HHD I OBUS I UBUS I MCY I SBUS I MH
0.526395;  0.032321: 0.201107 0.146365; 0.026644: 0.006320; 0.017996@ 0.025422;  0.004154; 0.003072@ 0.0079_73§ 0.001269; 0.000961
5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcOo2 %otal Cco2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
NaturalGas 0.0318 0.2893 : 0.2430 i 1.7400e- i i 0.0220 i 0.0220 0.0220 0.0220 i 347.1633 ; 347.1633 i 6.6500e- | 6.3600e- i 349.2263
Unmitigated i 003 : : i : i 003 003
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Manufacturing i 168.674 ii 1.8200e- i 0.0165 : 0.0139 } 1.0000e- i 1.2600e- i 1.2600e- : i 1.2600e- § 1.2600e- : i 19.8440 i 19.8440 | 3.8000e- ; 3.6000e- i 19.9619
: i : i 004 f 003 i 003 : 003 003 : : 004 i 004 i
“Manufacturing | 2782.21 i 0.0300 § ( 027287} 02291 § 1.6400e-§  } 00207 : 00207 § 17 00207 § 00207 & 173573193} 327.3193 } 6.2700e- | 6.0000e- ; 329.0644
i 003 i i i i 003 003 i
" Gther Asphait ;0 0.0000 1 "0.0000 " T6:0000 T 0.0000 F TTTTYTGi0000 Y 0.0000 T 0.0000 ¥ 06000 YT 0.0000 "} 60000 ¥ 0.0000 "} 0.0000 "} " 0.0000
Surfaces H H
Gther Non-Asphait: 0 0.0000 100000+ 00000t 0.0000 ¢ T ¥0:0000 ¥ 0l0000 T 79:0000 100000 T £0.0000 00000 T 0:0000 10,0000 § 0.0000

Surfaces




Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 § 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Total 0.0318 0.2893 0.2430 | 1.7400e- 0.0220 0.0220 0.0220 0.0220 347.1633 | 347.1633 | 6.6500e- | 6.3600e- | 349.2263
003 003 003
6.0 Area Detail
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Unmitigated 1.0376 i 8.0000e- ; 8.2200e- ; 0.0000 i 3.0000e- ; 3.0000e- : i 3.0000e- ; 3.0000e- § 0.0175 0.0175 i 5.0000e- ; 0.0186
i 005 i 003 i 005 i 005 i 005 i 005 @i i 005 i
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 %otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural
Coating

Landscaping 7.8000e- i 8.0000e- i 3.0000e- i
i 004 i 005 i 003 i i 005 i 005 @i i 005 i 005 @i i 005 i
Total 1.0376 | 8.0000e- | 8.2200e- | 0.0000 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- 3.0000e- | 3.0000e- 0.0175 0.0175 | 5.0000e- 0.0186
005 003 005 005 005 005 005
9.0 Operational Offroad
__ N - . . . __ I
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Forklifts 0.20;:CNG
UnMitigated/Mitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcOo2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total




P __
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day
— I I
Forklifts 0.1755 0.6860 0.8297 '} 7.6000e- } 0.0566 0.0566 0.0520 0.0520 : 757912 1 75.7912 1 0.0240 i 76.3906
{004 E E E 2
- I — I I e
Total 0.1755 0.6860 0.8297 | 7.6000e- 0.0566 0.0566 0.0520 0.0520 75.7912 | 75.7912 0.0240 76.3906

004




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2013.2.2 Page 1 of 1

Emerald Mission (Proposed Conditions)
Monterey County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 5/17/2017 12:19 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area 5opulation

Manufacturing i 38.35 i 1000sqft H 0.88 38,350.00 0
.......................,\./.I.a..ﬁuf.a...c.{l.j':i.ﬁé ....................... E ............................. .2....3.:.3..............................E...........................1.666.5.d.f.t...........................;.............d.-.dé............ .............. .2. :é‘é‘é‘lb-()"“"-""";""""""""6 ...............
'""""""""dfﬁé?';&éﬁﬁéif'éﬂ}}'élEéE ............... ............................. 96610005qft022 .............. SEageT T —g——
e S Nor Rsaai Siaces T ............................. 17010005qft004 .......................... G ——
OtherNon_ASphanSurfaces ............ freennenennnenacannnnanana——. 871 ............................. {10005qft ......................... ¢020 ............ freenennnanaan 8 ’71200 ............. (O ...............
......................... ParklngLot1900Space0104198000
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 55
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 307 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006

(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - PG&E CO2 intensity factor adjusted to 2019 projections (PG&E 2015)

Land Use - Parking lot area provided by applicant.

Construction Phase -

Off-road Equipment -

Vehicle Trips - Adjusted to reflect ITE (9th Ed) per employee trip rates.

Energy Use - PG&E CO2 intensity factor adjusted to 2019 projections (see Project Characteristics tab)




Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Area Mitigation -

Water Mitigation -

Operational Off-Road Equipment - Information provided by applicant. HP based on experience with similar uses

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Information provided by applicant.

Table Name Column Name Default value New Value
tblAreaMitigation i UseLowV(m’arkingCheck i Ealse i ?rue
............... {'b'l'('i'é'rﬁEt'l'j'l]'s"ti\'/'lit'i'g';'ét'iaﬁ'"""""""E'"'W'é'té'r'ljﬁﬁé'\}}éaﬁaéa\'iéHi'é'lé'sub'é'éa'""E'""""""""""""""'21'(')""""""""""""""" e
........................ ; bILandUseBundlngSpaceSquareFeet233000232500
........................ Ty B SaareEear O e
........................ T BundlngSpaceSquareFeet170000170200
........................ ; bILandUseBundmgSpaceSquareFeet871000871200
........................ T B e KT R
........................ s LandUseSquareFeet233000232500
........................ T S S Py R B V=" y . ——
........................ Ty B e v 7 B (P X R
........................ ; bILandUseLandUseSquareFeet871000871200
........................ ; bILandUseLandUseSquareFeet760000419800
........................ T 7 v i T A /X
....... ; bIOperanonaIOffRoaquwpmentOperFuelTypeD|eselCNG
....... ; bIOperatlonaIOffRoaquwpmentOperFueITypeD|eselElectncal
....... EiGre oG RoadE T OperHorsePower89004000
....... e T e Tt 1 R ([
....... EiGreaTonaiGTReadE T OperOffRoadEqumentNumber000100
....... i bIOperanonaIOffRoadEqumentOperOffRoadEqumentNumber000100
'""""""'t't')'l'l':"r'Sj'é'é't'(':'Hz'a'r'é"c'fér'i's"ti'c"s"""""""':'"""""""'Eﬁé'I'hYé'ﬁ'éiiyﬁé{EfE;f ................ .......................... T g———
e ................... Sreratioraiaar ............................ S ......................... S
..................... tblVehmIeTnpsSTﬁTR149157
..................... thVeh|cIeTr|psSU_TR062157
................................................................. Jreeereeeeenemeearemeecescessessiteseeseeceesessessessestesesfeesessessessesteceectesessessisestessectesessesssssessecsectesjesessessessecsecressssississesresecsesessessessessenren

tbIVehicleTrips WD_TR 3.82 1.57




2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2017 i 0.2361 12165 ; 2.0400e- { 0.0349 ; 0.0981 | 0.1330 ; 0.0132 ; 0.0940 0.1072 0.0000 g1ﬁ2185§ 1#.21855 0.0334 § 0.0000 ; 178.0530
: 003 : H : H
I s e S = TR ST 7 R T e e o T T M S o e
i 003 i003 i ; : ; :
- - — - — - ———— ——
Total 0.6353 2.4264 | 1.8528 | 3.1500e- | 0.0463 | 0.1417 | 0.1879 | 0.0163 | 0.1359 0.1523 0.0000 | 272.6264 | 272.6264 | 0.0501 0.0000 | 273.8799
003
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOX coO SO2 ] rugtive | Exhaust | PMIO ] Fugtive | Exnaust | PM25  J Blo COZ2 [NBlo- COZ| Total CO2 | CHA4 N2O Coze
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 0.1893 : 1.0000e- i 1.0300e- ; 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 : 1.9800e- | 1.9800e- : 1.0000e- ;: 0.0000 : 2.1100e-
i o005 i 003 i i 003 §{ 003 i 005 i i 003
e E)'.'dliz'fzi"':'"s'f'z'é'db'é .............. :'4f61"db'é'-": 4.(.).1..0.(.).‘;:._..5 ............... }"Z.’()H’(’)’()Ei"g"'21'.'6'1'(')'65-'"5"'b'.'diié'd"'g'H'b'éfis'é's'ii';"i'd's'.éé'é'd"g"'éfé'é'db'é'-": .........................
i i 003 i 003 ‘i i003 i 003 i i i o003 i

0.2911

08127

0.0806

i 2.6200e- |

003

0.0230

{24708}

003

0.0255 1 0.0000 ; 176.7480 i 176.7480 i 0.0103

0.0833

0.0892 0.1079 i .3500e- : i 6.7700e- §{ 6.7700e- | 0.0000 8.9384 8.9384 '} 2.8300e- i
i 003 i i 003 003 i i 003 i
................. 00000“'00000500000I102389I00000‘102389506051‘
................. 00000 00000 00000 000002984570883’100728"03072'738009
H H H H H ;003
?otal 0.284-7 0.4331 0.9660 | 2.3500e- | 0.0806 0.0140 0.0946 0.0230 0.0133 0.0363 13.2234 298.45? 311.6831 0.9311 9.3800e-

003

003

—
337.7528

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile




ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- cO2 ?otal CO2J CH4 N20 CO2e

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
" —— I I
Unmitigated & 0.0668 : 0.2911 : 0.8127 : 1.9300e- : 0.0806 : 2.6200e- : 0.0833 : 0.0230 : 2.4700e- : 0.0255 : 0.0000 : 176.7480: 176.7480 : 0.0103 : 0.0000 : 177.0050
i H i i 003 i i 003 i ; i 003 H ; : ; : :

4.2 Trip Summary Information

e —————
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
I I
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
e s
175,782 175,782

Manufacturing

Parking Lot
-
Total

63.87 ] 186,462 | 186,462

4.3 Trip Type Information

_ - I
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W | H-S or C-C |H-O or C-NW | H-W or C- | H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Igrimary Diverted
- -

730  7.30 i 59.00 : 2800 :  13.00

7.30 59.00 28.00 13.00

Manufacturing : 9.50
I Py SE5
" Giher Asphait Surfaces | 9.50

.........................................................................

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

Parking Lot

. —— —— . - - - - . . __
LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.526395:  0.032321: 0.2011 07 0.1 46365: 0.026644: 0.006320: 0.01 79965 0.025422; 0.004154: 0.003055 0.007973:  0.001269: 0.000961

5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N

PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

I ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- CcO2 ?otal cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e




Unmitigated

003

004

Category tons/yr M!I'/yr

P
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000 i 48.2062 ; 48.2062 : 4.5500e- i 9.4000e- ; 48.6008
Unmitigated : i 003 004

Unmitigated

5.2 Energy by Land

Use - NaturalGas

Surfaces

NaturalGa ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 %otal cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Manufacturing 61566 & 3.3000e- : 3.0200e- ; 2.5400e- ; 2.0000e- : i 2.3000e- : 2.3000e- : i 2.3000e- ; 2.3000e- ; 0.0000 : 3.2854 3.2854 i 6.0000e- ; 6.0000e- ;: 3.3049
004 i 003 003 i 005 i i 004 i 004 i i 004 i 004 i 005 i 005 i
"m()-t-HEF'K-sBHé-Ii ............ 5 ORI . T IO S XTI BT R Y TR AT 6.-(')-(35(-)"-?-"({5655 ...... TR Ry T T Soeee
Surfaces i
b"tﬁgf-l'\l'é-ﬁ:-/:\-s-b-ﬁ-él-t-; ....... 5 T 55660 55556 TR T e o iy S Soeee

Manufacturing  §1.01551e+§ 5.4800e- | 17300008~ } i73.7800e- } 3.7800e } {"3.7800e- | 3.7800e- } 0.0000 } 54.1914 | 54.1914 | 1.0400e- } 9.9000e- | 545134 |
i ooe o003 i i {004 i i o003 i 003 i i o003 | o003 i ' i i o003 | o004 i
— ; — . —
Total 5.8100e- | 0.0528 | 0.0444 | 3.2000e- 4.0100e- | 4.0100e- 4.0100e- | 4.0100e- | 0.0000 | 57.4768 | 57.4768 | 1.1000e- | 1.0500e- | 57.8183
003 004 003 003 003 003 003 003
Unmitigated
Electricity J Total CO2|  CH& | N20 | COze
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Manufacturing : 19576.5 § 2.7261 ;2.6000e- ; 5.0000e- | 2.7484
i i i o004 i 005 i
“"Manufacturing § 322907 § 44.9657 : 4.2500e- ; 8.8000e- ; 45.3338
i i 003 004
T e R R 17 0 o
Surfaces
Other Non-Asphait: 0 & 0.0000 § 0.0000 | 0.0000 i 0.0000
Surfaces i i
“Barking Lot 3694247 051447 5100006} 1.00006- | 05186
’ i i 005 005
Total 48.2062 | 4.5600e- | 9.4000e- | 48.6008
003 004



6.0 Area Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Unmitigated ~ : 0.1893 { 1.0000e- : 1.0300e- : 0.0000 : ¢ 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 1.9800e- : 1.9800e- : 1.0000e- : 0.0000 : 2.1100e-
i 005 i 003 ‘i i 003 i 003 i 005 i 003
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 %otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural 0.0000 : 0.0000 : : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Coating : : i i ’ i i i i i i i
Consumer ) E E ............. E...(.).-.O.b.(.).d...;....(.).-.O.(.).(.).O....Er ............... .E....O.-.(.).d.o.(.)....E....b.-.(.).db.(.)....E...(.).-.db.(.).d...?...(.).-.db.(.).d...E....O.-.(.).db.(.)....E....(.).-b.(.).(.).o....?...(.).-.(.)b.(.).(.).
Products H H H H H H H H H H

i S ey P At ot TR YT S— """d.'é'd'db""g""E)'.'(')'db'(')'"';"'b'.'db'é'd"'§"1".§é'66ef"§"i'.§§66éf i
H i i i 003 i 003 i
Total 0.1893 [ 1.0000e- | 1.0300e- | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 1.9800e- | 1.9800e- | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 | 2.1100e-
005 003 003 003 005 003
7.0 Water Detail
Total CO2| CH4 N20 CO2e
Category MT/yr

Unmitigated i 10.0728 i 0.3072 : 7.3800e-: 19.9511
i i i 003 i

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Outlf Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Manufacturing  19.40725/0: 10.0728 0.3072 : 7.3800e- : 19.9511

003




Surfaces

Other Non-Asphalt §
Surfaces

Parking Lot

__
Total

OtherAsphaIt‘ ................ T T TR , .........

10.0728

003

7.3800e-

19.9511

8.0 Waste Detail

Category/Year

Total CO2

CH4

N20 CO2e

MT/yr

Unmitigated

i 10.2389 ;

0.6051

: 0.0000

i 25.3664

Unmitigated

8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste
Disposed

Total CO2

CH4 N20

CO2e

Land Use tons

MT/yr

Manufacturing

........................................

Other Asphalt i 0

: 10.2389

0.0000

| 25.3664

...........

0.0000
Surfaces
'6&'{9' .r. i\.l;).h.-..A.s.b.Ha.it..E ..... b. .......................................... (.) .b.(.).db. -
Surfaces
s 'é'rk'i'ﬁig"l'.'di"""g ....... R Sy T T S
Total 10.2389  0.6051 0.0000 | 25.3664
9.0 Operational Offroad
__ N - I . _ __ I
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
Forklifts iH 8.00; 260; 40 0.20iCNG

Other Material Handling Equipment

0.405 Electrical




UnMitigated/Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
p— I
Equipment Type tons/yr MT/yr

Forklifts #0.0228 0.0892 : 0.1079 i 1.0000e- i i 7.3500e- § 7.3500e- } 8.77006. 8.77006. i 0.0000 8.9384 8.9384 i 2.8300e- i 0.0000 9.0091

H ; 004 003 003 003 003 003

- H ; —_ ; H i ; e e H ; H

Total 0.0228 0.0892 0.1079 | 1.0000e- 7.3500e- | 7.3500e- 6.7700e- | 6.7700e- § 0.0000 8.9384 8.9384 | 2.8300e- | 0.0000 9.0091

004 003 003 003 003 003

10.0 Vegetation




To: Teri Wissler Adam, Project Manager

From: Sally Rideout, Principal Planner; Dana McCarthy, Assistant Planner

Cc: File (ENV-719)

Date: May 23, 2017

Re: Paper Plane Traders Medical Marijuana Project — Air quality and Greenhouse

Gas (GHG) Emissions Assessment

Project Description

The proposed project is the development of medical marijuana cultivation and manufacturing
facility on a 2.6-acre site in Greenfield California. The site is developed with three houses, two
barns and a small shed. The proposed facility includes manufacturing and storage areas,
warehouse and office uses. Proposed site improvements include construction of a surface
parking lot, paved access routes, storm drainage facilities and landscaping. The proposed
project would provide 47 jobs. The project site is located within the North Central Coast Air
Basin, which is within the jurisdiction of the Monterey Bay Air Resources District (air district).
An initial study pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is being
prepared by the City of Greenfield to identify any potentially significant environmental impacts
that would result from development of the proposed project.

Scope of Assessment

This assessment provides an estimate of the proposed project’s existing and proposed criteria
air pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions using the California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.1 software, a modeling platform recommended by the
California Air Resources Board and accepted by the Monterey Bay Air Resources District
(MBARD). Model results are attached to this memorandum. For modeling purposes, data
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inputs to the model take into account the type and size of proposed uses utilizing CalEEMod

default land uses based on the size metrics provided by the applicants.

Project Emissions Sources

The size and type of existing and proposed sources of criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions

on the project site and their respective CalEEMod land use default categories are presented in

Table 1, Project Characteristics and Table 2, Operational Stationary Sources and Off-road

Equipment.
Table 1 Project Characteristics’

Existing and Proposed Uses CalEEMod Land Use Category Size2

Existing Proposed

Single-family Dwelling Single-family 3 units 0
1t floor Greenhouses/R&D/Processing/Offices Manufacturing® 0 47,000
2nd floor R&D/Processing/Offices Manufacturing? 25,000
Parking Surface Parking Lot 0 53 Spaces
Other Pavement Other Asphalt Surfaces 0 20,182
Sidewalks, patios, loading docks, etc. Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0 16,684
Landscaping and Bio-swales* Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0 19,127

Sources: Belli Architectural Group 2017, Luis Osorio 2017, Google Earth 2016, BREEZE Software 2016, EMC Planning Group 2017.

Notes:
1. Amounts may vary due to rounding.
2. In Square feet unless otherwise noted.

3. Manufacturing Facilities are areas where the primary activity is the conversion of raw materials into finished products. This
use generally also has some office, warehouse, and R&D functions at the site.
4. Storm water facilities and landscaping would not be substantial sources of operational emissions and are included in the
model only o enable estimation of construction emissions across the entire site.

Table 2 Operational Stationary Sources and Off-road Equipment

Equipment Type Number Fuel Type Output Rating?
Emergency Generator 1 Diesel 700HP
Forklifts 1 Battery/Electric 89HP
Pallet Movers/Jacks 1 Battery/Electric 89HP

Source: EMC Planning Group, CalEEMod default ratfings.

Note: Horsepower (HP)
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Emissions Model

The CalEEMod software utilizes emissions models USEPA AP-42 emission factors, CARB
vehicle emission models studies and studies commissioned by other California agencies such as
the California Energy Commission and CalRecycle. The CalEEMod platform allows calculations
of both construction and operational criteria pollutant and GHG emissions from land use
projects. In certain instances the model can be used to estimate emissions for related stationary
sources such as on-site generators, boilers and fire pump equipment, and operational off-road
equipment such as forklifts and other materials handling equipment. The model also calculates
indirect emissions from processes “downstream” of the project under evaluation such as GHG
emissions from energy use, solid waste disposal, vegetation planting and/or removal, and water
use. CalEEMod also estimates changes in carbon sequestration potential due to changes in land
use such as converting vegetation to built or paved surfaces, and also calculates a potential
carbon “offset” from planting new trees.

Methodology

Unless otherwise noted, model inputs are based upon the information provided by the
applicant regarding proposed activities and greenhouse and other facility operational
equipment. The CalEEMod program also models construction emissions associated with land
use development projects and allows for the input of project-specific construction information
including phasing (demolition, site preparation, grading, paving, architectural, and finishing)
and construction equipment information, if known. CalEEMod default construction parameters
allow estimates of construction emissions based upon empirical data collected and analyzed by
CARB, and use of the default construction parameters is accepted by MBARD. Information
regarding actual construction activity phases and the number and type of construction
equipment by phase was not yet available in detail sufficient to utilize in the model, therefore
the model defaults were utilized for construction emissions. Due to the size of the project site
and comparison of existing and proposed activities, changes in vegetation would not provide
measureable results that would affect the outcome of the emissions modeling. The proposed
project includes removal of 56 trees with 36 proposed replacements. Since fewer trees would be
planted than removed, a carbon sequestration estimate is not included in this assessment.

Assumptions

Unless otherwise noted, data inputs for the project model are based on the following primary
assumptions:
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1. The assumed operational date for the proposed project is 2019.

2. Operational mobile-source and area-source emissions from the proposed project were
captured using the following CalEEMod default land use subtypes:

a. Emissions from the existing use of the site are assumed to be generally similar to
those that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype “Single-
family Housing”.

b. Emissions generated by, processing, research and development (R&D), dry storage
and related office uses are assumed to be generally similar to emissions that would
be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype “Manufacturing”, which
consists of areas where the primary activity is the conversion of raw materials or
parts into finished products. It generally also has office, warehouse, and R&D
functions at the site.

c. Emissions from the proposed parking lot are assumed to be generally similar to
emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype
“Parking Lot”, which is a single surface parking lot typically covered with asphalt.

d. Emissions from internal paved roadways and access routes are assumed to be
generally similar to emissions that would be generated by the CalEEMod default
land use subtype “Other Asphalt Surfaces”, which is described as an asphalt area
not used as a parking lot.

e. Emissions from sidewalks, loading docks, patios, equipment pads, or other non-
asphalt impervious surfaces are assumed to be generally similar to emissions that
would be generated by the CalEEMod default land use subtype “Non-Asphalt
Surfaces” which includes equipment pads, loading dock areas, etc. Landscaped
areas, although not significant sources of GHG emissions, are also included in this
category to capture construction GHG emissions.

3. The model’s default CO: intensity factor of 641 pounds/megawatt hour was reduced to
307 pounds/megawatt hour to reflect Pacific Gas & Electric energy projections for 2019
and the anticipated intensity factor for project’s operational year. The intensity factor
has been falling, in significant part due to the increasing percentage of Pacific Gas &
Electric’s energy portfolio obtained from renewable energy. Emissions intensity data is
from Pacific Gas & Electric’s Greenhouse Gas Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers,
dated November 2015.

4. The default vehicle trip generation value for manufacturing uses was adjusted using
the Institute of Traffic Engineers 9th Edition employee-based trip generation for
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manufacturing uses. This rate better reflects the nature of the project where much of
the internal building space is planned for a passive activity (e.g. greenhouses) that is
managed by a relatively small number of employees.

Model Baseline

The baseline for criteria air pollutant emissions that affect air quality are already quantified in
air quality management plans. CalEEMod default values for baseline conditions assume new
development on a vacant site. For development that replaces existing improvements on specific
sites, project-specific contributions to regional GHG emissions can be derived by comparing the
proposed project GHG emissions to the baseline GHG emissions under existing conditions. The
difference between the two would be the project’s contribution to GHG emissions.

Operational Emissions Data Inputs

Other than the land use characteristic information identified above, model defaults were used
for operational stationary source and area source emissions estimates, for the existing and
proposed uses identified in Table 1 and Table 2. Project-specific data inputs for the project are
listed in the model results attached to this memorandum. Mobile-source emissions are based on
the Institute of Traffic Engineers 9th Edition employee-based trip generation for manufacturing
uses. This rate better reflects the nature of the project where much of the internal building space
is planned for a passive activity (e.g. greenhouses) that is managed by a relatively small number
of employees. The adjusted trip rates are presented in Table 3, Adjusted Vehicle Trip Rates.

Table 3 Adjusted Vehicle Trip Rates!
Use ITE Employee Rate Number of Daily Trips Adjusted Trip Rate
Per Day? Employees? (per ksf per day)*5
Manufacturing 213 47 100.11 1.21
Sources: ITE 9t Ediition, EMC Planning Group 2017)
Notes:
1. Amounts may vary due to rounding.
2. Weekday

3. Provided by applicant.

4. Daily employee-based trips are divided by manufacturing use (83.0 ksf) to yield the adjusted trip rates per thousand square
feet.

5. This is a conservative estimate of trip rates as it assumes 47 employees would be on site each day.
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Construction Emissions Data Inputs

The CalEEMod program models construction GHG emissions associated with land use
development projects and allows for the input of project-specific construction information
including phasing and equipment information, if known. CalEEMod default construction
parameters allow estimates of short term construction GHG emissions based upon empirical
data collected and analyzed by CARB. The air district recommends using default construction
emissions data if construction information is not yet available and amortizing the short term
GHG construction emissions over a 30-year time period to yield an annual result. Information
regarding actual construction activity phases and the number and type of construction
equipment by phase for the proposed project was not yet available in detail sufficient to provide
data inputs to the model; therefore, consistent with the air district’s guidance, the model
defaults were utilized for all construction data inputs.

Results

GHG construction and operational emissions model results are reported on an annual basis in
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (COze). Criteria air pollutant emissions are reported in
pounds per day. Winter emissions of criteria pollutants are greater during the winter months in
the North Central Coast Air Basin; therefore, only winter emissions are reported in this
assessment. Detailed model results for criteria pollutant winter and annual GHG emissions are
included as attachments to this assessment.

Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Operational criteria pollutant emissions resulting from the proposed project’s operations are
summarized in Table 4, Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions (Pounds per Day).

Table 4 Operational Criteria Pollutant Emissions (Pounds per Day)
Reactive Suspended Carbon
. Organic Nitrogen Oxides Particulate .
Emissions Monoxide
Gases (NOy) Matter (CO)
(ROG) (PM1o)
Winter (unmitigated)

SOURCE: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017
NOTE: Results may vary due to rounding.
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GHG Emissions
Existing Operational GHG Emissions

Existing operational GHG emissions model results are reported on an annual basis in metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MT COze). According to the CalEEMod modeling results
unmitigated operational GHG emissions under existing conditions are an estimated 58.86 MT
COze per year.

Unmitigated Construction Emissions

The proposed project would generate an estimated 292.28 MT CO:ze unmitigated emissions
during construction. With unmitigated construction emissions averaged over a thirty-year
operational lifetime, the annual amortized emissions equal 9.74 MT COze.

Unmitigated Operational Emissions

Unmitigated operational GHG emissions model results for the proposed project are reported in
Table 5, Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (MT COxze per year).

Table 5 Unmitigated Operational GHG Emissions (MT CO:e per year)

Emissions Sources Bio CO NBio CO: CHq4 N20 COze
Area 0.00 <0.01 <0.01 0.00 <0.01
Energy 0.00 215.98 0.01 <0.01 217.49
Mobile 0.00 142.58 <0.01 0.00 142.79
Offroad 0.00 53.69 0.02 0.00 54.12
Stationary 0.00 15.46 <0.01 0.00 15.52
Waste 20.89 0.00 1.24 0.00 51.76
Water 6.09 14.46 0.63 0.02 40.71
Total 26.98 44218 1.90 0.02 522.37

Source: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017
Note: Results may vary due to rounding.

GHG Emissions Attributable to the Proposed Project

The total unmitigated GHG emissions attributable to the proposed project are determined by
comparing the existing emissions with proposed unmitigated construction and operational
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emissions. The net unmitigated GHG emissions attributable to the proposed project are
presented in Table 6, Unmitigated GHG Emissions (MT COze per Year).

Table 6 Summary of Unmitigated GHG Emissions (MT CO:ze per Year)'
Annual Amortized Annual Project Existing Project Net
Operations Construction Emissions? Emissions Emissions?
522.37 9.74 532.11 <58.86> 473.25

Source: CalEEMod Results, EMC Planning Group 2017

Notes:

1. Results may vary due to rounding.

2. Unmitigated annual construction and operational emissions.

3. Net unmitigated emissions is the difference between existing and project emissions.

The net unmitigated operational GHG emissions volume attributable to the proposed project is
473.25 MT COze per year.

Sources

1. Belli Architectural Group. 2017. Project Plans: Cannabis Growing and Processing Facility
for: Paper Plane Traders Inc.

2. Bellj, Lino. Email to Mic Steinman. 19, May 2017.

3. Pacific Gas & Electric. Greenhouse Gas Factors: Guidance for PG&E Customers.
November 2015. Accessed online September 29, 2016 at:
https://www.pge.com/includes/docs/pdfs/shared/environment/calculator/pge_ghg em
ission_factor_info_sheet.pdf

4. BREEZE Software. A Division of Trinity Consultants. California Emissions Estimator
(CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.1. September 2016. Available online at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod.htm

5. BREEZE Software. A Division of Trinity Consultants. CalEEMod User’s Guide (Version
2016.3.1). September 2016. Available online at:
http://www.aqmd.gov/caleemod/guide.htm

6. MBARD. CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. 2008.
http://mbard.org/pdf/CEQA _full%20(1).pdf
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2016.3.1

Page 1 of 1

Paper Plane Traders (Existing Conditions) - Monterey County, Annual

Paper Plane Traders (Existing Conditions)
Monterey County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 4/11/2017 12:55 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area F’opulation
Single Eamily Housing : 3.00 Bwelling Unit : 2.84 3,876.00 9
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 3.6 Precipitation Freq (Days) 55
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2018
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 641.35 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics -

Land Use - Actual lot acreage and estimated square footage for single family homes on property

Construction Phase - No construction

Off-road Equipment -

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.2 Overall Operational




Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOX CO 02 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PM25 ] Bio CO2 [NBo- CO2| Total CO2 | CHA N20 CO2e
PMi0 | PMio | Total | PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 0.1008 ; 284006 ; 0.1375 : 2.10006 : 0.0152 ; 00152 T 00152 § 00152 | 14574 § 15392 ; 29966 : 1.84006- [ 1.20006- ; 30791
003 i i 004 i : : : i : i 003 i 004
T T e T Y B TP P e TR
H H H 004 H H H H

004 i 003 i 003 i 005

08038 10,0000} 6915

0.0000 0.0000 0.8038 0.0000

i i i &
0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0475

. P R hemermnannna . ................ S, OOOOO‘OOOOO. ............... ‘00000'00000‘00620‘04332‘04952'63900e- 15000e-'07009
i i ; ; i i i ; ; ; i ; ; 003 i 004
- i — — — — ————
Total 0.1177 0.0765 0.3375 | 6.7000e- 0.0307 0.0163 0.0469 | 8.2400e- | 0.0162 0.0245 2.3233 54.9381 | 57.2614 0.0587 | 4.5000e- | 58.8625
004 003 004

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOX cO SO2 ] Fugiive | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PM25 ] Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2| Total CO2 | CHA N2O COZe
PMi10 | PMi0 | Total | PM25 | PM25 | Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Unmitigated

0.0163 : 0.068/ : 0.1979 : 4.3000e- ; 0.0307 : 6.4000e- : 0.0313 : 8.2400e- ; 6.1000e- ; 8.8500e- : 0.0000 : 39.6538 : 39.6538 ; 2.4600e- : 0.0000 : 39.7152
: i 004 i P04 i i 003 i 004 i 003 i i 003 i

4.2 Trip Summary Information

| Average Daily Trip Rate | Unmitigated | Mitigated |




Land Use Weekday Saturday  Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Single Eamily Housing 28.56 29.73 25.86 H 81,649 ; 81,649
__ __
Total | 28.56 [ 29.73 2586 | 81,649 | 81,649
4.3 Trip Type Information
_ __ I
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or CW | H-S or C-C [H-O or C-NW | H-W or C- [ H-S or C-C | H-O or CNW | Primary Diverted Pass by
Single Family Housing 10.80 7.30 7.50 44.00 18.80 37.20 86 11 3
4.4 Fleet Mix
___ I I I ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___
Land Use | oA | tori | Lot2 [ mDV [ LHDT | LHD2 MHD I HHD | oBUS | UBUS | MCY | SBUS | MH
Single Family Housing £ 0.519098; 0.034062; o.199456; 0.151864; 0.028389; 0.006635 0.017892; 0.024867; 0.004163; 0.003186; 0.008055; 0.001292; 0.001019
5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N
5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 [ Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
P
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 : 0.0000 7.5563 7.5563 3.4000e- 7.0000e- 7.5859
Unmitigated : : H H 004 005 :
“NaturaiGas  § 5.8000e-  4.9700e- | 2.1100e- ; 3.0000e- :  }4.0000e- i 4.0000e § i72.0000e" } 4.0000e~ i 0.0000 i 5.7557 i 5.7557 § 1.1000e- ; 1.1000e- } 5.7899 |
Unmitigated 004 : 003 003 i 005 004 004 i 004 004 : i 004 i 004
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated




NaturaiGal . ROG NOX CoO S0 | Fugiive | Exhaust | PMI0 | Fugtive | Exnaust | PM25  J B0 CO2 [NBlo- CO2[Total CO2| - CHa N2O CO%e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
" . I ___
Single Family 107858 i 5.8000e- : 4.9700e- : 2.1100e- i 3.0000e- : + 4.0000e- : 4.0000e- : : 4.0000e- : 4.0000e- : 0.0000 5.7557 5.7557 : 1.1000e- : 1.1000e- : 5.7899
Housing £ o004 | 003 i 003 | 005 | i o004 | o004 | i 004 i o004 i i o004 | o004 i
Total 5.8000e- | 4.9700e- | 2.1100e- | 3.0000e- 4.0000e- | 4.0000e- 4.0000e- | 4.0000e- ] 0.0000 | B.7557 | 5.7557 ] 1.1000e- ] 1.1000e- | 5.7899 |
004 003 003 005 004 004 004 004 004 004
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
Electricity § Total CO2 | CHa N2O CO%e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Single Family ;259745 i 7.5563 :3.40006-  7.0000e T 7.5659
Housing i i 004 : 005 i
Total 7.5563 | 3.4000e- | 7.0000e- | 7.5859
004 005
6.0 Area Detail
ROG NOX co S02 | Fugitve | Exnaust | PMIO | Fugitve | Exnaust | PM25  J Bio- CO2 [NBo- COZ| Total COZ| . CHA4 N2O CoOze
PMI0 | PMi0 | Total | PM25 | PM25 | Total




Category tons/yr M!I'/yr

Unmitgated & 0-1000 284006 { 0.13/5 ; 210008 | i 0.0152 § 00152 T 0.0152 § 00152 ; 14574 [ 15392 ; 29966 ; 1.8400e ; 1.2000e-  3.0/91
i i 003 {004 { 003 [ 004

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural

i 2.4300e- i : : : Y : : : : i 0.0000

Coating 003

0.0823 '} 2.4800e- i 1.4574
i 003

Landscaping 9.6000e- § 3.6000e- i 0.0000 .0000e- §{ 0.0000
§0004 i 004 i i i i i i i 005 i i
= - — — — — — — —
Total 0.1009 2.8400e- 0.1375 2.0000e- 0.0152 0.0152 0.0152 0.0152 1.4574 1.5392 2.9966 1.8400e- | 1.2000e- 3.0791
003 004 003 004
7.0 Water Detail
Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category MT/yr

Unmitigated & 0.4952 | 6.3900e- ; 1.5000e- ; 0.7009
i i 003 i o004




7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Outlf Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

o~
Single Family $0.195462/% 0.4952  6.3900e- ¢ 1.5000e- { 0.7009

Housing 10.123226 003 | 004

i} : i i :

Total 0.4952  6.3900e- | 1.5000e- | 0.7009
003 004

8.0 Waste Detail

Cateqory/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

MT/yr

Unmitigated & 0.8038 : 0.0475 f 0.0000 : 1.9915

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated



Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Single Family 3.96 0.8038 0.0475 :0.0000 1.9915
Housing i
- I
Total 0.8038 0.0475 0.0000 1.9915




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Page 1 of 1

Paper Plane Traders MM Greenfield Proposed Project
Monterey Bay Unified APCD Air District, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 5/23/2017 5:07 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area 5opulation

Manufacturing i 83.00 1000sqft H 1.08 83,000.00 0
OtherAsphaItsurfaces ............................. 2018 ........................... 1 ooosqﬂ .......................... , ............ 0 46 ............. 20,18000 ................. 0 ..............
............ S therNonAsphaItSurfaces166810005qft03816680000
............ 5 therNonAsphaItSurfaces191310005qft04419130000
......................... ParkmgLot‘5300>Space>026{11’24100<0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.8 Precipitation Freq (Days) 53
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 307 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - CO2 intensity factor adjusted to reflect PG&E projections for 2019

Land Use - 2_story construction
Applicant provides parking area

Construction Phase - Assume a 9-10 month construction schedule
Vehicle Trips - Adjusted per ITE 9th edition employee-based rate.
Operational Off-Road Equipment - Assumed

Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Assumed




7able Name Column Name Befault Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase Num5ays 220.00 150.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays i 20.00 10.00
................ thConstrucnonPhaseNumDays6001000
tb|ConstructionPha5e NumDays g ——— 1 000 ........................
................ thConstrucnonPhasePhaseEndDate8/15/20185/10/2018
................ thConstructlonPhase>PhaseEndDate 4/12/2018
................ S e Ty T A T /T R
................ e e T 77 T A e YTV TTE At
................ iBI'('J'BH's'ﬁUEt'i'SHﬁHé"s'é""""""""':\"""""""""'ﬁlﬁéls'éié'ﬁaﬁé{t’é'""""""""" TBEISETE
................ i P e e
................ T T T B T T T
................ T T T B T T S
................ S : e
................ thConstructlonPhasevPhaseStartDate7/19/20184/13/2018
................ T T A S T Aty

tblGrading : AcresOfGrading

......................... ; bIGradmgAcresOfGradmg
........................ T T e e X R T e I
........................ s B Py e

........................ tb||_anduse LotACreage.;
........................ tblLandUseLotAcreage048026
....... thOperannaIOffRoadEqumentvOperFueITypeDleselElectncal
....... thOperanonaIOffRoadEqumentOperFuelTypeD|ese|Electncal
....... thOperaﬂonaIOffRoadEqument”OperHorsePower168008900
....... fﬁféﬁ;é'r}i'tiSﬁé{fé'f'l"ﬁ&a'aﬁ'ciﬂiﬁr'ﬁé'r'{f"""?""'655,}'65"5#65&'56ﬁi'ﬁfh'é'ﬁ'fl'\iU}ﬁﬁé'}"""E'""""""""""""""(')'.'(')'(')"""""""""""""" e
....... thOperannaIOffRoadEqumentnOperOffRoadEqumentNumber000100
.............. ; bIPrOJectCharactensncsCOZIntensnyFactor64135307
.............. ; bIPrOJectCharactenstlcsﬁOperatlonaIYear20182019
R P e e B T R s e




tbIStationaryGeneratorsPumpsEF ROG_EF

iSRG BT e e i

IR e e P ' e I M
it G BT COR— o i
tb|Stat|onaryGeneratorsPumpsuse NumberOquwpment ............... eeeessssssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssses f .........................................................
..................... tblVehmleTnpsSTﬁTR
..................... thVeh|cIeTr|ps>SU_TR

..................... tblVehmleTnpsWDjR

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

__
Exhaust

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 [NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area 2.1258 i 1.8000e- : 0.0198 : 0.0000 + 7.0000e- § 7.0000e- : + 7.0000e- ¢ 7.0000e- : 0.0420 0.0420 : 1.1000e- i 0.0449
{004 i 5 i i i i i {005 i io004 i
""d.'é'é'dé""g’"'d'ifé's'é ..... é "S'ch')'dé'—"g ............... e g 7. Geigei "76'8"216521 ..... soise s .7.1..2..(.5.1..553.
003 H : H
1507036682 ...... 85000e06253 e —gy é 5..7..7..7.5.‘%....55..7..%.7.;5% .............................. .8.é§.6.8.§.7.
003 H H
........ e 366723477446000e . S, T I R 5528344552834 "4588845
003
""""é't'ét'i'c'fr{é{r'); .................. ....6:5.1.5.7....;..6.‘.1.&:’.8..7... ..é..s.aéaé._..g ............... P A S Yoo R S 940256940256 ......................... 943551
: oo : : : :
- — H — - H H H H
Total 6.2784 8.1299 0.0175 0.6253 0.3401 0.9653 0.1676 0.3189 0.4865 2,115.5352,115.5359| 0.2233 0.0130 2,124.989a
9
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
__ __ __ - I __
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |[NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total




Category Ib/day Ib/day

e
Unmitigated % 0.2908 : 1.5070 : 3.6682 : 8.5000e- { 0.6253 { 0.0126 : 0.6378 i 0.1676 i 00119 0.1794 : i1 857.7756 ; 857.7756 { 0.0524 859.0857 |
i H H 003 : : H H : : H : H : :

4.2 Trip Summary Information

e —————
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
I —
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Manufacturing 100.43

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

Parking Lot 0.00 : :
__ __ __
Total [ 10043 [ 100.43 | 10043 1 293,207 | 293,207

4.3 Trip Type Information

_ __ I
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-O or CNW | H-W or C- [H-SorC-C| HO or CNW | Primary Diverted Pass-by
Manufacturing 7.30

Parking Lot

0.526310; 0.032374E 0.198537 0.139584:  0.026888; 0.006105E 0.017909E 0.036642:  0.003065; 0.002931: 0.007432E 0.001121; 0.00110:

. —— — - - . - - . . __
LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH 1
2]

5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- cO2 ?otal cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
NaturalGas % 0.0649 : 0.5903 i 0.4959 : 3.5400e- i i 0.0449 : 0.0449 : i 0.0449 : 0.0449 : 1 708.4094 : 708.4094 : 0.0136 : 0.0130 : 712.6191
Unmitigated i i 003 i H H i i H H i H i H H

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas



Unmitigated

NaturalGa ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
Manufacturing : 6021.48 i 0.0649 : 0.5903 : 0.4959 : 3.5400e- | 0.0449 0.0449 | 0.0449 § 708.4094 § 708.4094  0.0136 : 0.0130 ; 712.6191
H H 003 H H H H H
" Gther Asphait 0 H 0.0000 ¢ 70.0000 F 0.0000 F 0.0000 T TTYT0.0000 Y 0.0000 F T 0.0000 ¢ 00000 F T 0.0000 F70.0000 "} 0.0000 & 0.0000 : 0.0000
Surfaces :
Gther Non-Asphaiti 0 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; i 0.0000 77000000 T 76.0000 " 00000 T 0.0000 "+ 00000 "} 70.0000 "} 0.0000 : 0.0000
Surfaces i

0.0000 : 0.0000

Parking Lot ¢ 70 0.0000 " 0.0000  0.0000 : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 "t "0.0000 000001 "0.0000 ¥ 0.0000
- H ae H H :- H H H
Total 0.0649 | 0.5903 | 0.4959 | 3.5400e- 0.0449 | 0.0449 0.0449 | 0.0449 708.4004 | 708.4004 | 00136 | 0.0130 | 712.6191
003
6.0 Area Detail
ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exhaust | P25 ] Bio- CO2 |NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CH4 N2O CO2e
PMiO | PMi0 | Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Unmitigated &  2.1258 | 1.8000e- ; 0.0198 [ 0.0000 * 7.0000e- | 7.00008- ;  7.00008- ; 7.0000e- 0.0420 ; 00420 : 1.1000e- 0.0449
P04 i i o005 i o005 i i o005 | 005 @ {004 |
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugitive | Exhaust | P25 ] Bio- CO2 |NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CH4 N2O CO2e
PMiO | PMi0 | Total PM25 | PM25 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day

Architectural i 0.3239
Coating i

Consumer
Products

004
?otal 2.1258 1.8000e- | 0.0198 0.0000 ’.OOOOe- 7.0000e- 7.0000e- | 7.0000e- 0.0420 0.0420 1.1000e- 0.0449
004 005 005 005 005 004

7.0 Water Detail




8.0 Waste Detail

9.0 Operational Offroad

__ . . - . __ I
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

0.20

— o
iElectrical

Forklifts

UnMitigated/Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NTBio— CcOo2 %otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
—
Equipment Type Ib/day Ib/day
I
Forklifts 151.3204§ 151.3204 0.0479 152.5173

i 1.5300e- |
R

i 303.9629 { 303.9629 i i 306.3672

Handli ng ] H H H 003 H H H H H H H H H H
Total 0.3861 3.6672 3.4774 | 4.6000e- 0.2555 0.2555 0.2351 0.2351 455.2833 | 455.2833 0.1441 458.8845
003




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Page 1 of 1

Paper Plane Traders MM Greenfield Proposed Project

1.0 Project Characteristics

Monterey Bay Unified APCD Air District, Annual

Date: 5/23/2017 5:01 PM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area 5opulation
Manufacturing 83.00 1000sqft H 1.08 83,000.00 0
OtherAspha”Surfaces ............................. 2018‘10005qﬂ‘046 ............. 20,18000.0 ...............
e 166810005qft038 ......................... TG
O P I T T v oK S
......................... ParkmgLot'5300{Space¢026'11’24100‘0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.8 Precipitation Freq (Days) 53
Climate Zone 4 Operational Year 2019
Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 307 CH4 Intensity 0.029 N20 Intensity 0.006
(Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr) (Ib/MWhr)
1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data
Project Characteristics - CO2 intensity factor adjusted to reflect PG&E projections for 2019
Land Use - 2_story construction
Construction Phase - Assume a 9-10 month construction schedule
Vehicle Trips - Adjusted per ITE 9th edition employee-based rate.
Operational Off-Road Equipment - Assumed
Stationary Sources - Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps - Assumed
Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value




..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

tblConstructionPhase NumDays

tbIConstructionPhase NumDays

tblConstructionPhase NumDays

tblConstructionPhase 10.00
................ i e 12T T T T T T
................ tblConstrucUonPhasePhaseEndDate7/18/20184/12/2018
................ P T T R T T
................ S e T E T T R T VT T R
................ e e T T T T R

PhaseStartDate 9/14/2017 9/15/2017

e o e e e e e e e e e e e R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R AR R R R R R e R R AR MR MEE s EMEasEEEEmEEEssEEmsmmEsmEn

tblConstructionPhase PhaseStartDate 9/6/2017 9/1/2017

tblConstructionPhase

PhaseStartDate

..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

tbIConstructionPhase

tblGrading AcresOfGrading

e P

........................ ; bILandUse‘BundmgSpaceSquareFeet e AT
........................ T T T e e 7 I
........................ T T B v T T
........................ t b||_andUse LotACreage‘048.026
....... ; bIOperanonaIOffRoaquwpmentOperFuelTypeD|eselElectncal
....... T T e OperFueITypeDleseIElectrlcal
....... ; bIOperanonaIOffRoaquwpmentOperHorsePower168008900
....... ; bIOpera’uonaIOffRoaquwpmentOperOffRoadEqumentNumber000100
....... ; bIOperanonalOffRoaquwpment‘OperOffRoadEqumentNumber}000 T
'""""""'t'EI'F'"r'Sj'é'c':i'éF{é{r'éié'fér'i's"tiE:"s""""""""""""""""éaé'l'r'ffé'ﬁ'é'iiﬁféiafar' ........................................... T g —
tblProlectCharactensncs .................... OperatlonaIYear ................... ............................ 2 018 .......................... 2 019 ........................
...... TP ey S CH4_EF007007
...... Y ey 7 I e S e, S S 777w, —




.................. T
................. TP P
'""'tB'Ié't'é't'i'c';'ri'ei'r'yé'éﬁé'r'é{fc'{r'é'ﬁ[jf{{ﬁé'ij's}é"""'g ..................... T ............................ sr— 555
tblStannaryGeneratorSPumpsUse .................... NumberOquwpment ............... , ............................ OOO 100 ........................
..................... tblvehICIeTnpS.ST_TR\149 121
..................... thVeh|cleTr|psSU7TR062 T
..................... tblVeh|C|eTr|ps{WD_TR’382 121
2.0 Emissions Summary
2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction
ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exhaust | PMT0 | Fugiive | Exhaust | PM25 J Bio. CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 J Cha N20 CO2e
PM10 | PM10 Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr

1.0016 : 1.8000e- ; 0.0606 ; 0.0779 i 0.1385

0.0000 ; 160.3380
003 :

132,945

i i i 003 i i i
Total 0.0131 | 24206 | 1.8031 | 3.3100e- | 0.0864 | 0.1300 | 02173 | 00312 | 01246 | 0.1557 J 0.0000 |291.0813] 291.9813 | 0.0521 | 0.0000 | 203.2835
003
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOX CO SO2 | Fugitive | Exnaust | PMI0 | Fugiive | Exhaust | P25 ] Bio- CO2 |NBio- COZ] Total CO2 | CH4 N2O CO2e
PMiO | PMi0 | Total PM25 | PM25 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 703878 : 200006 ;247008 0.0000 T 1.00006- ; 1.00008 T 1.0000e ; 1.0000e ; 00000 476006 f 4.7600-  1.0000e- ; 0.0000 T 509006
i : : i 005 : 005 : {003 i i 005 i 003
""""" Energy i ) ; ) : i'8. {8 Y . 10000 : 215.9809 ; 215.9809 : 0. ) §217.4857
i i o004 i i : i :
--------- M-O--b-ii-e------ 33 H Ly 1 ------------131-1--4--2-.-715-5-9--

"""" Offroad ™™ : ) ) i6. : ) ) H) ) 0000 i 53.6934 § 53.6934 i O. ) {'541181




£70.0000

0.

0000

i720.8918

0.0000

{7208918

i 0.0000 i 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 6.0893 i 14.4624 : 20.5517 i i 40.7066
- — ; —— - — e ; _.— ; I
Total 0.5356 0.9453 | 1.2603 | 2.9700e- | 0.1103 | 0.0486 | 0.1589 0.0296 | 0.0458 0.0754 [ 26.9811 | 442.1773 | 469.1584 | 1.9006 0.0191 | 522.3746
003
4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcOo2 %otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr M?/yr
ey I I
Unmitigated 0.0524 0.2677 i 0.6303 i 1.5600e- : 0.1103 : 2.2600e- : 0.1126 0.0296 | 2.1400e- : 0.0318 0.0000 } 142.5755 ; 142.5755 } 8.4200e- ; 0.0000 ; 142.7859
i i i 003 i i 003 003 H ! i 003 i !
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
I —
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Manufacturing 100.43 100.43 100.43 293,207 293,207
Other Asphalt Surfaces
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces ¢+ 000 ¢ 000 ¢ 000 ¢ &
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces
Parking Lot :
—
Total | 293,207 | 293,207
4.3 Trip Type Information
- . I
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-W or C-W | H-S or C-C |H-O or C-NW | H-W or C- [ H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Igrimary Diverted F’ass-by
Manufacturing 9.50 7.30 7.30 59.00 28.00 13.00
- Giner Resha Sortases T S 730 ....... X TR X ToR A B R e R
| “Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces  : O R O T R 2T B SR YT B 000”60
S NomReshai Sorfaeas R S R P T SEE
""""""""" Parking Lot F 90 78070000 000 T 000
. — —— . . . . . . . .
LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH
0.526310;  0.032374i 0.198537 0.139584; 0.026888; 0.006107; 0.017909; 0.036642; 0.003065; 0.002931; 0.007432; 0.001121; 0.001102




5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio— CcOo2 %otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
P
Electricity 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 98.6958 98.6958 9.3200e- 1.9300e- 99.5036
Unmitigated i : i 003 i 003 i
" NaturalGas 00119 10,9077 T0.0905 T 650006 i 81ie00e-} 819006~ 1 i"8.7900e- § 8.19006- § 0.0000 1 17.2851 1 117.2851 2.9500e-  2.15006- | 117.9821 |
Unmitigated : i i 004 i i 003 i 003 @i : i 003 i 003
5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcOo2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
Manufacturing ;2.19784e+3 0.0119 : 0.1077 ; 0.0905 ; 6.5000e- ; ; 8.1900e- ; 8.1900e- : 8.1900e- ; 8.1900e- ; 0.0000 ; 117.2851 ; 117.2851 ; 2.2500e- ; 2.1500e- ; 117.9821
: 006 i : 004 ; 003 : 003 : ; 003 i 003 : ; : ; ; 003 :
" Giher Asphalt 30§ 0:0000 7 0.0000 i 0.0000 § 0.0000 § TTHT 0.0000 "} 0/0000 T 0.0000 "} T0.0000 "} "0.0000 & 00000  0.0000 | 0.0000 1 0.0000 "} 6.0000
Surfaces

Parking Lot

00

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
- H H H H H H H H H - H H H H
Total 0.0119 | 0.1077 | 0.0905 | 6.5000e- 8.1900e- | 8.1900e- 8.1900¢- | 8.1900e- ] 0.0000 | 117.2851 | 117.2851 | 2.2500e- | 2.1500e- | 117.9821 |
004 003 003 003 003 003 003
5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated
Electricity § Total CO2 | CHA N2O CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
Manufacturing | 698860 [ 97.3183 }9.1900e- i 1.9000e- ; 98.1149
i i 003 003 :
““Other Asphalt & 0 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000 : 0.0000

Surfaces




‘b"tﬁgr"f\l'gﬁ'—'/:\'s'b'ﬁ'él't'g' ....... PR T R Y Y T R S
Surfaces
“Parking Lot | 9892.08 § 1.3775 §1.3000e- i 3.0000e- } 1.3888
i i i 004 : 005
- . —
Total 98.6958 | 9.3200e- | 1.9300e- | 99.5037
003 003
6.0 Area Detail
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CcO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Unmitigated 0.3878 : 2.0000e- ;2.4%0&; 0.0000 i 1.0000e- ; 1.0000e- : : 1.0000e- ; 1.0000e- ; 0.0000 ; 4.7600e- ; 4.7600e- ; 1.0000e- ; 0.0000 : 5.0900e-
i i 005 i 003 i 005 i 005 i i 005 i 005 i i 003 { 003 i 005 i i 003
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 ?otal CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural : 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Coating
e s ............... - S SR DT S S T e XTI My T T T My
Products
""" Landscaping 2.0000e- : 2.4700e- { 0.0000 & i1.0000e-: 1.0000e- i i 1.0000e- i 1.0000e- i 0.0000 : 4.7600e- ;i 4.7600e- ; 1.0000e- { 0.0000 : 5.0900e-
005 i 003 : i 005 i 005 i i 005 i 005 @ i 003 i 003 : 005 003
Total 2.0000e- | 2.4700e- | 0.0000 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- 1.0000e- | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 | 4.7600e- | 4.7600e- | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 | 5.0900e-
005 003 005 005 005 005 003 003 005 003
7.0 Water Detail
Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category MT/yr
e
Unmitigated & 20.5517 | 0.6268 0.0151 : 40.7066

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated




Indoor/Outlf Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
I
Manufacturing :19.1938/0x 20.5517  0.6268 : 0.0151 : 40.7066
""&Hé'r"A"s'b'ﬁ'él't""‘; ..... 5TE TR YT 5}"'(')'.5(')'65"
Surfaces H
'éfhg;'Nah'_"A's'BHa'if‘é ..... b../..o... "(-)-.b-(-)-(-)b- ............................. (.) ..b.(.).db...
Surfaces
e 'é'rk'i'ﬁa'l'_'c;f ........... 5TE IR s RO oo
- ; ; —
Total 20.5517 0.6268 0.0151 40.7066
8.0 Waste Detail
Category/Year
Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
MT/yr
e~~~
Unmitigated % 20.8918 : 1.2347 : 0.0000 : 51.7586
8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated
Waste [§ Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Manufacturing 102.92 i 20.8918 1.2347 ¢ 0.0000

Other Asphalt
Surfaces

Parking Lot

.
T 51.7586

__
Total

20.8918

I
1.2347

E—
51.7586




9.0 Operational Offroad

004

__ N - - . _ __ I
Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
= 0
Forklifts
OtherMaterlaIHandImgEqument .....................................
UnMitigated/Mitigated
ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM-2.5 Bio- CO2 N-Bio- cO2 %otal cO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
p—
Equipment Type tons/yr MT/yr
— I
Forklifts 0.0208 0.1857 : 0.1552 ; 2.0000e- : 0.0144 : 0.0132 0.0132 0.0000 : 17.8458 : 17.8458 : 5.6500e- : 0.0000 : 17.9870
H H 004 H H H H 003 H H
e ST 55eE 4...(.).0.(.).(.).6.:..5............. T T Y YT S S TES '6'.'6'1'%'3""ﬁ"'(')'.6666"?"é'5'f54'7'é§'?"551527'6'"5""(5.'6'1"1"3"m'"6'.66'6'(5'"§‘"'3'é'.'1"3'i'1'"
Handling 004 i H ; :
Equipment H H
- e — —
Total 0.0502 0.4767 0.4521 6.0000e- 0.0332 0.0332 0.0306 0.0306 0.0000 53.6934 | 53.6934 0.0170 0.0000 54.1181
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