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1 PROJECT OVERVIEW 

1. Project Title:  1431 El Camino Real 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:  City of Burlingame 
 501 Primrose Road 
 Burlingame, California 94010 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:  Catherine Keylon, Senior Planner 
City of Burlingame 
650.558-7250 

4. Report Preparers: Dudek 

5. Project Location:  1431 El Camino Real  
Burlingame, California  

6.  Assessor’s Parcel Number: 026-013-110 

7. Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:  GGH Investment LLC 
  110 Robler Avenue 
  Hillsborough, California 94010 

8. General Plan Designation:  Medium-High Density Residential 
  (R-3 Base District) 

9. Zoning:  R-3  

10. Description of Project:  

The 7,722-square-foot proposed project site is located at 1431 El Camino Real in the City 
of Burlingame, and consists of Assessor’s Parcel Number 026-013-110. The project site 
is located in an R-3 zoning district and is surrounded by either R-1 or R-3 zoning 
districts. The proposed 1431 El Camino Real project (project) would include demolition 
of an existing two-story apartment building with a detached five-car garage structure at 
the rear, and construction of a 3,858-square-foot, three-story (35 feet tall) residential 
building in its place. 

11. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:  

The project site is surrounded by a variety of residential and public service uses, including a 
school and library to the south, a school to the west, a Caltrain station to the east, and State 
Route (SR) 82 to the north.  
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12. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, 
or participation agreement):  

The proposed project would require Planning Commission approval for condominium 
permit and a parking variance. A building permit would be required from the City of 
Burlingame Community Development Department, Building Division. Since building 
demolition is involved, a demolition permit would be required from the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District. 

1.1 Project Description 

The 7,722-square-foot project site is located at 1431 El Camino Real in the City of Burlingame 
(City) and consists of Assessor’s Parcel Number 026-013-110 (Figure 1, Regional Map; Figure 
2, Vicinity Map). According to the City’s General Plan, the project site is zoned R-3 Medium-
High Density Residential (City of Burlingame 2006–2015). The project would include 
demolition of an existing two-story apartment building and detached five-car garage structure 
at the rear. The building currently holds four residential units. The project would involve 
construction of a new three-story (six-unit) residential building totaling 3,858 square feet and a 
proposed height of 35 feet. Each unit would be two bedrooms and 2.5 bathrooms, ranging in 
size from 1,004 square feet to 1,195 square feet. The total proposed floor area would be 9,224 
square feet. All entrances to the units would be located on the north-facing (driveway) side of 
the project site.  

The property at 1431 El Camino Real was constructed in 1947, according to San Mateo County 
Assessor records (County of San Mateo 2017). Therefore, the property would require evaluation 
to determine if the proposed project has the potential to impact historical resources, as defined by 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

The proposed project would have approximately 600 square feet of common open space in the 
rear yard and a minimum of 75 square feet of private open space per unit in the form of private 
balconies. Exterior lighting would include wall sconces at unit entries and possibly some soft 
lighting at front yard landscaping areas, the mail area, and the rear-yard trash enclosure. 

The closest highways to the project site are U.S. Route 101 and Interstate 280. The closest 
schools are Our Lady of Angels School, approximately 0.3 miles from the project site; Lincoln 
Elementary School, approximately 0.4 miles from the project site; Roosevelt Elementary School, 
approximately 0.8 miles from the project site; and Mercy High School, approximately 1 mile 
from the project site. 
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Parking and Circulation 

An existing driveway runs along the southeastern edge of the project site and opens up into a 
paved vehicle parking lot. The project would shift the driveway to the northwestern edge of the 
site. Each unit would have two on-site parking spaces (for a total of 12 spaces) under each unit 
that would be provided in the form of mechanical, stacked-vehicle lifts. The vehicle lift would 
store one vehicle at ground level and one vehicle below ground. The project site is not located 
within the boundaries of the plan area for the Downtown Specific Plan (City of Burlingame 
2010), where parking options, such as lifts, are allowed; a parking variance would be required for 
the parking lifts. There would also be two ground-level guest parking spaces located at the far 
end of the driveway, and a service/delivery vehicle space located in front of the rear landscaping. 

Landscaping and Fencing 

The project would contain landscaping along the front sidewalk and in the rear yard. The front 
yard would consist of 782.5 square feet of open space, 522 square feet of which would be 
landscaping and plants. The rear yard would include approximately 600 square feet of open 
space, with 391 square feet of landscaping. Each unit would have a deck or balcony with 
approximately 75 square feet of private open space. 

At least 75% of the plant material would be specified as drought tolerant. The project would 
include an irrigation system that would use automatic controllers, evapotranspiration or soil 
moisture sensor data, and a rain sensor. The project also proposes to relocate one of the young 
elms adjacent to the sidewalk within the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
right-of-way. Because this tree is a contributor to the Howard-Ralston Eucalyptus Tree Rows (P-
41-002191), which is listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the elm would 
be replanted directly south of its current location to avoid any adverse effects to this resource. 

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting 

 North – Multi-Family Residential/ Mills Creek and Easton Creek/SR-82 

 Northwest – Village Park 

 Northeast – Laguna Park 

 South – Multi-Family Residential and Single-Family Residential/ Our Lady of Angels 
School/Burlingame Library Easton Branch  

 East – Multi-Family Residential/Caltrain Station (Broadway Station)  

 West – Single-Family Residential and Multi-Family Residential/Ray Park/Lincoln 
Elementary School  
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Background Documents and Plans 

The proposed project falls under the influence of the following City planning documents 
and policies: 

 The City of Burlingame General Plan 

 The City of Burlingame Municipal Code 

Entitlements and Required Approvals 

 Design review and Condominium Permit for construction of a new three-story, six-unit 
townhouse building  

 Parking variance for use of mechanical parking lifts to provide the required parking spaces 

 Encroachment permit from Caltrans due to the shifting of curb cuts within a state right-
of-way and added landscaping  

 Bay Area Air Quality Management District demolition permit 

 Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan applied for prior to start of construction 

1.2 References 

City of Burlingame. 2006–2015. City of Burlingame General Plan, Zoning. June 2016. Accessed 
August 18, 2017. https://www.burlingame.org/modules/showdocument.aspx? 
documentid=13356. 

City of Burlingame. 2010. Burlingame Downtown Specific Plan. Adopted October 4, 2010, as 
amended through May 2, 2016. http://www.burlingame.org/modules/show 
document.aspx?documentid=13840. 

County of San Mateo. 2017. Property Details. Search conducted by Dudek in 2017 for APN 026-
013-110. 

https://www.burlingame.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=13356
https://www.burlingame.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=13356
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2 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 

The environmental factors checked below would potentially be affected by this project involving 
at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact,” as indicated by the checklists under 
each issue area, below. 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology / Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology / Water Quality 

 Land Use / Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 

 Population / Housing  Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation / Traffic  Utilities/Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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DETERMINATION: (To be completed by Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a 
significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. 
A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.  

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

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

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

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant or 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project:  

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

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant Impact. The project site is located along El Camino Real, also 
known as State Route 82, which is parallel to Highway 101. The Scenic Roads and 
Highways Element of the City of Burlingame General Plan notes that portions of SR-82 are 
designated as County Scenic Road, and some portions (directly adjacent to the project site) 
are designated as a Local Scenic Route (City of Burlingame 1975). The General Plan 
emphasizes the importance of the heritage elm and eucalyptus trees that form a tunnel of 
foliage and give Burlingame a distinctive image. The project proposes to relocate one of 
the young elms adjacent to the sidewalk within the Caltrans right-of-way. Because this tree 
is a contributor to the NRHP-listed Howard-Ralston Eucalyptus Tree Rows (P-41-002191), 
it will be replanted directly south of its current location to avoid any adverse effects to this 
resource. The project would be constructed on a developed site surrounded by existing 
buildings, and would not involve construction of any structures that would impact scenic 
vistas; therefore, the impact would be less than significant.  

b) No Impact. The proposed project is located along El Camino Real, which is not 
designated as a State Scenic Highway. The closest State Scenic Highway is Interstate 280 
(Caltrans 2017), and the project site is not visible from this roadway. Therefore, there 
would be no impact to scenic resources within a Scenic Highway. 

c) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would alter the visual character of 
the project site but would not degrade it. The additional story would increase the height 
of the building to 35 feet. The extended building and added landscaping would replace 
the existing paved parking area, which would improve the general aesthetic. The vehicle 
lifts would also remove vehicles from view. The proposed project is similar in mass, 
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bulk, and character to existing adjacent buildings. Therefore, impacts to visual character 
would be less than significant.  

d) Less than Significant Impact. The project site and surrounding urban environment are 
currently developed with existing sources of light and glare. The proposed project would 
include exterior lighting along portions of the building and within the parking and 
loading areas. The project would be required to comply with exterior lighting regulations 
of Burlingame Municipal Code Chapter 18.16.030, which requires that the cone of light 
be kept entirely on the property and requires use shielded light fixtures (City of 
Burlingame 2013). Therefore, the project would result in a less-than-significant impact 
related to light and glare. 

References 

Caltrans (California Department of Transportation). 2017. “California Scenic Highway Mapping 
System: San Mateo County.” Accessed August 17, 2017. http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/ 
LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/. 

City of Burlingame. 1975. City of Burlingame General Plan, Scenic Roads and Highways 
Element. September 15, 1975. 

City of Burlingame. 2013. City of Burlingame Municipal Code, Title 18 –Building Construction. 

2.2 Agriculture Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant or 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-
Than-

Significant 
Impact No Impact 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. 

Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

a) No Impact. The proposed project site is located within a fully developed and urban area. 
As shown on the California Important Farmland Map, the site does not contain any prime 
or unique farmland or any farmland of statewide significance (DOC 2015). There would 
be no impacts to farmland. 

b) No Impact. The proposed project site is zoned R-3, Medium-High Density Residential, 
in the General Plan and does not allow for agricultural uses. The project site is designated 
“Urban and Built-Up Land” and is not within a Williamson Act contract (DOC 
2006/2007). Therefore, there would be no impacts to zoning.  

c) No Impact. The project site does not contain any farmland and would not result in the 
conversion of farmland to other uses. No impact would occur. 

References 

DOC (California Department of Conservation). 2006/2007. “San Mateo County Williamson Act 
FY 2006/2007. ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/wa/SanMateo_06_07_WA.pdf. 

DOC. 2015. “California Important Farmland: 1984–2016.” [map]. Accessed August 18, 2017. 
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/ciftimeseries.  

2.3 Air Quality 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant or 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-
Than-

Significant 
Impact No Impact 

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

Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

ftp://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlrp/wa/SanMateo_06_07_WA.pdf
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant or 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-
Than-

Significant 
Impact No Impact 

e) Frequently create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

    

 

Analysis 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) adopted updated CEQA Air 
Quality Guidelines, including new thresholds of significance in June 2010, and revised them in 
May 2011. The CEQA Air Quality Guidelines advise lead agencies on how to evaluate potential 
air quality impacts, including establishing quantitative and qualitative thresholds of significance. 
The BAAQMD resolutions adopting and revising the significance thresholds in 2011 were set 
aside by a judicial writ of mandate on March 5, 2012. In May 2012, BAAQMD updated its 
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines to continue to provide direction on recommended analysis 
methodologies, but without recommended quantitative significance thresholds (BAAQMD 
2012). On August 13, 2013, the First District Court of Appeal ordered the trial court to reverse 
the judgment and upheld the BAAQMD’s CEQA thresholds. The BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality 
Guidelines were recently re-released in May 2017 and include the same thresholds as in the 2010 
and 2011 Guidelines for criteria air pollutants, toxic air contaminants (TACs), and greenhouse 
gases (GHGs) (BAAQMD 2017a). The Air Quality Guidelines also address the December 2015 
Supreme Court’s opinion (California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality 

Management District (2015) 62 Cal. 4th 369). The BAAQMD significance thresholds are 
summarized in Table 1.  

In general, the BAAQMD significance thresholds for reactive organic gases (ROGs), oxides of 
nitrogen (NOx), particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10 micrometers 
or less (PM10), particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers 
or less (PM2.5), and carbon monoxide (CO) address the first three air quality significance 
criteria. According to the BAAQMD, these thresholds are intended to maintain ambient air 
quality concentrations of these criteria air pollutants below state and federal standards and to 
prevent a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional nonattainment with ambient air 
quality standards. The TAC thresholds (cancer and noncancer risks) and local CO thresholds 
address the fourth significance criterion, and the BAAQMD odors threshold addresses the fifth 
significance criterion.  
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Table 1 
Thresholds of Significance 

Pollutant 

Construction Thresholds Operational Thresholds 
Average Daily Emissions 

(lbs/day) 
Average Daily Emissions 

(lbs/day) 
Maximum Annual Emissions 

(tons/year) 

ROG 54 54 10 
NOx 54 54 10 
PM10 82 (exhaust) 82 15 
PM2.5 54 (exhaust) 54 10 
PM10/PM2.5 (fugitive dust) Best Management Practices None 
Local CO None 9.0 ppm (8-hour average, 20.0 ppm (1-hour average) 
Risks and Hazards (Individual 
Project) 

Compliance with Qualified Community Risk Reduction Plan 

or 

Increased cancer risk of >10.0 in a million 

Increased noncancer risk of >1.0 Hazard Index (Chronic or Acute) 

Ambient PM2.5 increase >0.3 μg/m3 annual average 

Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius from property line of source or receptor 

Risks and Hazards 
(Cumulative) 

Compliance with Qualified Community Risk Reduction Plan 

or 

Cancer risk of >100 in a million (from all local sources) 

Noncancer risk of >10.0 Hazard Index (chronic, from all local sources) 

Ambient PM2.5 >0.8 μg/m3 annual average (from all local sources) 

Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius from property line of source or receptor 

Accidental Release of Acutely 
Hazardous Air Pollutants 

None Storage or use of acutely hazardous material located near 
receptors or new receptors located near stored or used acutely 
hazardous materials considered significant 

Odors None Five confirmed complaints to BAAQMD per year averaged 
over 3 years 

Source: BAAQMD 2017 (see Footnote 9) 

lbs/day = pounds per day; tons/year = tons per year; ppm = parts per million; g/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; ROG = reactive organic 
gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10 micrometers or less; PM2.5 = fine 
particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less; CO = carbon monoxide 

a)  Less than Significant Impact. An area is designated as “in attainment” when it is in 
compliance with the federal and/or state standards. These standards are set by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency and California Air Resources Board for the maximum 
level of a given air pollutant that can exist in the outdoor air without unacceptable effects 
on human health or public welfare, with a margin of safety. The project site is located 
within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, which is designated as non-attainment for 
the federal 8-hour ozone (O3) and 24-hour PM2.5 standards. The area is in attainment or 
unclassified for all other federal standards. The area is designated as non-attainment for 
state standards for 1-hour and 8-hour O3, 24-hour PM10, annual PM10, and annual PM2.5 
(BAAQMD 2017b).  
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On April 19, 2017, the BAAQMD adopted the Spare the Air: Cool The Climate Final 
2017 Clean Air Plan (BAAQMD 2017b). The 2017 Clean Air Plan provides a regional 
strategy to protect public health and the climate. The BAAQMD 2017 Guidelines identify 
a three-step methodology for determining a project’s consistency with the current Clean 
Air Plan. If the responses to these three questions (see below) can be concluded in the 
affirmative, and those conclusions are supported by substantial evidence, then the 
BAAQMD considers the project to be consistent with air quality plans prepared for the 
Bay Area. 

The first question to be assessed in this methodology is, “Does the project support the 
goals of the Air Quality Plan” (currently the 2017 Clean Air Plan)? The BAAQMD-
recommended measure for determining project support for these goals is consistency with 
BAAQMD thresholds of significance. If a project would not result in significant and 
unavoidable air quality impacts, after the application of all feasible mitigation measures, 
the project would be consistent with the goals of the 2017 Clean Air Plan. As indicated in 
the following discussion with regard to air quality impact questions b) and c), the project 
would result in less-than-significant construction emissions and would not result in long-
term adverse air quality impacts. Therefore, the project would be considered to support 
the primary goals of the 2017 Clean Air Plan and, therefore, consistent with the current 
Clean Air Plan.  

The second question to be assessed in this consistency methodology is, “Does the project 
include applicable control measures from the Clean Air Plan?” The 2017 Clean Air Plan 
contains 85 control measures aimed at reducing air pollution in the Bay Area. Projects 
that incorporate all feasible air quality plan control measures are considered to be 
consistent with the Clean Air Plan. The control strategies of the 2017 Clean Air Plan 
include measures in the categories of stationary sources, the transportation sector, the 
buildings sector, the energy sector, the agriculture sector, natural and working lands, the 
waste sector, the water sector, and super-GHG pollutant measures. Depending on the 
control measure, the tools for implementation include leveraging the BAAQMD rules and 
permitting authority; regional coordination and funding; and working with local 
governments to facilitate best policies in building codes, outreach and education, and 
advocacy strategies. Since the proposed project is required to comply with all applicable 
BAAQMD rules and would incorporate energy-efficiency and green building measures in 
compliance with state standards and/or local building codes, the project would include 
applicable control measures from the 2017 Clean Air Plan.  

The third question to be assessed in this consistency methodology is, “Does the project 
disrupt or hinder implementation of any control measures from the Clean Air Plan?” 
Examples of how a project may cause the disruption or delay of control measures include 
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a project that precludes an extension of a transit line or bike path, or proposes excessive 
parking beyond parking requirements. Since development of the townhomes for the 
project would not include physical changes that could create any barriers or impediments 
to planned or future improvements to transit or bicycle facilities in the area, the proposed 
project would not hinder implementation of Clean Air Plan control measures.  

In summary, the responses to all three of the questions with regard to Clean Air Plan 
show that the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
current Clean Air Plan. The impact would be less than significant. 

b)  Less than Significant Impact. The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 
Version 2016.3.1 was used to estimate emissions from construction and operation of the 
proposed project. CalEEMod is a statewide computer model developed in cooperation with 
air districts throughout the state to quantify criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions 
associated with the construction and operational activities from a variety of land use projects, 
such as residential, commercial, and industrial facilities. CalEEMod input parameters, 
including the proposed project land use type and size and construction schedule, were based 
on information provided by the project applicant or model defaults when project-specific 
information was not available. 

Construction. The project would include demolition of a 4,102-square-foot two-story 
apartment building and detached five-car garage structure at the rear and the construction 
of a new 3,858-square-foot three-story residential building on the 7,722-square-foot lot. 
Construction is anticipated to begin in April 2018 and end in July 2019. Standard 
construction methods would be employed for building construction. Sources of emissions 
would include off-road construction equipment exhaust, on-road vehicle exhaust (i.e., 
material delivery trucks, demolition haul trucks, and worker vehicles), entrained road 
dust, fugitive dust associated with site preparation and grading activities, and paving and 
architectural coating. Detailed assumptions associated with project construction are 
included in Appendix A. 

Average daily emissions were computed by dividing the total construction emissions by 
the number of active construction days, which were then compared to the BAAQMD 
construction thresholds of significance. Table 2 shows average daily construction 
emissions of O3 precursors (ROG and NOx), PM10 exhaust, and PM2.5 exhaust during 
project construction.1 

                                                 
1  Fuel combustion during construction and operations would also result in the generation of sulfur dioxide (SO2) 

and CO. These values are included in Appendix A. However, since the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is in 
attainment of these pollutants and the BAAQMD has not established a quantitative mass-significance threshold 
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Table 2 
Average Daily Unmitigated Construction Emissions 

Year 
ROG NOx PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Exhaust 

Pounds per Day 

2018–2019 Construction 1.5 11.8 0.7 0.7 

BAAQMD Construction Thresholds 54 54 82 54 

Exceed Threshold?  No No No No 

Notes: The values shown are average daily emissions based on total overall construction emissions in tons, converted to pounds, and divided 
by 326 active work days. This calculation is included in Appendix A. 
ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; BAAQMD = Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District 

As shown in Table 2, construction of the proposed project would not exceed BAAQMD 
significance thresholds. Criteria air pollutant emissions during construction would be less 
than significant. Although the BAAQMD does not have a quantitative significance threshold 
for fugitive dust, the BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines recommend that projects determine the 
significance for fugitive dust through application of best management practices (BMPs). The 
project contractor would be required as conditions of approval to implement the following 
BMPs from BAAQMD: 

1. All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded areas, and 
unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times per day. 

2. All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off site shall be covered. 

3. All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using 
wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power 
sweeping is prohibited. 

4. All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour. 

5. All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon as 
possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading unless 
seeding or soil binders are used. 

6. Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or 
reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California 
Airborne Toxics Control Measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of 
Regulations [CCR]). Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at all 
access points. 

                                                                                                                                                             
for comparison, these are not included in the project-generated emissions tables in this document. The 
BAAQMD does have screening criteria for operational localized CO, which are discussed in more detail below.  
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7. All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance 
with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified 
mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

8. A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the telephone number and person to 
contact at the City regarding dust complaints. This  person shall respond and take 
corrective action within 48 hours. The BAAQMD’s phone number shall also be 
visible to ensure compliance with applicable regulations.  

Implementation of the required BMPs would ensure air quality and fugitive-dust-related 
impacts associated with construction would remain less than significant. 

Operations. The project would involve demolition of four existing apartments and 
construction of six new townhomes. Operation of the project would generate criteria 
pollutant (including ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5) emissions from mobile sources (vehicular 
traffic), area sources (consumer products, architectural coatings, landscaping equipment), and 
energy sources (natural gas appliances, space and water heating). CalEEMod was used to 
estimate daily emissions from the operational sources for the existing uses to be demolished 
and for the project uses to be developed. Table 3 summarizes the daily mobile, energy, and 
area emissions of criteria pollutants that would be generated by project development, as well 
as emissions of existing land uses to be demolished, and compares the net increase in 
emissions to BAAQMD operational thresholds.  

Table 3 
Daily Operational Emissions 

Source 
ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Pounds per Day 

Project Emissions 

Area 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 

Energy 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Mobile 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 

Total Project Emissions 0.3 0.4 0.2 0.1 

Existing Use Emissions 

Area 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Energy 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Mobile 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 

Total Existing Use Emissions 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 

Net Increase (Project Minus Existing) 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 
BAAQMD Operational Thresholds 54 54 82 54 

Exceed Threshold?  No No No No 

Notes: The values shown are the maximum summer or winter daily emissions results from CalEEMod, included in Appendix A. Total emissions 
may not sum exactly due to rounding. Project emissions are based on the “Mitigated” CalEEMod outputs in order to incorporate indoor/outdoor 
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water use reduction per CALGreen and exceeding 2013 Title 24 by 28% for residences to approximate 2016 Title 24 compliance, even though 
compliance with standards would not be considered actual mitigation. No fireplaces or woodstoves were assumed for existing uses, and only 
gas fireplaces were assumed for the project.  
ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 = fine particulate matter; BAAQMD = Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District 

As indicated in Table 3, project-related operational emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and 
PM2.5 would not exceed BAAQMD significance thresholds during operations, and, thus, 
the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact in relation to regional 
operational emissions.  

For localized CO concentrations, according to the BAAQMD thresholds (BAAQMD 
2017a), a project would result in a less-than-significant impact if the following screening 
criteria are met: 

1. The project is consistent with an applicable congestion management program 
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads 
or highways, regional transportation plan, and local congestion management 
agency plans.  

2. The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to 
more than 44,000 vehicles per hour. 

3. The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to 
more than 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is 
substantially limited (e.g., tunnel, parking garage, bridge underpass, natural or 
urban street canyon, below-grade roadway).  

The change in project uses would generate minimal new traffic trips and would comply 
with the BAAQMD screening criteria. Accordingly, project-related traffic would not 
exceed CO standards and, therefore, no further analysis was conducted for CO impacts. 
This CO emissions impact would be less than significant on a project level and 
cumulative basis. 

c)  Less than Significant Impact. Past, present, and future development projects may 
contribute to the region’s adverse air quality impacts on a cumulative basis. Per 
BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD 2017a), by its nature, air pollution is largely 
a cumulative impact; no single project is sufficient in size to, by itself, result in 
nonattainment of ambient air quality standards. In developing thresholds of significance 
for air pollutants, BAAQMD considered the emissions levels for which a project’s 
individual emissions would be cumulatively considerable. If a project exceeds the 
identified significance thresholds, its emissions would be considered cumulatively 
considerable, resulting in significant adverse air quality impacts to the region’s existing 
air quality conditions. Therefore, if the proposed project’s emissions are below the 
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BAAQMD thresholds or screening criteria, then the proposed project’s cumulative 
impact would be less than significant.  

As described in criterion b), above, criteria pollutant emissions generated by short-term 
construction and long-term operations of the project would not exceed the BAAQMD’s 
significance thresholds. Thus, the project would have a less-than-significant cumulative 
impact in relation to regional emissions. In addition, project-related traffic would not 
exceed the BAAQMD CO screening criteria and would result in a less-than-significant 
cumulative impact for localized CO. 

d)  Less than Significant Impact. The BAAQMD has adopted project and cumulative 
thresholds for three risk-related air quality indicators for sensitive receptors: cancer risks, 
noncancer health effects, and increases in ambient air concentrations of PM2.5. These 
impacts are addressed on a localized rather than regional basis, and are specific to the 
sensitive receptors identified for the project. Sensitive receptors are groups of individuals, 
including children, the elderly, the acutely ill, and the chronically ill, who may be more 
susceptible to health risks due to chemical exposure. Sensitive-receptor population 
groups are likely to be located at hospitals, medical clinics, schools, playgrounds, 
childcare centers, residences, and retirement homes (BAAQMD 2017a). The proposed 
project site is adjacent to El Camino Real and proximate to existing residential 
development in each direction.  

“Incremental cancer risk” is the net increased likelihood that a person continuously 
exposed to concentrations of TACs resulting from a project over a 9-, 30-, and 70-year 
exposure period would contract cancer based on the standard Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment risk-assessment methodology (OEHHA 2015). In addition, 
some TACs have non-carcinogenic effects. A TAC that would potentially be emitted 
during construction activities would be diesel particulate matter, emitted from heavy-duty 
construction equipment and heavy-duty trucks. Heavy-duty construction equipment and 
diesel trucks are subject to California Air Resources Board air toxic control measures to 
reduce diesel particulate matter emissions. According to the Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment, health risk assessments, which determine the exposure of 
sensitive receptors to toxic emissions, should be based on a 30-year exposure period for 
the maximally exposed individual resident; however, such assessments should be limited 
to the period/duration of activities associated with the project) (OEHHA 2015). Thus, the 
duration of proposed construction activities (approximately 14 months) would only 
constitute a small percentage of the total 30-year exposure period. Regarding long-term 
operations, the proposed project would not result in non-permitted stationary sources that 
would emit air pollutants or TACs. 
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For demolition activities, structures to be demolished sometimes contain asbestos-
containing materials (ACMs). Demolition of existing buildings and structures would 
be subject to BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2 (Asbestos Demolition, Renovation, 
and Manufacturing). BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2 is intended to limit asbestos 
emissions from demolition or renovation of structures and the associated disturbance 
of ACM generated or handled during these activities (BAAQMD 1998). All ACMs 
found on site must be removed prior to demolition or renovation activity in 
accordance with BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2, including specific requirements 
for surveying, notification, removal, and disposal of ACMs. The project is required to 
comply with BAAQMD Regulation 11, Rule 2, ensuring that ACMs, if present,  would 
be removed and disposed of appropriately and safely. Complying with BAAQMD 
Regulation 11, Rule 2 would minimize the release of airborne asbestos emissions; 
therefore, demolition activity would result in a less-than-significant impact to nearby 
sensitive receptors.  

Notably, in the California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality 

Management District case, decided in 2015, the California Supreme Court held that 
CEQA does not generally require lead agencies to consider how existing environmental 
conditions might impact a project’s occupants, except where the project would 
significantly exacerbate an existing environmental condition. Since the project would not 
introduce TAC sources that would exacerbate existing environmental conditions, it is not 
required to assess the impact of the environment on the residents at the proposed 
townhomes. However, for disclosure purposes, El Camino Real is not considered a high-
volume roadway for an urban setting (i.e., less than 100,000 annual average daily trips). 
Based on the BAAQMD Highway Screening Analysis Tool (BAAQMD 2011), the 
maximum cancer risk, chronic hazard index, acute hazard index, and PM2.5 
concentrations at 10 feet from El Camino Real would be 10.5 in 1 million for maximum 
cancer risk, 0.0 for chronic hazard index, 0.0 for acute hazard index, and 0.2 micrograms 
per cubic meter (μg/m3) for PM2.5 concentrations. These values would be less than the 
BAAQMD threshold of 100 in 1 million for cumulative cancer risk, the non-cancer 
hazard indices of 10, and a PM2.5 concentration threshold of 0.8 μg/m3.  

In summary, the project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations or health risk during construction or operations, and this impact would be 
less than significant on a project level and cumulative basis. 

e)  No Impact. BAAQMD has identified typical sources of odor in its CEQA Air Quality 
Guidelines (BAAQMD 2017a), a few examples of which include manufacturing plants, 
rendering plants, coffee roasters, wastewater treatment plants, sanitary landfills, and solid 
waste transfer stations. Sources that generate objectionable odors must comply with air 
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quality regulations, but the public’s sensitivity to locally produced odors often exceeds 
regulatory thresholds. The proposed project would not include uses that have been 
identified by BAAQMD as potential sources of objectionable odors. There would be no 
impact related to potential odors. 
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2.4 Biological Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant 
or 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

     

 

Discussion 

a) No Impact. The project site is fully developed as an existing four-unit (two-story) 
apartment building and detached five-car garage structure in an urban area. The site is not 
expected to support any candidate or special-status species, or species identified for 
protection in local, regional, or national wildlife plans or policies or associated habitat for 
such species; thus, there would be no impacts to these species.  
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b) No Impact. The project site does not support any riparian habitat or any sensitive 
communities identified in local regional, state, or national plans or policies; thus, there 
would be no impacts to these resources.  

c) No Impact. The proposed project site is fully developed and does not support any 
wetlands eligible for state or federal protection; thus, there would be no impacts to 
these resources.  

d)  No Impact. The proposed project site is located in a fully urbanized area and is 
surrounded by fully developed properties with commercial and industrial uses. The 
project site and vicinity are not expected to support wildlife migratory corridors or 
nursery sites. Construction and operation of the proposed project is not expected to 
inhibit movement of any native wildlife species; thus, there would be no impacts to 
these species.  

e) No Impact. As described in response a), above, the project would not involve any 
impacts to biological resources due to the developed nature of the site and surrounding 
areas. The proposed project would include on-site landscaping; low-water-use plants 
would be installed for at least 75% of the plant area, and plants would be grouped by 
hydrozones. The proposed project would include “soft” landscaping for common open 
space. The project also proposes to relocate one of the young elms adjacent to the 
sidewalk within the Caltrans right-of-way. Because this tree is a contributor to the 
NRHP-listed Howard-Ralston Eucalyptus Tree Rows (P-41-002191), however, it would 
be replanted directly south of its current location to avoid any adverse effects to this 
resource. No impacts due to conflicts with local policies for protection of biological 
resources would occur.  

f) No Impact. The project site is not located in any area subject to a local, regional, or state 
Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan area. The nearest 
habitat conservation plan area to the project site is the San Bruno Mountain Habitat 
Conservation Plan, approximately 11 miles away (CDFW 2017). Therefore, the proposed 
project would not conflict with the conservation goals and objectives of any such plans. 
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2.5 Cultural Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant 
or 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion 

a) No Impact. The proposed project site is occupied by a four-unit residential building with 
a detached five-car garage structure at the rear. These two structures would be 
demolished and replaced with a six-unit, three-story residential building. The property 
was constructed in 1947. As described in the Historical Resources Compliance Report 
(see Appendix B), the property was evaluated for historical significance in consideration 
of the NRHP, California Register of Historical Resources, and City designation criteria 
and integrity requirements. No important historical associations were identified for the 
project site, and it does not appear to be significant for its architecture due to a lack of 
requisite integrity.  

However, one NRHP-listed resource is located within the project site: two young elm 
trees that contribute to the Howard-Ralston Eucalyptus Tree Rows, a 1.76-mile-long 
landscaping effort dating from 1873 to 1876 that consists of a row of trees lining each 
side of the historic El Camino Real in Burlingame. The project proposes to relocate one 
tree from this historic tree row so it is not adversely affected during widening of the 
driveway. The project has an action plan to ensure that relocation of the tree does not 
impact this resource. Therefore, the project would not cause any substantial change to a 
historic resource, and no impact would occur.  

b, c, d) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project would involve 
demolition of existing buildings and construction of a new building within a fully 
developed and previously disturbed site. No archaeological resources were identified 
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within the project site or immediate vicinity as a result of the California Historical 
Resources Information System records search and Native American correspondence. 
However, it is always possible that intact archaeological deposits are present at 
subsurface levels. Based on geomorphological evidence and known buried cultural 
deposits in the Bay Area, the project site would be treated as potentially sensitive for 
archaeological resources. The project site is situated within Quaternary Alluvial deposits 
(generally less than 11,000 years old), which are generally considered to have formed too 
recently to support the presence of paleontological deposits. Therefore, the area is 
considered to be of low sensitivity for encountering significant paleontological deposits 
(Appendix B). However, Mitigation Measure (MM) CU-1, MM-CU-2, and MM-CU-3 
would ensure potential impacts to unanticipated archaeological and paleontological 
resources and human remains would be less than significant.  

MM-CU-1  Unanticipated Discovery of Archaeological Resources. All 
construction crew members shall be alerted to the potential to encounter 
sensitive archaeological material. In the event that archaeological 
resources (sites, features, or artifacts) are exposed during construction 
activities for the proposed project, all construction work occurring within 
100 feet of the find shall immediately stop until a qualified 
archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards, can evaluate the significance of the find and 
determine whether additional study is warranted. Prehistoric 
archaeological deposits may be indicated by the presence of discolored 
or dark soil, fire-affected material, concentrations of fragmented or 
whole marine shell, burned or complete bone, non-local lithic materials, 
or a characteristic observed to be atypical of the surrounding area. 
Common prehistoric artifacts may include modified or battered lithic 
materials; lithic or bone tools that appeared to have been used for 
chopping, drilling, or grinding; projectile points; fired clay ceramics or 
non-functional items; and other items. Historic-age deposits are often 
indicated by the presence of glass bottles and shards, ceramic material, 
building or domestic refuse, ferrous metal, or old features such as 
concrete foundations or privies. Depending on the significance of the 
find under CEQA (14 CCR 15064.5[f]; Public Resources Code Section 
21082), the archaeologist may simply record the find and allow work to 
continue. If the discovery proves significant under CEQA, additional 
work, such as preparation of an archaeological treatment plan, testing, or 
data recovery, may be warranted. 
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MM-CU-2  Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains. In accordance with 
Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, if human 
remains are found, the county coroner shall be immediately notified of the 
discovery. No further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby 
area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains shall occur until the 
county coroner has determined, within 2 working days of notification of 
the discovery, the appropriate treatment and disposition of the human 
remains. If the county coroner determines that the remains are, or are 
believed to be, Native American, he or she shall notify the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento within 24 hours. 
In accordance with California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98, 
the NAHC must immediately notify those persons it believes to be the 
most likely descendant from the deceased Native American. The most 
likely descendant shall complete his/her inspection within 48 hours of 
being granted access to the site. The designated Native American 
representative would then determine, in consultation with the property 
owner, the disposition of the human remains. 

MM-CU-3  Unanticipated Discovery of Paleontological Resources. Paleontological 
resources are limited, nonrenewable resources of scientific, cultural, or 
educational value and are afforded protection under state laws and 
regulations (CEQA). Paleontological resources are explicitly afforded 
protection by CEQA, specifically in Section V(c) of CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G, the Environmental Checklist Form, which addresses the 
potential for adverse impacts to “unique paleontological resource[s] or 
site[s] or … unique geological feature[s]” (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). 
Further, CEQA provides that, generally, a resource shall be considered 
“historically significant” if it has yielded or may be likely to yield 
information important in prehistory (14 CCR 15064.5[a][3][D]). In the 
event that paleontological resources (silicified shell, bone, or other 
features) are exposed during construction activities for the proposed 
project, all construction work occurring within 100 feet of the find shall 
immediately stop until a qualified paleontologist can evaluate the 
significance of the find. This analysis shall comply with guidelines and 
significance criteria specified by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. If 
the discovery proves significant under CEQA, additional work, such as 
preparation of an archaeological treatment plan, testing, or data recovery, 
may be warranted. 
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2.6 Geology And Soils 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant or 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project:  

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

    

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

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

    

iv) Landslides?     

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

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

    

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

    

e) 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? 

    

 

Discussion 

a) i) No Impact. No active or potentially active faults have been identified on or near the 
project site. In addition, the project site is not located within an Alquist–Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone. The nearest active earthquake fault zone (i.e., evidence of 
displacement within the past 11,000 years) is the San Andreas Fault, located 
approximately 2 miles southwest of the site. In addition, the active Hayward Fault is 
located approximately 15 miles to the east of Burlingame, at the base of the East Bay 
Hills. The closest potentially active fault (i.e., evidence of displacement within the past 
1.6 million years) is the Serra Fault, which is associated with the San Andreas Fault and 
located approximately 0.8 miles southwest of the project site (CDMG 1982; CGS 2010; 
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City of Burlingame 1975). Therefore, no impacts related to fault rupture would occur in 
association with construction of the project.  

a) ii) iii) c)  Less than Significant Impact. Based on the proximity of the San Andreas and 
Hayward Faults, moderate to strong seismically induced ground shaking may occur at the 
project site. To address these seismic concerns, a geotechnical/soils report would be 
completed prior to final project design, in accordance with Burlingame Municipal Code, 
Title 18 – Building Construction, Chapters 18.08 – Building Code, and 18.20 – Grading, 
Excavation, Fills. Chapter 18.08 pertains to adoption of the 2016 California Building 
Code (CBC), Part 2, Volume 1 as the City Building Code. The geotechnical/soils report 
would develop seismic design parameters for the project site using the online U.S. 
Geological Survey Seismic Design Calculator, which is based on 2016 CBC Seismic 
Parameters. The structural design of the proposed structure would be based on these 
seismic design parameters, such that direct seismically induced ground shaking impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Potential secondary seismic hazards that could affect the project include liquefaction, 
lateral spreading, seismically induced settlement, and differential compaction. Based on the 
City General Plan, Seismic Safety Element, the industrial area and waterfront commercial 
district of Burlingame, which is located on fill and Bay Mud within the historic marshland 
area, is especially prone to differential settlement, liquefaction, lateral spreading, and 
increased seismically induced ground accelerations. The project site is not located within 
this area of fill. However, the project site is located on alluvium, consisting primarily of 
gravel, sand, and clay. Localized lenses of water-bearing sands and gravels within the 
alluvium could potentially result in liquefaction at the site (City of Burlingame 1975). 
Similar to direct seismically induced ground shaking, the City-mandated geotechnical/soils 
report would address these potential secondary seismic hazards. Final design of the project 
would comply with the 2016 CBC, which includes specific provisions for structural 
seismic safety. Therefore, compliance with CBC regulations and recommendations by the 
project-specific geotechnical report would result in less-than-significant secondary seismic 
impacts associated with construction of the project. 

a) iv) No Impact. The topography of the project site slopes gently to the northeast. Based on 
site observations completed for the project, the ground surface elevation varies from 15 
feet along the street, to 19 feet at the rear of the property. Similarly, the surrounding area 
is gently sloping. Based on the City General Plan, Seismic Safety Element, the site is not 
located in a landslide risk area (City of Burlingame 1975). Therefore, no landslides are 
anticipated in the vicinity of the site.  
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As discussed for a) ii) iii) c), above, a geotechnical/soils report would be completed prior 
to final project design. Depending on the results of the soils report, excavation of 
incompetent soils may be required in the area of the proposed structural footprint. Project 
excavations would likely be limited to shallow (i.e., generally 2 to 4 feet or less) soil 
excavation. In the event that such excavation is necessary, this area would be backfilled 
with compacted soil prior to excavations for structural footings. Based on the Project 
Application to the Planning Commission, dated September 30, 2016, grading would 
involve less than 500 cubic yards of material, indicating that substantial excavation of 
soils is not anticipated (see Appendix C). As a result, potential slope instability associated 
with on-site excavations would not occur. The project would not expose people or 
structures to potential substantial adverse effects related to landslides and no impacts 
would occur.  

b) Less than Significant Impact. The project would include demolition of an existing 
apartment building and construction of six new townhomes (as one building). Removal of 
existing paved areas and project grading/excavations would potentially result in short-term 
erosion-induced siltation in off-site drainages and waterways. However, a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be implemented during construction. BMPs 
included in the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program (City/County 
Association of Governments of San Mateo County 2015) and Municipal Regional 
Stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit (San 
Francisco Bay Region RWQCB 2015) would be implemented during construction. These 
BMPs would include temporary erosion controls to stabilize all denuded areas until 
permanent erosion controls are established. Construction-related BMPs would include use 
of sediment traps such as silt fences, check dams, and earthen dikes or berms; diversion of 
runoff around exposed areas; protection of adjacent properties using sediment barriers or 
filters; and stabilization of the designated access point. 

The SWPPP would include appropriate erosion-control and water-quality-control measures 
during site demolition, grading, and construction. Implementation of the SWPPP for the 
project would minimize short-term erosion impacts. Long-term impacts of the project would 
not result in erosion, since the soils would be covered by the proposed building, pavement, 
vegetation, and landscaping. Therefore, construction impacts related to erosion would be less 
than significant. 

d) Less than Significant Impact. Expansive soils are those that possess “shrink/swell” 
characteristics, and are usually fine-grained clay sediments that expand and contract due to 
moisture and desiccation. In the absence of proper structural engineering, expansive soils 
can crack and damage structural foundations. As discussed for a) ii) iii) c), above, a 
geotechnical/soils report would be completed prior to final project design. Consistent with 
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the Burlingame Municipal Code and the 2016 CBC, in the event that soil testing indicates 
that expansive soils are present, the upper few feet of expansive soil would be excavated 
and replaced with non-expansive soils. Alternatively, the building foundation could be 
engineered to accommodate expansive soils without resulting in distress to the foundation. 
Therefore, less-than-significant impacts related to expansive soils would result from 
construction of the project. 

e) No Impact. The project would not include installation of septic tanks, since proposed 
project facilities would connect to City sewer services. Therefore, the capability of the 
soils to support the operation of such tanks was not evaluated. No impact would occur in 
association with construction of the project. 
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2.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than- 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than- 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

    

 

Analysis 

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate, such as temperature, 
precipitation, or wind, lasting for an extended period (decades or longer). Gases that trap heat in 
the atmosphere are often called greenhouse gases (GHGs). The greenhouse effect traps heat in 
the troposphere through a threefold process: (1) short-wave radiation emitted by the Sun is 
absorbed by the Earth, (2) the Earth emits a portion of this energy in the form of long-wave 
radiation, and (3) GHGs in the upper atmosphere absorb this long-wave radiation and emit it into 
space and back toward the Earth. This trapping of the long-wave (thermal) radiation emitted 
back toward the Earth is the underlying process of the greenhouse effect.  

Principal GHGs are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide, O3, and water vapor. 
Some GHGs, such as CO2, CH4, and nitrous oxide, occur naturally and are emitted to the 
atmosphere through natural processes and human activities. Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 are 
emitted in the greatest quantities from human activities. Emissions of CO2 are largely byproducts 
of fossil-fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results mostly from off-gassing associated with 
agricultural practices and landfills. Manufactured GHGs, which have a much greater heat-
absorption potential than CO2, include fluorinated gases, such as hydrofluorocarbons, 
perfluorocarbons, sulfur hexafluoride, and nitrogen trifluoride, which are associated with certain 
industrial products and processes (CAT 2006).  

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change developed the global warming potential 
concept to compare the ability of each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to another 
gas. The global warming potential of a GHG is defined as the ratio of the time-integrated 
radiative forcing from the instantaneous release of 1 kilogram of a trace substance relative to that 
of 1 kilogram of a reference gas (IPCC 2014). The reference gas used is CO2; therefore, 
emissions weighted for global warming potential are measured in metric tons (MT) of CO2 
equivalent (CO2E).  

Regarding impacts from GHGs, both BAAQMD and the California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association consider GHG impacts to be exclusively cumulative impacts (BAAQMD 
2017; CAPCOA 2008); therefore, assessment of significance is based on a determination of 
whether the GHG emissions from a project represent a cumulatively considerable contribution to 
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the global atmosphere. This analysis uses both a quantitative and a qualitative approach. The 
quantitative approach is used to address the first significance criterion: “Would the project 
generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment?” This analysis considers that, because the quantifiable thresholds developed by 
BAAQMD were formulated based on Assembly Bill 32 and California Climate Change Scoping 
Plan reduction targets for which a set of strategies were developed to reduce GHG emissions 
statewide, a project cannot exceed a numeric BAAQMD threshold without also conflicting with 
an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
GHGs (CARB 2017). Therefore, if a project exceeds a numeric threshold and results in a 
significant cumulative impact, it would also result in a significant cumulative impact with respect 
to plan, policy, or regulation consistency, even though the project may incorporate measures and 
have features that would reduce its contribution to cumulative GHG emissions. 

Separate thresholds of significance are established for operational emissions from stationary 
sources (such as generators, furnaces, and boilers) and nonstationary sources (such as on-road 
vehicles). The threshold for stationary sources is 10,000 MT CO2E per year (i.e., emissions 
above this level may be considered significant). For nonstationary sources, the following three 
separate thresholds have been established (BAAQMD 2017): 

 Compliance with a Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy (i.e., if a project is 
found to be out of compliance with a Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy, its 
GHG emissions may be considered significant). 

 1,100 MT CO2E per year (i.e., emissions above this level may be considered significant). 

 4.6 MT CO2E per service population per year (i.e., emissions above this level may be 
considered significant). (Service population is the sum of residents plus employees 
expected for a development project.) 

The quantitative threshold of 1,100 MT CO2E per year adopted by the BAAQMD was applied to 
this analysis. If the project operational GHG emissions would exceed this threshold, then, 
consistent with BAAQMD Air Quality Guidelines, it would be considered to have a 
cumulatively considerable contribution of GHG emissions and a cumulatively significant impact 
on climate change. 

a, b) Less than Significant Impact. Construction. Construction of the proposed project would 
result in GHG emissions primarily associated with use of off-road construction 
equipment, on-road hauling and vendor (material delivery) trucks, and worker vehicles. 
Since the BAAQMD has not established construction-phase GHG thresholds, 
construction GHG emissions were amortized assuming a 30-year development life after 
completion of construction and added to operational emissions to compare to the 
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BAAQMD operational GHG threshold. CalEEMod was used to estimate GHG emissions 
associated with project construction. Amortized GHG emissions associated with project 
construction would result in annualized generation of 7 MT CO2E (Appendix A).  

Operations. Long-term operational emissions would occur over the life of the project. 
CalEEMod was used to estimate GHG emissions from motor vehicle trips, grid 
electricity usage, solid waste, and other sources (including area sources, natural gas 
combustion, and water/wastewater conveyance) for the existing uses to be demolished 
and for the proposed project.  

CalEEMod default mobile source data, including temperature, trip characteristics, 
variable start information, emission factors, and trip distances, were conservatively used 
for the model inputs. Project-related traffic was assumed to be composed of a mixture of 
vehicles in accordance with the model defaults for the specified land uses. It is assumed 
that the first full year of operations would be in 2020.  

The estimation of operational energy emissions was based on CalEEMod land use defaults 
and total area (i.e., square footage) of the existing use to be demolished and for the 
proposed project. For the existing use, no fireplaces or woodstoves were assumed, and 
natural gas and electricity emissions were estimated in CalEEMod using the emissions 
factors for Pacific Gas & Electric and adjusted to account for 25% Renewable Portfolio 
Standard by 2016. Historical (pre-2005 buildings) energy use standards were incorporated 
for the existing apartments to be demolished. 

For the proposed townhomes, only gas fireplaces were assumed, and annual natural gas 
(non-hearth) and electricity emissions were estimated in CalEEMod using the emissions 
factors for Pacific Gas & Electric and adjusted to account for the 33% Renewable 
Portfolio Standard by 2020. The most recent amendments to Title 24, Part 6, the 
California Energy Code, became effective on January 1, 2017. Residential buildings 
constructed in accordance with the updated Title 24 standards are anticipated to use 28% 
less energy for lighting, heating, cooling, ventilation, and water heating than the 2013 
standards. Although these standards would be required for the project, they were 
accounted for in the “Mitigation” options of CalEEMod, and are, thus, part of the 
mitigated scenario. 

Supply, conveyance, treatment, and distribution of water for the project would require the 
use of electricity, which would result in associated indirect GHG emissions. Similarly, 
wastewater generated by the proposed project would require the use of electricity for 
conveyance and treatment, along with GHG emissions generated during wastewater 
treatment. Water consumption estimates for indoor and outdoor water use and associated 
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electricity consumption from water use and wastewater generation were estimated using 
CalEEMod default values.  

The proposed project would generate solid waste and would, therefore, result in CO2E 
emissions associated with landfill off-gassing. CalEEMod default solid waste generation 
values for the specified land uses were used. 

The estimated operational GHG emissions from area sources, energy usage, motor vehicles, 
solid waste generation, water supply, and wastewater treatment for the existing uses to be 
demolished and the proposed project are shown in Table 4 (see also Appendix A).  

Table 4 
Estimated Annual Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Emissions Source CO2E (Metric Tons per Year) 
Project Emissions 

Area  0.8 

Energy 14.6 

Mobile  31.4 

Solid Waste 1.4 

Water Supply and Wastewater 1.0 

Total Project Emissions 49.2 

Existing Use Emissions 

Area  0.0 

Energy 9.0 

Mobile  25.0 

Solid Waste 0.9 

Water Supply and Wastewater 0.9 

Total Existing Use Emissions 35.8 

 Operational Emission Net Increase (Project Minus Existing) 13.4 
Amortized Construction Emissions 7.1 

Operational Emission Net Increase + Amortized Construction Total 20.5 
BAAQMD Greenhouse Gas Threshold 1,100 

Significant (Yes or No)? No 

Source: Appendix A 
Notes: CO2E = carbon dioxide-equivalent; BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
Project GHG emissions are based on the annual CalEEMod outputs, included in Appendix A. Total emissions may not sum exactly due to 
rounding. Project emissions are based on the “Mitigated” CalEEMod outputs in order to incorporate indoor/outdoor water use reduction per 
CALGreen and exceeding 2013 Title 24 by 28% for residences to approximate 2016 Title 24 compliance, even though compliance with 
standards would not be considered actual mitigation. No fireplaces or woodstoves were assumed for existing uses, and only gas fireplaces 
were assumed for the project. 

Table 4 (see also Appendix A) indicates that the net increase in GHG emissions 
associated with the project would be less than BAAQMD’s GHG threshold of 1,100 MT 
CO2E per year. Therefore, the project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly 
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or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment, and this would 
represent a less-than-significant cumulative GHG impact. 

The City of Burlingame’s Climate Action Plan is designed to focus on near- and medium-
term solutions to reduce the City’s GHG emissions. The five major focus areas are 
energy efficiency/green building, transportation/land use, waste reduction/recycling, 
education/outreach, and municipal operations. Energy efficiency and green building 
programs provide the fastest and most economical means to reduce emissions (City of 
Burlingame 2009). The proposed project is required to comply with the City of 
Burlingame’s Green Building Ordinance, which implements the CALGreen Building 
Standards. Since the project would comply with applicable statewide and local 
requirements, the project would not conflict with the Climate Action Plan.  

Regarding consistency with Senate Bill 32 (goal of reducing GHG emissions to 40% below 
1990 levels by 2030) and Executive Order S-3-05 (goal of reducing GHG emissions to 
80% below 1990 levels by 2050), there are no established protocols or thresholds of 
significance for that future-year analysis. However, the California Air Resources Board 
forecasts that compliance with the current Scoping Plan puts the state on a trajectory of 
meeting these long-term GHG goals, although the specific path to compliance is unknown 
(CARB 2014). As discussed previously, the project would result in minimal GHG 
emissions, and would not conflict with the state’s trajectory toward future GHG reductions. 
With respect to future GHG targets under Senate Bill 32 and Executive Order S-3-05, the 
California Air Resources Board has also made clear its legal interpretation that it has the 
requisite authority to adopt whatever regulations are necessary, beyond the Assembly Bill 
32 horizon year of 2020, to meet the reduction targets for 2030 and 2050; this legal 
interpretation provides evidence that future regulations will be adopted to continue the state 
on its trajectory toward meeting future GHG targets.  

Based on the preceding considerations, the project would not conflict with an applicable 
plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs, 
and no mitigation is required. This impact would be less than significant. 
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2.8 Hazards And Hazardous Materials 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant or 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/updatedscopingplan2013.htm
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/updatedscopingplan2013.htm
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant or 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion 

a)  Less than Significant Impact. The project would result in a slight increase in the routine 
use of hazardous materials. The project would include use of heavy equipment for 
demolition, grading, excavations, and construction. Fueling and maintenance of such 
equipment could result in incidental spills of petroleum products and hazardous materials 
to soils exposed after demolition. However, such incidental spills would likely be minor 
and would be minimized through implementation of standard BMPs included in a 
SWPPP during construction. The BMPs would be consistent with the San Mateo 
Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program and Municipal Regional Stormwater 
NPDES Permit (City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County 2015; 
RWQCB 2015). Relevant BMPs would typically include creation of a designated fueling 
and maintenance area equipped with temporary spill containment booms, absorbent pads, 
and petroleum waste disposal containers. Therefore, impacts associated with routine 
transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant as a 
result of project construction.  

b)  Less than Significant Impact. The closest gas transmission pipeline is located 
approximately 2,200 feet northeast of the project site, along Rollins Road (PHMSA 
2017). This pipeline would have no impact on the project.  
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The project would include demolition of the existing structure, which was constructed in 
1947, according to San Mateo County Assessor records (County of San Mateo 2017). 
Based on the age of the structure, lead-based paint (LBP) and ACM may be present in the 
building. The federal government banned consumer use of LBP in 1978, and ACMs were 
banned in construction products in 1989. Layers of LBP may be present beneath layers of 
non-LBP. ACMs may be present in floor and ceiling tiles, exterior wall and roofing 
shingles, pipe insulation, plaster, and stucco finishes. As a result, LBP and ACMs may be 
encountered during demolition activities, which could result in adverse health and safety 
impacts to demolition personnel.  

In California, the Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of 1992 states that 
individuals must permanently remove LBP hazards in accordance with federal standards. 
Only certified lead testers may be used for this process. Under CCR Section 1532.1, 
workers must assess the level of lead exposure on any given job site, and regularly gauge 
lead levels as the project progresses.  

Similarly, the removal of potential ACMs would be subject to asbestos regulations 
administered by the BAAQMD, which protects the public from uncontrolled emissions of 
asbestos through enforcement of the Federal Asbestos Standard (BAAQMD 1998). The 
ACM regulations include survey and notification requirements prior to beginning a 
project, as well as work practice standards and disposal requirements, in accordance with 
BAAQMD Regulation 11, Hazardous Pollutants, Rule 2, Asbestos Demolition, 
Renovation and Manufacturing. 

With implementation of these regulations, the project would not create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. 
Impacts related to the removal of potential LBP and ACMs during project demolition 
would be less than significant.  

c) No Impact. The closest school is Our Lady of Angels School, located approximately 700 
feet southeast of the project site. In addition, Lincoln Elementary School is located 
approximately 1,200 feet west of the site. However, as discussed in a) and b), above, the 
project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste that could potentially impact these schools. Therefore, no 
impacts would occur.  

d) Less than Significant Impact. The project site is not included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 65962.5 (Cortese List), which 
requires the California Environmental Protection Agency to develop, at least annually, an 
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updated list (DTSC 2017). However, it is possible that the project site or adjacent 
properties may be listed on other environmental databases pertaining to prior releases of 
petroleum products and/or hazardous substances. With the exception of the Cortese List, 
an environmental database search was not completed for the project. However, it is 
unlikely that soil contamination is present beneath the site, since the project site is located 
in a residential neighborhood that extends back to at least the 1940s, where releases of 
petroleum waste or hazardous waste into the subsurface is unlikely. As a result, less-than-
significant impacts would occur with respect to potential prior releases of hazardous 
materials at the site. 

e, f, g) No Impact. The project is located approximately 1.5 miles south of San Francisco 
International Airport, within an airport influence area. However, the project site is not 
located within a designated airport safety zone (City/County Association of Governments 
of San Mateo County 2012). Therefore, no aircraft-related safety impacts would occur in 
association with construction of the project. The City of Burlingame does not currently 
have a comprehensive emergency response plan. The project would not impair 
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, no impacts would occur. 

h) No Impact. The proposed project is located within a fully urbanized area that is not adjacent 
to wildlands. Vegetation on site is limited to landscaping that is irrigated and maintained by 
the property owner. Based on review of the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection Fire Hazards Severity Zones Map for San Mateo County, the nearest area of 
moderate wildland fire risk is approximately 1.5 miles away (CalFIRE 2007). No impact 
would occur related to exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving wildland fires. 
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2.9 Hydrology And Water Quality  

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant or 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project:  

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

    

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

    

c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion of siltation on- or off-site? 
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant or 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 

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

    

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

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

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

    

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

    

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

    

j) Inundation of seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     

 

Discussion 

a, f)  Less than Significant Impact. Completion of the proposed project would not 
substantially alter the amount or type of pollutants in stormwater runoff. Land use would 
not change, since the existing four-unit residential development would be replaced with a 
six-unit residential development. Similar to existing conditions, stormwater runoff would 
occur as sheetflow, which would be transmitted into two 6-inch-diameter subdrains that 
would drain into an upgraded curb and gutter.  

The project would include 572 square feet of landscaping in the front setback and 391 
square feet of landscaping in the rear common open space area. Such landscaping would 
result in an increase in permeable surfaces capable of capturing and infiltrating surface 
runoff such that potentially polluted runoff would be less compared to existing 
conditions. This increase in permeable surfaces would result in beneficial long-term 
water-quality impacts.  

The closest creek is Mills Creek, located approximately 1,000 feet northwest of the 
project site. Mills Creek is not listed in the 2012 California 303(d) List of Water Quality 
Limited Segments, or Impaired Water Bodies (CalEPA SWRCB 2017). Therefore, runoff 
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from the project site would not contribute to a water body that contains pollutants at 
levels that currently exceed protective water quality criteria and standards.  

Demolition and construction of the project would result in short-term soil-disturbing 
activities that could lead to increased erosion and sedimentation of nearby drainages and 
Mills Creek. However, a Construction SWPPP would be implemented during demolition 
and construction. BMPs included in the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution 
Prevention Program and Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit would be 
implemented (City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County 2015; 
RWQCB 2015). These BMPs would include temporary erosion controls to stabilize all 
denuded areas until permanent erosion controls are established.  

Demolition and construction-related BMPs would include use of sediment traps such as 
silt fences, check dams, and earthen dikes or berms; diversion of runoff around exposed 
areas; protection of adjacent properties using sediment barriers or filters; stabilization of 
the designated access point; and proper storage, handling, and disposal of construction 
wastes to prevent contact with stormwater. Implementation of the SWPPP for the project 
would minimize erosion and related impacts on water quality, such that short-term 
demolition- and construction-related impacts would be less than significant.  

b)  No Impact. The proposed project would not adversely affect groundwater. Water 
demand is anticipated to be approximately 792 gallons per day, which would be an 
increase over existing conditions due to the additional two residential units. The City of 
Burlingame Water Division would supply water to the project, and the source of water 
within the City water system is metered connections off the San Francisco Water 
Department’s Crystal Springs and Sunset Aqueducts (City of Burlingame 2015). On-site 
groundwater would not be used; therefore, no impacts would occur with respect to 
groundwater withdrawals. In addition, the project would result in an increase in 
permeable surfaces, which would result in an increase in groundwater recharge. This 
increase would result in beneficial groundwater impacts.   

See section Utilities and Service Systems, below, for additional information related to 
water service for the project.  

c, d, e) Less than Significant Impact. Runoff at the site would be similar to existing conditions. 
The drainage pattern would not be substantially altered. The project would include 
approximately 6,568 square feet of impervious area, including the building roof, 
driveway, pathways, and trash enclosure. Similar to existing conditions, paved area 
stormwater runoff would occur as sheetflow. Proposed runoff would be diverted to two 6-
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inch-diameter subdrains that would discharge surface flows to the street curb and gutter. 
New curb and gutter would be constructed as part of the project.  

As previously discussed for a) f), above, the project would include 572 square feet of 
landscaping in the front setback and 391 square feet of landscaping in the rear common 
open space. Such landscaping would result in an increase in permeable surfaces capable 
of capturing and infiltrating surface runoff, such that runoff volumes would be less in 
comparison to existing conditions. This increase in permeable surfaces would result in 
beneficial drainage impacts.  

As previously discussed, construction of the project would result in short-term soil-disturbing 
activities that could lead to increased erosion and sedimentation of nearby drainages and 
Mills Creek. However, the project would comply with the SWPPP requirements for 
construction site stormwater discharges, including appropriate erosion-control and water-
quality-control measures during demolition and construction activities. Implementation of the 
SWPPP for the project would minimize erosion and related impacts on water quality such 
that construction-related impacts would be less than significant.  

g, h, i, j) No Impact. The City of Burlingame Seismic Safety Element indicates that the project site 
is located within a 100-year flood zone (City of Burlingame 1975). However, updated flood 
maps completed by the Federal Emergency Management Agency indicate that the site is not 
located within a 100-year flood zone (FEMA 2012). The project site is not located in an area 
that would be inundated in the event of a dam failure, since no reservoirs are located upslope 
of the site. The project site is located at an elevation of 15 to 19 feet above sea level and is not 
located within a designated tsunami inundation area (California Emergency Management 
Agency et al. 2009; City of Burlingame 1975). In addition, the project would not be subject 
to inundation as a result of seiche or mudflow. Therefore, no flood-related impacts would 
occur in association with construction of the project. 
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2.10 Land Use And Planning 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant or 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than- 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?     

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion 

a) No Impact. The proposed project would not include construction of a physical barrier 
that would physically divide the existing area surrounding the proposed project site. No 

http://www.flowstobay.org/brochures
http://www.burlingame.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=173
http://www.burlingame.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=173
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freeways, railroad tracks, or any kind of physical obstruction is included as part of the 
proposed project. Construction associated with the project would not result in major 
changes to any public roadways. The proposed use as a residential development would 
be compatible with the existing residential uses in the project vicinity. Therefore, the 
project would not physically divide an established community and would have no 
impacts related to this topic.  

b) No Impact. The project would be located on El Camino Real and is designated as 
medium-high density residential (R-3) land use in the City of Burlingame’s General Plan. 
The general plan land use designation is for uses with 21 to 50 dwelling units per acre. 
The project complies with the dwelling unit density allowed per the General Plan Land 
Use Map (City of Burlingame 2016). This Zoning District designates land uses as 
predominately multi-family residential, including some lower-intensity residential uses 
such as single-family homes, duplexes, apartment homes, multi-family homes, and 
accessory buildings. The proposed project is in compliance with Burlingame’s General 
Plan and would not conflict with any applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations; 
there would be no impact.  

c) No Impact. The nearest habitat conservation plan to the project site is the San Bruno 
Mountain Habitat Conservation Plan, approximately 11 miles from the site (CDFW 
2017). The project site is not located within the jurisdiction of any habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan, and would not conflict with any applicable 
plans or policies; therefore, there would be no impact. 
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2.11 Mineral Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant 
or 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project: 
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant 
or 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 

resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

    

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

    

 

Discussion 

a, b) No Impact. The City of Burlingame General Plan does not identify any areas of 
significant mineral value on the project site or in the project vicinity (City of 
Burlingame 2010). The State of California Department of Mines and Geology, 
Mineral Land Classification Map designates the project site as a Mineral Resource 
Zone MRZ-1. The MRZ-1 designation refers to an area “where adequate information 
indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that 
little likelihood exists for their presence” (California Department of Conservation 
1982). Implementation of the project would, therefore, not impact mineral resources.  
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2.12 Noise 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant 
or 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project result in: 

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

    

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne vibration levels? 
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant 
or 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 

levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without 
the project? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The City’s General Plan 
Noise Element includes noise and land use compatibility recommendations for evaluating 
the compatibility of new uses with the on-site noise environment. The Noise Element 
establishes a 60 A-weighted decibel (dBA) community noise equivalent level (CNEL) 
criterion as the maximum suggested outdoor noise level for land uses that include 
“public, quasi-public, and residential” (CNEL is a 24-hour average noise level, with 
“penalties” added to noise during the night and evening hours (7 p.m.–7 a.m.) (City of 
Burlingame 1975). The interior noise level standard is 45 dBA CNEL in any habitable 
room, with windows closed. 

 The primary source of noise in the area is roadway noise along El Camino Real. Exterior 
private open spaces that are provided for the proposed future residences would face the 
neighboring lots and be shielded from traffic noise produced by El Camino Real. No 
planned open spaces face El Camino Real. The building setback would be approximately 
20 feet from the road. Based on the referenced measurement of traffic noise along El 
Camino Real (1509 El Camino Real Mitigated Negative Declaration) it is expected that 
traffic noise levels at the building façade would be approximately 63 dBA equivalent 
noise level (Leq) (City of Burlingame 2012). Conservatively assuming that shielding from 
building components would provide 5 dBA of noise reduction, the approximate Leq for 
the balconies of the project building closest to the El Camino Real frontage would be 58 
dBA. This expected level meets the 60 dBA CNEL requirement for exterior living spaces 
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(City of Burlingame 1975). To ensure interior noise levels meet the 45 dBA CNEL 
requirement (City of Burlingame 1975), MM-NOI-1 is required for the building façade 
facing El Camino Real.  

MM-NOI-1  The project sponsor shall retain a qualified acoustical engineer to prepare 
an acoustical study in accordance with State Title 24 requirements. The 
acoustical study shall identify methods of design and construction to 
comply with the applicable portions of the California Building Code Title 
24 to achieve an indoor noise level of 45 A-weighted decibel community 
noise equivalent level or less from traffic noise sources. 

b) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is not expected to generate 
excessive groundborne vibration or noise during operation. The North 
Burlingame/Rollins Road Specific Plan lists roadway bus and truck traffic, railway 
operations, and construction activities as the common sources of groundborne vibration 
in the area (City of Burlingame 2004). In residential areas, ambient vibration levels are 
usually approximately 50 vibration decibels (VdB). Instantaneous vibration levels may 
reach 63 VdB when buses or trucks pass within 50 feet of a receptor, and 72 VdB when 
these vehicles hit a bump in the road (City of Burlingame 2004). 

 Project construction would generate short-term groundborne vibration within the project 
site and the surrounding areas. Construction equipment, such as dozers and trucks, can be 
sources of excessive groundborne vibration. The nearest sensitive receptors to the 
proposed project would be the residences located adjacent to the project site. The nearest 
residence is approximately 15 feet from the proposed building outline and approximately 
30 feet from the center of the project site. 

 Neither the City of Burlingame’s General Plan nor the City’s Municipal Code contain 
provisions specifically regarding groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. The 
following analysis is based on the guidance from the Federal Transit Administration’s 
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment manual. Vibration levels in the 70 to 75 
VdB range are often noticeable but generally deemed acceptable, and levels in excess of 
80 VdB are often considered unacceptable. The threshold for human perception is 
approximately 65 VdB (FTA 2006). 

The primary source of vibration during project construction and/or demolition would 
likely be from a small bulldozer or tractor. Expected vibration levels from such 
equipment would be approximately 58 VdB at 25 feet. A bulldozer would temporarily 
operate at the property line, approximately 15 feet from an existing residential building. 
On average during construction, the bulldozer would typically be approximately 30 feet 



1431 El Camino Real Initial Study and Environmental Checklist 

    
 47 December 2017  

from the residential receptors. Thus, average vibration levels are expected to be less than 
58 VdB and below the perceptible range for humans (FTA 2006).  

 Demolition of the existing on-site building would not require the use of blasting, a 
wrecking ball, or other groundborne-vibration-generating equipment. Therefore, impacts 
associated with the vibration from construction equipment would be less than significant.  

c)  Less than Significant Impact. Residential developments do not typically result in 
significant levels of ambient noise. The existing building on the project site is a residential 
building. The proposed building would not add a substantial amount of residences compared 
to the existing use.  

 For traffic noise, a doubling of traffic volume is generally required to produce a 
perceptible increase in ambient sound levels. The current average daily traffic along El 
Camino Real is approximately 30,000 (City of Burlingame 2012); thus, another 30,000 
average daily trips would need to be added for a perceptible change in traffic noise to 
occur. The project is not expected to substantially increase the average daily traffic, and, 
therefore, would not noticeably change the ambient sound levels associated with traffic 
noise from El Camino Real.  

Dudek reviewed sound level data for the vehicle lift to be used in the garages. 
Documented levels during operation are approximately 59 dBA during vehicle raising. 
Levels are lower during the lowering of vehicles and when the door is opening (see 
Appendix D). Sound levels due to lift operations are not expected to be  excessive at 
neighboring residential properties. The anticipated intermittent use of the proposed car 
lift equipment further reduces the likelihood of noise impacts from car lifts. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

d)  Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project site is 
surrounded by residential uses. Construction of the proposed project would expose these 
sensitive receptors to increased ambient exterior noise levels. During project 
construction, heavy equipment would be used for demolition, site preparation, grading, 
building construction, architectural coating, and paving, which would increase ambient 
noise levels. Noise levels would vary depending on the type of equipment used, how it is 
operated, and how well it is maintained. Standard construction equipment, such as 
graders, backhoes, loaders, backhoes, and saws, would be used for this work. 

Regarding construction activity, the City of Burlingame General Plan Noise Element 
provides Table 5, Maximum Allowable Noise Levels from Construction Equipment 
(page N-33 of the General Plan Noise Element, City of Burlingame 1975).  
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Table 5 
Maximum Allowable Noise Levels from Construction Equipment 

Equipment Peak Noise Level in dBA at 50 Feet 
Earthmoving 

Front Loader 75 

Backhoes 75 

Dozers 75 

Tractors 75 

Scrapers 80 

Graders 75 

Truck 75 

Paver 80 

Materials Handling 

Concrete mixer 75 

Concrete pump 75 

Crane 75 

Derrick 75 

Stationary 

Pumps 75 

Generators 75 

Compressors 75 

Impact 

Pile Drivers 95 

Jackhammers 75 

Rock Drills 80 

Pneumatic tools 80 

Other 

Saws 75 

Vibrator 75 

Source: City of Burlingame 1975 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in intermittent short-term noise 
impacts resulting from construction-related activities. There would be a relatively high 
single-event noise exposure potential resulting in potential short-term intermittent 
annoyances. However, the effect on long-term ambient noise levels would be small when 
averaged over longer time periods, such as 24 hours for CNEL. Section 18.07.110 of the 
City’s Municipal Code limits the hours of construction to between 8 a.m. and 7 p.m. on 
weekdays, 9 a.m. to 6 p.m. on Saturdays.  

With compliance with the City of Burlingame General Plan Noise Element and 
incorporation of MM-NOI-2 through MM-NOI-4 below, impacts from construction 
noise would be less than significant.  
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MM-NOI-2 All construction equipment shall use available noise-suppression 
devices and properly maintained mufflers. All internal combustion 
engines used on the project site shall be equipped with the type of 
muffler recommended by the vehicle manufacturer. In addition, all 
equipment shall be maintained in a good mechanical condition to 
minimize noise created by a faulty or poorly maintained engine, drive 
train, or other component.  

MM-NOI-3 During construction, stationary construction equipment shall be placed 
such that emitted noise is directed away from sensitive noise receptors and 
as far as possible from the boundary of sensitive receptors. 

MM-NOI-4 Pursuant to the City of Burlingame Municipal Code, the applicant shall 
limit construction activities to between 8 a.m. and 7 p.m. Mondays 
through Fridays, and Saturdays between 9 a.m. and 6 p.m.  

e) Less than Significant Impact. The site is included on maps addressing San Francisco 
International Airport noise contours in the Noise Exposure Map Report (SFO 2015a). 
The 2019 noise contour maps show that the project site location is outside of the 65 dBA 
CNEL noise contour for San Francisco International Airport (SFO 2015b). According to 
the 14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 150 Land Use Compatibility Guidelines, in 
Aircraft Noise Exposure Areas, this aircraft noise exposure level is acceptable for all land 
uses, including residential (SFO 2015b). The project site is in an area that is exposed to 
noise levels less than 65 dBA from San Francisco International Airport. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant. 

f) No Impact. The project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Therefore, no impacts related to a private airstrip would occur as a result of the 
proposed project. 
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2.13 Population And Housing 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant 
or 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion 

a) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project would involve demolition of the 
current four-unit building and construction of a six-unit building within a residential 
district. According to the 2010 Census for the City of Burlingame, the average household 
size was 2.29 people (American Community Survey 2006–2010). Therefore, this two-
unit increase would represent an increase of approximately five people. This does not 
represent a substantial growth in population, and is well within the expected population 
increase noted in the City’s General Plan (City of Burlingame 2015). Therefore, the 
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proposed project would not cause a substantial growth in population either directly or 
indirectly, and impacts would be less than significant. 

b, c) Less than Significant Impact. The project would add two residential units and would 
not necessitate the need for construction of replacement housing elsewhere. The project 
would temporarily displace the tenants of four residential units, but would not necessitate 
the construction of replacement housing. Therefore, the project would have a less-than-
significant impact on the displacement of housing and people.  
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Burlingame.htm. 

City of Burlingame. 2015. City of Burlingame General Plan 2015–2023 Housing Element. 
Adopted January 5, 2015. https://www.burlingame.org/modules/showdocument.aspx? 
documentid=11658. 

2.14 Public Services 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant 
or 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project: 

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

    

i) Fire protection?     

ii) Police protection?     

iii) Schools?     

iv) Parks?     

v) Other public facilities?     

 

Discussion 

The proposed project would involve incidental or no impacts on government services, and would 
not involve substantial population growth; any such growth would occur within the framework 

http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/cities/Burlingame.htm
http://www.bayareacensus.ca.gov/cities/Burlingame.htm
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of the adopted Burlingame General Plan. The project would be located in a residential area 
where there are established public facilities. Therefore, as discussed below, the project would not 
involve new or increased impacts to public services, and would not require mitigation measures 
to avoid significant environmental effects. 

a) i) Less than Significant Impact. The Central County Fire Department provides fire 
protection services to the City of Burlingame. There are three fire stations located within 
the City: Station 34 at 799 California Drive, Station 35 at 2832 Hillside Drive, and 
Station 36 at 1399 Rollins Road (Central County Fire Department 2017). The proposed 
project would include demolition of an existing two-story apartment building and a 
detached five-car garage, and construction of a three-story building with a proposed 
height of 35 feet. Operation of the proposed project is not anticipated to result in 
increased demand for fire or emergency services, or a need for modified facilities due to 
the minimal increase of two residential units. The Central County Fire Department would 
review project plans prior to issuance of building permits to ensure compliance with all 
applicable fire and building safety codes. Therefore, impacts to fire protection services 
would be less than significant.  

a) ii) Less than Significant Impact. The Burlingame Police Department, located at 1111 
Trousdale Drive, provides police services to the City. Operation of the proposed project 
is not anticipated to result in increased demand for police services or a need for modified 
facilities due to the minimal increase of two residential units. Therefore, impacts to police 
protection services would be less than significant. 

a) iii) Less than Significant Impact. Our Lady of Angels School is the closest school to the 
project site at 0.3 miles away. Operation of the proposed project is not anticipated to 
result in increased demand for school services or result in the requirement of alterations 
to any school facilities due to the minimal population increase. Therefore, impacts to 
school services would be less than significant. 

a)iv)v) No Impact. The proposed project would involve demolition an existing two-story 
apartment building and construction of townhouse units. The site is surrounded by 
residential uses. The proposed project would not impact any existing parks or other 
public facilities and would not increase demand for parks or other public facilities due to 
the minimal increase of two residential units. Therefore, there would be no impacts to 
parks or other public facilities.  
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Reference 

Central County Fire Department. 2017. ”Fire Stations.” Accessed August 21, 2017 . 
http://www.ccfdonline.org/about-ccfd/fire-stations/. 

2.15 Recreation 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant 
or 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project: 

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

    

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? 

    

 

Discussion 

a, b) No Impact. The proposed project would demolish a two-story residential building and 
construct a new three-story residential building. The proposed project is not anticipated to 
increase demand for existing recreational facilities due to the minimal increase in 
population from the addition of two units. The project would not require construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities. Therefore, implementation of the project would result 
in no impact to existing recreational facilities.  

2.16 Transportation / Traffic 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant 
or 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project: 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume-to-
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant 
or 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of 

service standard established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways? 

    

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? 

    

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

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?     

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, 
bicycle racks)? 

    

 

This analysis is based on Dudek’s assessment of the existing vicinity roadway network capacity 
and current traffic conditions, and the project’s net new trip generation to determine the proposed 
project’s impact on vicinity transportation systems. 

The proposed project site is located at 1431 El Camino Real in the City of Burlingame. The 
proposed project would include demolition of an existing four-unit (two-story) apartment 
complex and construction of new six-unit (three-story) residential townhouse development. The 
proposed project would have six townhouse units that would be two bedrooms each, built side-
by-side with a ground-level parking garage that would accommodate two parking spaces 
provided in the form of mechanical auto lifts (parking lifts). The entrance to each of the six 
townhouse units would be on the north-facing (driveway) side of the project site. 

Access to the project site (a driveway to be located along the north-facing side of the building) 
would be via El Camino Real (SR-82). The project site is located just southwest of the one-way-
stop-controlled intersection of El Camino Real/ Mills Avenue.  

El Camino Real (SR-82) is a north/south arterial roadway in the City and a part of the California 
State Highway System. El Camino Real, south of Ray Drive near the project site, is a four-lane 
undivided roadway with a speed limit of 35 miles per hour. On-street parking is not permitted along 
El Camino Real. There is a raised sidewalk along the roadway, and there is no bike route or lane 
along the roadway.  
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The City of Burlingame does not have an adopted level of service (LOS) standard; however, 
a standard of LOS D or better typically has been applied in traffic studies performed within 
the City.  

As the Congestion Management Agency for San Mateo County, the San Mateo City/County 
Association of Governments (C/CAG) is responsible for establishing applicable operational 
standards and for maintaining performance of the Congestion Management Program (CMP) 
roadway network. The LOS standards established for San Mateo County vary by roadway 
segment, as C/CAG intends to use the CMP process to prevent future congestion levels from 
getting worse than currently anticipated. El Camino Real is an arterial roadway in the City and is 
included in the San Mateo C/CAG CMP network. On El Camino Real (SR-82), the LOS 
standard is LOS E. For intersections along El Camino Real, the standard is LOS E, consistent 
with the roadway segment standards (C/CAG 2015). 

Based on the City of Burlingame Draft General Plan Outline, Existing Conditions Report, the 
average daily traffic volumes along the roadway segment of El Camino Real between Millbrae 
Avenue and Broadway is approximately 20,900 (City of Burlingame 2016). This roadway 
segment of El Camino Real carries a relatively low volume of daily traffic in the City when 
compared to other segments in San Mateo County. Per the San Mateo County Final Congestion 
Management Program, the roadway segment of El Camino Real in the vicinity of the project site 
(from Trousdale Drive to 3rd Avenue) operates at LOS A during both AM and PM peak hours 
(C/CAG 2015).  

Discussion 

a) No Impact. As shown in Table 6, the proposed project would generate a very low 
volume of net new daily and peak-hour trips. Therefore, a level of service analysis of 
roadway segments and intersections is not warranted. Based on expected trip generation 
rates for the project, there would be no impact associated with an increase in traffic in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system.  

Project Trip Generation 

Table 6 provides a summary of trip generation for the project based on the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition (ITE 2012). The trip 
generation for the project was estimated by calculating the difference in trips generated 
by the existing four apartment units and the proposed six townhouse units. Based on the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers’ trip generation rates, the proposed project is 
estimated to generate approximately eight net new daily trips, with one new trip in the 
AM peak hour and one new trip in the PM peak hour. 
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Table 6 
Trip Generation Summary 

Trip Generation Rates 

Land Use 
Daily Trip 

Rate Unit 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Total Percent In Percent Out Total Percent In Percent Out 

Residential 
Condominium/Townhouse 

5.81 DU 8% 17% 83% 9.0% 67% 33% 

Apartment  6.65 DU 8% 20% 80% 9.0% 65% 35% 

Trip Generation 

Land Use 

Total No. 

of Units Unit Daily 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Total In Out Total In Out 

Residential 
Condominium/Townhouse 
(Proposed) 

6 DU 35 3 1 2 3 2 1 

Apartment  

(Existing) 

4 DU 27 2 0 2 2 1 1 

Net Increase = (Proposed – Existing) 8 1 1 0 1 1 0 
Source: ITE 2012 
DU = dwelling unit 

b) No Impact. The passage of Proposition 111 in June 1990 established a process for each 
metropolitan county in California that has an urbanized area with a population of more 
than 50,000 to prepare a CMP. As the Congestion Management Agency for San Mateo 
County, C/CAG is responsible for maintaining the performance and standards of the 
CMP roadway network. The CMP legislation stipulates that the CMP’s LOS standards 
can be set at any level of service: A through F. However, only roadway segments or 
intersections currently operating at LOS F may have an LOS F standard set for them. On 
El Camino Real (SR-82) in the project area, the standard for roadway segments and 
intersections is LOS E. 

 For large development projects, local jurisdictions would need to notify C/CAG at the 
beginning of the CEQA process of all development applications or land use policy 
changes that are expected to generate a net (i.e., project trip generation after subtracting 
existing on-site uses that are currently active) 100 or more peak-period trips on the CMP 
network within 10 days of completion of the initial study prepared under CEQA. 

 Since the proposed project would generate only one trip during the AM peak hour and 
one trip during the PM peak hour, it is not subject to a CMP analysis, per criteria 
established by C/CAG (C/CAG 2015). 

For smaller or cumulative projects, local jurisdictions need to inform C/CAG of all 
development proposals or land use changes that would replace or add to current or projected 
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levels of development. This process updates the land use database used by the Travel 
Forecasting Model every 2 years, and its results are reported to C/CAG and local 
jurisdictions in San Mateo County. This cumulative analysis may be used to determine 
existing LOS on the CMP network or to project future LOS. The results of the analysis alert 
local jurisdictions about where the amount of congestion is approaching the LOS standard. 

Since the proposed project would not generate a significant number of peak-hour trips, it 
would not exceed, either individually or cumulatively, an LOS standard established by 
the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways. No impact 
would occur. 

c) No Impact. The San Francisco International Airport is located just outside the City limits 
within unincorporated San Mateo County. The project site is located in the influence area 
of the San Francisco International Airport (San Mateo County 2015). The maximum 
height proposed by the project is 35 feet, and it would not emit light, glare, or smoke that 
would disrupt aviation. Further, the project is not anticipated to result in any change in, or 
impact to, air traffic patterns. No impact would occur. 

d) No Impact. Access to the proposed project would be via El Camino Real (SR-82). The 
project’s existing driveway would be removed from the south-facing side of the site and 
would be constructed along the north-facing side of the project site to provide access to all 
the units. This would involve curb cuts and require an encroachment permit from Caltrans, 
since the project would be accessed via a state highway facility. Appropriate traffic control 
and pedestrian safety requirements would be included as standard conditions in the 
Caltrans encroachment permit to ensure that safe and adequate pedestrian and vehicular 
movement along El Camino Real is maintained during construction.  

 The project would not increase hazards due to design features such as sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections or incompatible uses. No impact would occur. 

e) No Impact. Per standard City practice, the Central County Fire Department would 
review the project plans prior to the issuance of permits to ensure compliance with the 
applicable fire and building code regulations regarding emergency access. This would 
ensure that adequate fire and life safety measures are incorporated into the project. No 
impact would occur. 

f) No Impact. The City’s Municipal Code, Zoning (Section 25.70.032), requires two off-
street parking spaces for each dwelling unit containing two bedrooms or two potential 
bedrooms (City of Burlingame 2015). Eighty percent of the total required parking spaces 
need to be covered or within a garage or carport. The project proposes to build six two-
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bedroom townhouse units, and, therefore, would be required to provide 12 on-site 
parking spaces. The proposed project would provide 12 on-site parking spaces in the 
form of mechanical, stacked auto lifts (parking lifts). Each unit would be provided with 
one stacker with a two-car capacity. A parking variance would be required for the use of 
mechanical parking lifts to provide the required parking spaces. 

 Buildings that contain five to 15 units require two on-site guest parking spaces. These 
guest parking spots would be located in the right rear corner of the property. 
Additionally, one space for delivery vehicles/on-site service vehicles would be provided 
for the proposed project site in the rear yard, adjacent to the two guest parking spots. 

 The quantity of proposed on-site parking supply would comply with zoning ordinance 
requirements; therefore, the project would not result in inadequate parking capacity. No 
impact would occur. 

g) No Impact. The project access would be via El Camino Real (SR-82), which is a four-
lane undivided arterial roadway in the City of Burlingame and part of the California State 
Highway System. The City of Burlingame Draft General Plan Outline states the Mobility 
Study-Area-Specific Policy for El Camino Real (SR-82): to coordinate with Caltrans and 
the Grand Boulevard Initiative partners to achieve multi-modal safety and mobility 
improvements (City of Burlingame 2016).  

 Transit. Bus service by SamTrans (part of the San Mateo County Transit District) is 
available near the project site and provides service throughout San Mateo County. A 
northbound bus stop is located on the east side El Camino Real, approximately 350 feet 
south of the project site. A southbound bus stop is located on the west side of El Camino 
Real, approximately 530 feet south of the project site. Currently, Bus Route 397 and Bus 
Route ECR provide service along El Camino Real. The Millbrae Bay Area Rapid Transit 
(BART)/Caltrain station and Broadway station are located on California Drive and 
provide rail transit access near the project site. 

 Bicycle. El Camino Real, near the project site, does not have bicycle lanes. Per the City 
of Burlingame Bicycle Transportation Plan, El Camino Real is not designated as a 
bicycle route. The nearest bicycle lane to the project site is along California Drive, 
approximately 1,000 feet from the project site (City of Burlingame 2004).  

 Pedestrian. A sidewalk is provided along the east of the project frontage along El 
Camino Real (SR-82). An encroachment permit from Caltrans would be required for 
work in the state highway right-of-way that would include the proposed relocation of a 
driveway, resulting in curb cut and sidewalk improvements. The Caltrans encroachment 
permit would include standard conditions requiring appropriate traffic control and 
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pedestrian safety measures during project construction to maintain safe and adequate 
pedestrian movement along El Camino Real.  

 The proposed project would not conflict with policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation such as public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. No 
impact would occur. 
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2.17 Utilities And Service Systems 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant or 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project: 

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

    

http://qcode.us/codes/burlingame/
http://www.envisionburlingame.org/files/managed/Document/242/Draft_GP_OUTLINE%20CAC%20Review%20Draft%20%2810-14-16%29.pdf
http://www.envisionburlingame.org/files/managed/Document/242/Draft_GP_OUTLINE%20CAC%20Review%20Draft%20%2810-14-16%29.pdf
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Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant or 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
b) Require or result in the construction of new water 

or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion 

a, b, e) Less than Significant Impact. The project site is located in an urban area and is served 
by existing utility systems. Water and sanitary sewer would be controlled by the City. 
The proposed use would not result in a significant increase in demand for water or 
wastewater services above what is currently being used. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant.  

c) Less than Significant Impact. The existing condition of the site is predominantly 
impervious surfaces. The reconstruction/replacement of impervious surfaces in the area 
would not result in a significant increase of stormwater runoff. The proposed project 
would not significantly increase the amount of impervious paved area on the site. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not significantly increase demand for stormwater 
drainage facilities, and impacts would be less than significant.  

d) Less than Significant Impact. The proposed project is not anticipated to result in a 
significant increase on water demand over previous uses at the site. Water is provided to 
the site by the City water system, administered by the City of Burlingame Public Works 
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Department. The City of Burlingame has water supplied by the San Francisco Regional 
Water System, which is owned and operated by the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission supplied an average of 205 
million gallons per day of water to serve 2.6 million people in the Bay Area in 2016 (City 
of Burlingame 2016). The proposed project’s water increase would be the addition of two 
townhouse units (from four to six units). This would not result in a significant increase in 
water usage for the proposed project site. Therefore, the proposed project is not expected 
to have significant impacts on water supplies based on existing resources and 
entitlements. The impact would be less than significant. 

f, g) Less than Significant Impact. Solid waste service is provided to the project site by 
Recology of San Mateo County (Recology 2017). Waste generated at the site would be 
transported by Recology to the Ox Mountain Landfill for disposal (Republic Services 
2017). Demolition and construction waste would include typical materials such as plaster, 
drywall sheeting, scrap wood and metal, and concrete. Operational waste would be 
moderate in volume and consist of the typical waste associated with a six-unit residential 
building. Ox Mountain Landfill, the landfill used for final disposal of the material 
generated by the City of Burlingame, has several years of capacity left at current disposal 
rates, plus it is possible for the landfill to be expanded into adjacent areas to allow for 
further capacity (Recology 2017). Therefore, impacts on the City’s solid waste capacity 
due to implementation of the proposed project would be less than significant.  
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2.18 Mandatory Findings Of Significance 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Significant or 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less-Than-
Significant 

Impact No Impact 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion 

a) No Impact. The project site is fully developed as an existing four-unit (two-story) 
apartment building and detached five-car garage structure in an urban area. The site is 
not expected to support any candidate or special-status species or species identified 
for protection in local, regional, or national wildlife plans or policies or associated 
habitat for such species; thus, the project does not have the potential to substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal , or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. 
Therefore, no impact would occur. 

b) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. In accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, the environmental analysis in this Initial Study was 
conducted to determine if any project-specific effects would occur as a result of the 
proposed project. No project-specific significant effects specific to the project or its 
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site were identified that could not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 
Mitigation measures proposed in this document would mitigate any potential 
contribution to cumulative impacts. All other impacts would be less than significant. 
Therefore, the proposed project does not have impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable. 

c) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. There is nothing in the 
nature of the proposed development and property improvements that would have a 
substantial adverse effect on human beings, or other life or environmental impacts once 
mitigation is implemented to reduce potential impacts from noise. Therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant.  
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 9/5/2017 4:00 PM
1431 El Camino Real - Proposed Project - San Mateo County, Annual

1431 El Camino Real - Proposed Project
San Mateo County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Condo/Townhouse 6.00 Dwelling Unit 0.11 6,584.00 17

Parking Lot 3.02 1000sqft 0.07 3,023.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 70
Climate Zone 5 Operational Year 2020

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

499.66 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

Architectural Coating - Default
Vehicle Trips - Default
Woodstoves - Assumed all condo/townhomes would have a gas fireplace
Area Coating - Default

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - PG&E CO2 Intensity Adjusted based on 33% RPS by 2020
Land Use - Proposed: 6 condo/townhomes and ~3 ksf of paved driveway/parking
Construction Phase - Estimated construction durations provided by architect
Off-road Equipment - Default
Trips and VMT - Default

Energy Use - Default energy use
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Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Mitigation: compliance with BAAQMD basic dust controls

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

Energy Mitigation - Exceed 2013 Title 24 by 28% for residences to approximate 2016 Title 24 compliance
Water Mitigation - 20% indoor/outdoor reduction in water assumed for CALGreen compliance

tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 15
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 21.00
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 1.00 23.00
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 21.00
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 100.00 261.00
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 44.00
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 66.00

tblFireplaces NumberGas 0.90 6.00
tblFireplaces NumberNoFireplace 0.24 0.00
tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.02 0.00
tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 6,000.00 6,584.00
tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 6,000.00 6,584.00
tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.38 0.11

tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 499.66
tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2020

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 0.12 0.00
tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 0.12 0.00

Demolition - Debris tonnage based on CalEEMod factor of 0.046 tons/sf for buildings and CalRecycle factor of 2,400 lbs asphalt debris/yd3
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Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

NBio- CO2 Total CO2
Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2018 0.1051 1.0475 0.7407 1.1900e-
003

0.0223 0.0644 0.0867 6.9400e-
003

0.0597 0.0667 0.0000 108.0315 108.0315 0.0291 0.0000 108.7585

2019 0.1391 0.8815 0.7291 1.1600e-
003

6.8700e-
003

0.0534 0.0603 1.8400e-
003

0.0496 0.0514 0.0000 103.2641 103.2641 0.0280 0.0000 103.9652

Maximum 0.1391 1.0475 0.7407 1.1900e-
003

0.0291 0.0000 108.75850.0223 0.0644 0.0867 6.9400e-
003

0.0597 0.0667

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 108.0315 108.0315

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2
Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

2018 0.1051 1.0475 0.7407 1.1900e-
003

0.0132 0.0644 0.0777 3.9800e-
003

0.0597 0.0637 0.0000 108.0314 108.0314 0.0291 0.0000 108.7584

2019 0.1391 0.8815 0.7291 1.1600e-
003

6.8700e-
003

0.0534 0.0603 1.8400e-
003

0.0496 0.0514 0.0000 103.2640 103.2640 0.0280 0.0000 103.9651

Maximum 0.1391 1.0475 0.7407 1.1900e-
003

0.0132 0.0644 0.0777 3.9800e-
003

0.0597 0.0637 0.0000 108.0314 108.0314 0.0291 0.0000 108.7584

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 31.08 0.00 6.18 33.71 0.00 2.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 4-1-2018 6-30-2018 0.3474 0.3474

2 7-1-2018 9-30-2018 0.4037 0.4037

3 10-1-2018 12-31-2018 0.4040 0.4040

4 1-1-2019 3-31-2019 0.3518 0.3518

5 4-1-2019 6-30-2019 0.6612 0.6612

0.0083

Highest 0.6612 0.6612

6 7-1-2019 9-30-2019 0.0083
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Area 0.0321 1.1600e-
003

0.0450 1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.8219 0.8219 9.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.8281

Energy 9.1000e-
004

7.7600e-
003

3.3000e-
003

5.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 16.8531 16.8531 6.3000e-
004

2.6000e-
004

16.9460

Mobile 0.0106 0.0344 0.1187 3.4000e-
004

0.0290 4.6000e-
004

0.0295 7.8000e-
003

4.3000e-
004

8.2400e-
003

0.0000 31.4012 31.4012 1.2600e-
003

0.0000 31.4328

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.5603 0.0000 0.5603 0.0331 0.0000 1.3880

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.1240 0.6749 0.7989 0.0128 3.1000e-
004

1.2104

Total 0.0435 0.0434 0.1670 4.0000e-
004

0.0479 5.8000e-
004

51.80540.0290 1.3900e-
003

0.0304 7.8000e-
003

1.3600e-
003

9.1700e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.6843 49.7511 50.4354

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2
Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Area 0.0321 1.1600e-
003

0.0450 1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.8219 0.8219 9.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.8281

Energy 6.8000e-
004

5.7900e-
003

2.4600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.7000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

0.0000 14.4834 14.4834 5.8000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

14.5624

Mobile 0.0106 0.0344 0.1187 3.4000e-
004

0.0290 4.6000e-
004

0.0295 7.8000e-
003

4.3000e-
004

8.2400e-
003

0.0000 31.4012 31.4012 1.2600e-
003

0.0000 31.4328

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.5603 0.0000 0.5603 0.0331 0.0000 1.3880

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0992 0.5399 0.6392 0.0102 2.5000e-
004

0.9683

Total 0.0433 0.0414 0.1662 3.9000e-
004

0.0290 1.2300e-
003

0.0303 7.8000e-
003

1.2000e-
003

9.0100e-
003

0.6595 47.2464 47.9059 0.0453 4.8000e-
004

49.1796

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total 
CO2

CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.53 4.54 0.50 2.50 0.00 11.51 0.53 0.00 11.76 1.74 3.62 5.03 5.02 5.45 17.24 5.07
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 4/1/2018 4/30/2018 5 21
2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 5/1/2018 5/31/2018 5 23
3 Grading Grading 6/1/2018 6/30/2018 5 21
4 Building Construction Building Construction 7/1/2018 7/1/2019 5 261
5 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 4/1/2019 7/1/2019 5 66
6 Paving Paving 5/1/2019 7/1/2019 5 44

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 11.5

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0.07

Residential Indoor: 13,333; Residential Outdoor: 4,444; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48
Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 4 6.00 9 0.56
Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73
Grading Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73
Building Construction Cranes 1 4.00 231 0.29
Building Construction Forklifts 2 6.00 89 0.20
Site Preparation Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41
Paving Pavers 1 7.00 130 0.42
Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38
Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 1.00 247 0.40
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 1.00 247 0.40
Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37
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Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 6.00 97 0.37
Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 6.00 97 0.37
Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Architectural Coating 1 1.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Building Construction 5 6.00 1.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Demolition 4 10.00 0.00 23.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Grading 4 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Paving 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Site Preparation 2 5.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area
Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads
Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Demolition - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 2.4900e-
003

0.0000 2.4900e-
003

3.8000e-
004

0.0000 3.8000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0112 0.0990 0.0817 1.3000e-
004

6.5400e-
003

6.5400e-
003

6.2400e-
003

6.2400e-
003

0.0000 11.1386 11.1386 2.1500e-
003

0.0000 11.1923

Total 0.0112 0.0990 0.0817 1.3000e-
004

2.4900e-
003

6.5400e-
003

9.0300e-
003

3.8000e-
004

6.2400e-
003

6.6200e-
003

0.0000 11.1386 11.1386 2.1500e-
003

0.0000 11.1923
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.2000e-
004

4.2400e-
003

1.5400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

2.1000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9885 0.9885 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.9914

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.4000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

2.5200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

8.3000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.7337 0.7337 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.7342

Total 4.6000e-
004

4.4900e-
003

4.0600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.72561.0200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.0400e-
003

2.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

2.9000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.7222 1.7222

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 1.1200e-
003

0.0000 1.1200e-
003

1.7000e-
004

0.0000 1.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0112 0.0990 0.0817 1.3000e-
004

6.5400e-
003

6.5400e-
003

6.2400e-
003

6.2400e-
003

0.0000 11.1386 11.1386 2.1500e-
003

0.0000 11.1922

Total 0.0112 0.0990 0.0817 1.3000e-
004

2.1500e-
003

0.0000 11.19221.1200e-
003

6.5400e-
003

7.6600e-
003

1.7000e-
004

6.2400e-
003

6.4100e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 11.1386 11.1386

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5
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Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 1.2000e-
004

4.2400e-
003

1.5400e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

2.1000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.9885 0.9885 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.9914

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.4000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

2.5200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

8.3000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.7337 0.7337 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.7342

Total 4.6000e-
004

4.4900e-
003

4.0600e-
003

2.0000e-
005

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 1.72561.0200e-
003

3.0000e-
005

1.0400e-
003

2.7000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

2.9000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1.7222 1.7222

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Site Preparation - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 6.1000e-
003

0.0000 6.1000e-
003

6.6000e-
004

0.0000 6.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 9.0400e-
003

0.1122 0.0489 1.1000e-
004

4.8100e-
003

4.8100e-
003

4.4200e-
003

4.4200e-
003

0.0000 10.2523 10.2523 3.1900e-
003

0.0000 10.3321

Total 9.0400e-
003

0.1122 0.0489 1.1000e-
004

3.1900e-
003

0.0000 10.33216.1000e-
003

4.8100e-
003

0.0109 6.6000e-
004

4.4200e-
003

5.0800e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 10.2523 10.2523

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.9000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.3800e-
003

0.0000 4.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.4018 0.4018 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4020



Page 9 of 25

Total 1.9000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.3800e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.40204.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.4018 0.4018

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 2.7400e-
003

0.0000 2.7400e-
003

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 9.0400e-
003

0.1122 0.0489 1.1000e-
004

4.8100e-
003

4.8100e-
003

4.4200e-
003

4.4200e-
003

0.0000 10.2523 10.2523 3.1900e-
003

0.0000 10.3320

Total 9.0400e-
003

0.1122 0.0489 1.1000e-
004

3.1900e-
003

0.0000 10.33202.7400e-
003

4.8100e-
003

7.5500e-
003

3.0000e-
004

4.4200e-
003

4.7200e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 10.2523 10.2523

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.9000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.3800e-
003

0.0000 4.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.4018 0.4018 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.4020

Total 1.9000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.3800e-
003

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.40204.5000e-
004

0.0000 4.6000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

0.0000 1.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.4018 0.4018

3.4 Grading - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site



Page 10 of 25

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 7.9000e-
003

0.0000 7.9000e-
003

4.3400e-
003

0.0000 4.3400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0112 0.0990 0.0817 1.3000e-
004

6.5400e-
003

6.5400e-
003

6.2400e-
003

6.2400e-
003

0.0000 11.1386 11.1386 2.1500e-
003

0.0000 11.1923

Total 0.0112 0.0990 0.0817 1.3000e-
004

2.1500e-
003

0.0000 11.19237.9000e-
003

6.5400e-
003

0.0144 4.3400e-
003

6.2400e-
003

0.0106

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 11.1386 11.1386

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.4000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

2.5200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

8.3000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.7337 0.7337 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.7342

Total 3.4000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

2.5200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.73428.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

8.3000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.7337 0.7337

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 3.5600e-
003

0.0000 3.5600e-
003

1.9600e-
003

0.0000 1.9600e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.0112 0.0990 0.0817 1.3000e-
004

6.5400e-
003

6.5400e-
003

6.2400e-
003

6.2400e-
003

0.0000 11.1386 11.1386 2.1500e-
003

0.0000 11.1922
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Total 0.0112 0.0990 0.0817 1.3000e-
004

2.1500e-
003

0.0000 11.19223.5600e-
003

6.5400e-
003

0.0101 1.9600e-
003

6.2400e-
003

8.2000e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 11.1386 11.1386

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.4000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

2.5200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

8.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

8.3000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

0.0000 0.7337 0.7337 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.7342

Total 3.4000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

2.5200e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.73428.3000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

8.3000e-
004

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 2.2000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.7337 0.7337

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.0711 0.7226 0.5077 7.5000e-
004

0.0464 0.0464 0.0427 0.0427 0.0000 68.1276 68.1276 0.0212 0.0000 68.6579

Total 0.0711 0.7226 0.5077 7.5000e-
004

0.0212 0.0000 68.65790.0464 0.0464 0.0427 0.0427 0.0000 68.1276 68.1276

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.5000e-
004

8.9000e-
003

3.3900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.7705 1.7705 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7745

Worker 1.2800e-
003

9.3000e-
004

9.4300e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.1100e-
003

8.2000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.7462 2.7462 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.7479

Total 1.6300e-
003

9.8300e-
003

0.0128 5.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 4.52233.5200e-
003

9.0000e-
005

3.6100e-
003

9.4000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 4.5168 4.5168

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.0711 0.7226 0.5077 7.5000e-
004

0.0464 0.0464 0.0427 0.0427 0.0000 68.1276 68.1276 0.0212 0.0000 68.6578

Total 0.0711 0.7226 0.5077 7.5000e-
004

0.0212 0.0000 68.65780.0464 0.0464 0.0427 0.0427

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 68.1276 68.1276

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.5000e-
004

8.9000e-
003

3.3900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

1.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.7705 1.7705 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 1.7745
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Worker 1.2800e-
003

9.3000e-
004

9.4300e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.0900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.1100e-
003

8.2000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.7462 2.7462 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.7479

Total 1.6300e-
003

9.8300e-
003

0.0128 5.0000e-
005

2.2000e-
004

0.0000 4.52233.5200e-
003

9.0000e-
005

3.6100e-
003

9.4000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 4.5168 4.5168

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.0622 0.6384 0.4903 7.4000e-
004

0.0394 0.0394 0.0362 0.0362 0.0000 66.4953 66.4953 0.0210 0.0000 67.0213

Total 0.0622 0.6384 0.4903 7.4000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 67.02130.0394 0.0394 0.0362 0.0362

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 66.4953 66.4953

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.1000e-
004

8.3000e-
003

3.1900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

4.8000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

1.8000e-
004

0.0000 1.7388 1.7388 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.7426

Worker 1.1500e-
003

8.1000e-
004

8.3700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.0700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.0900e-
003

8.2000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.6404 2.6404 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.6418

Total 1.4600e-
003

9.1100e-
003

0.0116 5.0000e-
005

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 4.38453.4900e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.5700e-
003

9.4000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

0.0000 4.3792 4.3792

Mitigated Construction On-Site



Page 14 of 25

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.0622 0.6383 0.4903 7.4000e-
004

0.0394 0.0394 0.0362 0.0362 0.0000 66.4952 66.4952 0.0210 0.0000 67.0212

Total 0.0622 0.6383 0.4903 7.4000e-
004

0.0210 0.0000 67.02120.0394 0.0394 0.0362 0.0362

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 66.4952 66.4952

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 3.1000e-
004

8.3000e-
003

3.1900e-
003

2.0000e-
005

4.2000e-
004

6.0000e-
005

4.8000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

5.0000e-
005

1.8000e-
004

0.0000 1.7388 1.7388 1.5000e-
004

0.0000 1.7426

Worker 1.1500e-
003

8.1000e-
004

8.3700e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.0700e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.0900e-
003

8.2000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.4000e-
004

0.0000 2.6404 2.6404 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.6418

Total 1.4600e-
003

9.1100e-
003

0.0116 5.0000e-
005

2.1000e-
004

0.0000 4.38453.4900e-
003

8.0000e-
005

3.5700e-
003

9.4000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

1.0200e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 4.3792 4.3792

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Archit. Coating 0.0470 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Off-Road 8.7900e-
003

0.0606 0.0608 1.0000e-
004

4.2500e-
003

4.2500e-
003

4.2500e-
003

4.2500e-
003

0.0000 8.4257 8.4257 7.1000e-
004

0.0000 8.4435

Total 0.0558 0.0606 0.0608 1.0000e-
004

7.1000e-
004

0.0000 8.44354.2500e-
003

4.2500e-
003

4.2500e-
003

4.2500e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 8.4257 8.4257

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

7.1000e-
004

0.0000 2.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.6000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2234 0.2234 0.0000 0.0000 0.2235

Total 1.0000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

7.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.22352.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.6000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.2234 0.2234

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Archit. Coating 0.0470 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 8.7900e-
003

0.0606 0.0608 1.0000e-
004

4.2500e-
003

4.2500e-
003

4.2500e-
003

4.2500e-
003

0.0000 8.4257 8.4257 7.1000e-
004

0.0000 8.4435

Total 0.0558 0.0606 0.0608 1.0000e-
004

7.1000e-
004

0.0000 8.44354.2500e-
003

4.2500e-
003

4.2500e-
003

4.2500e-
003

0.0000 8.4257 8.4257

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.0000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

7.1000e-
004

0.0000 2.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.6000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.2234 0.2234 0.0000 0.0000 0.2235

Total 1.0000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

7.1000e-
004

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.22352.6000e-
004

0.0000 2.6000e-
004

7.0000e-
005

0.0000 7.0000e-
005

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.2234 0.2234

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.7 Paving - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.0183 0.1726 0.1573 2.5000e-
004

9.7400e-
003

9.7400e-
003

9.0300e-
003

9.0300e-
003

0.0000 21.0594 21.0594 6.0200e-
003

0.0000 21.2099

Paving 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0184 0.1726 0.1573 2.5000e-
004

6.0200e-
003

0.0000 21.20999.7400e-
003

9.7400e-
003

9.0300e-
003

9.0300e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 21.0594 21.0594

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.1700e-
003

8.2000e-
004

8.5000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.1400e-
003

8.3000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.6811 2.6811 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.6825

Total 1.1700e-
003

8.2000e-
004

8.5000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.68253.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.1400e-
003

8.3000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.5000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2.6811 2.6811

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.0183 0.1726 0.1573 2.5000e-
004

9.7400e-
003

9.7400e-
003

9.0300e-
003

9.0300e-
003

0.0000 21.0594 21.0594 6.0200e-
003

0.0000 21.2099

Paving 9.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0184 0.1726 0.1573 2.5000e-
004

6.0200e-
003

0.0000 21.20999.7400e-
003

9.7400e-
003

9.0300e-
003

9.0300e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 21.0594 21.0594

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 1.1700e-
003

8.2000e-
004

8.5000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.1400e-
003

8.3000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.6811 2.6811 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.6825

Total 1.1700e-
003

8.2000e-
004

8.5000e-
003

3.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.68253.1200e-
003

2.0000e-
005

3.1400e-
003

8.3000e-
004

2.0000e-
005

8.5000e-
004

0.0000 2.6811 2.6811

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
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CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Mitigated 0.0106 0.0344 0.1187 3.4000e-
004

0.0290 4.6000e-
004

0.0295 7.8000e-
003

4.3000e-
004

8.2400e-
003

0.0000 31.4012 31.4012 1.2600e-
003

0.0000 31.4328

Unmitigated 0.0106 0.0344 0.1187 3.4000e-
004

0.0290 4.6000e-
004

0.0295 7.8000e-
003

4.3000e-
004

8.2400e-
003

0.0000 31.4012 31.4012 1.2600e-
003

0.0000 31.4328

4.2 Trip Summary Information

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

Condo/Townhouse 34.86 34.02 29.04 78,315 78,315
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 34.86 34.02 29.04 78,315 78,315

4.3 Trip Type Information

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-

W
H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Condo/Townhouse 10.80 4.80 5.70 31.00 15.00 54.00 86 11 3
Parking Lot 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Condo/Townhouse 0.490452 0.049742 0.253638 0.136789 0.017926 0.006526 0.021436 0.006323 0.003943 0.003278 0.008771 0.000435 0.000741
0.003278 0.008771Parking Lot 0.490452 0.049742 0.253638 0.136789 0.017926 0.000435 0.000741

5.0 Energy Detail

0.006526 0.021436 0.006323 0.003943
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Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 7.7795 7.7795 4.5000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

7.8186

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 7.8677 7.8677 4.6000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

7.9072

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

6.8000e-
004

5.7900e-
003

2.4600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.7000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

0.0000 6.7039 6.7039 1.3000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

6.7438

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

9.1000e-
004

7.7600e-
003

3.3000e-
003

5.0000e-
005

1.7000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

9.0388

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

0.0000

CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

8.9854 8.9854

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Condo/Townhous
e

168380 9.1000e-
004

7.7600e-
003

3.3000e-
003

5.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 8.9854 8.9854 1.7000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

9.0388

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 9.1000e-
004

7.7600e-
003

3.3000e-
003

5.0000e-
005

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

6.3000e-
004

0.0000 8.9854 8.9854 1.7000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

9.0388

Mitigated
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NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Condo/Townhous
e

125627 6.8000e-
004

5.7900e-
003

2.4600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.7000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

0.0000 6.7039 6.7039 1.3000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

6.7438

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 6.8000e-
004

5.7900e-
003

2.4600e-
003

4.0000e-
005

4.7000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

4.7000e-
004

0.0000 6.7039 6.7039 1.3000e-
004

1.2000e-
004

6.7438

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr t
o

MT/yr

Condo/Townhous
e

32053.9 7.2648 4.2000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

7.3013

Parking Lot 2660.24 0.6029 3.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.6060

Total 7.8677 4.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

7.9072

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr t
o

MT/yr

Condo/Townhous
e

31664.7 7.1766 4.2000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

7.2127

Parking Lot 2660.24 0.6029 3.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.6060
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NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Total 7.7795 4.5000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

7.8186

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Mitigated 0.0321 1.1600e-
003

0.0450 1.0000e-
005

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.8219 0.8219 9.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.8281

Unmitigated 0.0321 1.1600e-
003

0.0450 1.0000e-
005

9.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.82813.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.8219 0.8219

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Architectural 
Coating

4.7000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0259 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 8.0000e-
005

6.5000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.7490 0.7490 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.7535

Landscaping 1.3600e-
003

5.2000e-
004

0.0447 0.0000 2.5000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.0728 0.0728 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0746

Total 0.0321 1.1700e-
003

0.0450 0.0000 8.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.82813.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.8219 0.8219
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Architectural 
Coating

4.7000e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0259 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 8.0000e-
005

6.5000e-
004

2.8000e-
004

0.0000 5.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.7490 0.7490 1.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.7535

Landscaping 1.3600e-
003

5.2000e-
004

0.0447 0.0000 2.5000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

2.5000e-
004

0.0000 0.0728 0.0728 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0746

Total 0.0321 1.1700e-
003

0.0450 0.0000 3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.8219 0.8219 8.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.8281

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Apply Water Conservation Strategy

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category t
o

MT/yr

Mitigated 0.6392 0.0102 2.5000e-
004

0.9683

Unmitigated 0.7989 0.0128 3.1000e-
004

1.2104

7.2 Water by Land Use
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Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal t
o

MT/yr

Condo/Townhous
e

0.390924 / 
0.246452

0.7989 0.0128 3.1000e-
004

1.2104

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.7989 0.0128 3.1000e-
004

1.2104

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal t
o

MT/yr

Condo/Townhous
e

0.312739 / 
0.197162

0.6392 0.0102 2.5000e-
004

0.9683

Parking Lot 0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.6392 0.0102 2.5000e-
004

0.9683

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
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t
o

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.5603 0.0331 0.0000 1.3880

 Unmitigated 0.5603 0.0331 0.0000 1.3880

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons t
o

MT/yr

Condo/Townhous
e

2.76 0.5603 0.0331 0.0000 1.3880

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.5603 0.0331 0.0000 1.3880

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons t
o

MT/yr

Condo/Townhous
e

2.76 0.5603 0.0331 0.0000

0.0331 0.0000

1.3880

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

1.3880

9.0 Operational Offroad

Total 0.5603
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Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

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

Boilers

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

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation



Page 1 of 22

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 9/5/2017 4:01 PM
1431 El Camino Real - Proposed Project - San Mateo County, Summer

1431 El Camino Real - Proposed Project
San Mateo County, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Condo/Townhouse 6.00 Dwelling Unit 0.11 6,584.00 17

Parking Lot 3.02 1000sqft 0.07 3,023.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 70
Climate Zone 5 Operational Year 2020

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

499.66 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - PG&E CO2 Intensity Adjusted based on 33% RPS by 2020
Land Use - Proposed: 6 condo/townhomes and ~3 ksf of paved driveway/parking
Construction Phase - Estimated construction durations provided by architect
Off-road Equipment - Default
Trips and VMT - Default
Architectural Coating - Default
Vehicle Trips - Default
Woodstoves - Assumed all condo/townhomes would have a gas fireplace
Area Coating - Default
Energy Use - Default energy use
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Demolition - Debris tonnage based on CalEEMod factor of 0.046 tons/sf for buildings and CalRecycle factor of 2,400 lbs asphalt debris/yd3
Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Mitigation: compliance with BAAQMD basic dust controls
Energy Mitigation - Exceed 2013 Title 24 by 28% for residences to approximate 2016 Title 24 compliance
Water Mitigation - 20% indoor/outdoor reduction in water assumed for CALGreen compliance

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 15
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 21.00
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 1.00 23.00
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 21.00
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 100.00 261.00
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 44.00
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 66.00

tblFireplaces NumberGas 0.90 6.00
tblFireplaces NumberNoFireplace 0.24 0.00
tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.02 0.00
tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 6,000.00 6,584.00
tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 6,000.00 6,584.00
tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.38 0.11

tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 499.66
tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2020

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 0.12 0.00
tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 0.12 0.00
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Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2018 1.1098 11.1777 8.1738 0.0137 0.8349 0.7100 1.4582 0.4356 0.6533 1.0303 0.0000 1,355.349
7

1,355.349
7

0.3607 0.0000 1,361.339
6

2019 3.5609 19.6722 17.1476 0.0279 0.2121 1.1788 1.3909 0.0564 1.0983 1.1547 0.0000 2,692.080
9

2,692.080
9

0.6890 0.0000 2,709.304
7

Maximum 3.5609 19.6722 17.1476 0.0279 0.6890 0.0000 2,709.304
7

0.8349 1.1788 1.4582 0.4356 1.0983 1.1547

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,692.080
9

2,692.080
9

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

2018 1.1098 11.1777 8.1738 0.0137 0.4209 0.7100 1.0442 0.2080 0.6533 0.8028 0.0000 1,355.349
7

1,355.349
7

0.3607 0.0000 1,361.339
6

2019 3.5609 19.6722 17.1476 0.0279 0.2121 1.1788 1.3909 0.0564 1.0983 1.1547 0.0000 2,692.080
9

2,692.080
9

0.6890 0.0000 2,709.304
7

Maximum 3.5609 19.6722 17.1476 0.0279 0.4209 1.1788 1.3909 0.2080 1.0983 1.1547 0.0000 2,692.080
9

2,692.080
9

0.6890 0.0000 2,709.304
7

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0039.54 0.00 14.53 46.26 0.00 10.42 0.00 0.00 0.00
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Area 0.1965 0.1219 0.5464 7.7000e-
004

0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0000 149.1273 149.1273 3.7100e-
003

2.7200e-
003

150.0299

Energy 4.9700e-
003

0.0425 0.0181 2.7000e-
004

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

54.2724 54.2724 1.0400e-
003

9.9000e-
004

54.5949

Mobile 0.0653 0.1845 0.6743 2.0400e-
003

0.1710 2.6000e-
003

0.1736 0.0458 2.4500e-
003

0.0483 205.4915 205.4915 7.8800e-
003

205.6886

Total 0.2667 0.3489 1.2388 3.0800e-
003

0.0126 3.7100e-
003

410.31340.1710 0.0182 0.1892 0.0458 0.0180 0.0638

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 408.8912 408.8912

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Area 0.1965 0.1219 0.5464 7.7000e-
004

0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0000 149.1273 149.1273 3.7100e-
003

2.7200e-
003

150.0299

Energy 3.7100e-
003

0.0317 0.0135 2.0000e-
004

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

40.4921 40.4921 7.8000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

40.7328

Mobile 0.0653 0.1845 0.6743 2.0400e-
003

0.1710 2.6000e-
003

0.1736 0.0458 2.4500e-
003

0.0483 205.4915 205.4915 7.8800e-
003

205.6886

Total 0.2654 0.3381 1.2342 3.0100e-
003

0.1710 0.0173 0.1883 0.0458 0.0171 0.0629 0.0000 395.1110 395.1110 0.0124 3.4600e-
003

396.4513

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total 
CO2

CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.47 3.09 0.37 2.27 0.00 4.85 0.47 0.00 4.89 1.38 0.00 3.37 3.37 2.06 6.74 3.38
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 4/1/2018 4/30/2018 5 21
2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 5/1/2018 5/31/2018 5 23
3 Grading Grading 6/1/2018 6/30/2018 5 21
4 Building Construction Building Construction 7/1/2018 7/1/2019 5 261
5 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 4/1/2019 7/1/2019 5 66
6 Paving Paving 5/1/2019 7/1/2019 5 44

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 11.5

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0.07

Residential Indoor: 13,333; Residential Outdoor: 4,444; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48
Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 4 6.00 9 0.56
Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73
Grading Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73
Building Construction Cranes 1 4.00 231 0.29
Building Construction Forklifts 2 6.00 89 0.20
Site Preparation Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41
Paving Pavers 1 7.00 130 0.42
Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38
Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 1.00 247 0.40
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 1.00 247 0.40
Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37
Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 6.00 97 0.37
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Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 6.00 97 0.37
Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Architectural Coating 1 1.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Building Construction 5 6.00 1.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Demolition 4 10.00 0.00 23.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Grading 4 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Paving 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Site Preparation 2 5.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area
Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads
Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Demolition - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.2373 0.0000 0.2373 0.0359 0.0000 0.0359 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.6228 0.6228 0.5943 0.5943 1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

0.2254 1,174.985
7

Total 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.2373 0.6228 0.8601 0.0359 0.5943 0.6302 1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

0.2254 1,174.985
7
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0115 0.3943 0.1442 9.3000e-
004

0.0190 1.6500e-
003

0.0207 5.2000e-
003

1.5700e-
003

6.7800e-
003

104.2208 104.2208 0.0123 104.5279

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0330 0.0209 0.2533 8.2000e-
004

0.0822 5.1000e-
004

0.0827 0.0218 4.7000e-
004

0.0223 81.7786 81.7786 1.9000e-
003

81.8261

Total 0.0445 0.4152 0.3975 1.7500e-
003

0.0142 186.35400.1012 2.1600e-
003

0.1033 0.0270 2.0400e-
003

0.0290

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

185.9995 185.9995

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.1068 0.0000 0.1068 0.0162 0.0000 0.0162 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.6228 0.6228 0.5943 0.5943 0.0000 1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

0.2254 1,174.985
7

Total 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.2254 1,174.985
7

0.1068 0.6228 0.7296 0.0162 0.5943 0.6105

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5
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Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0115 0.3943 0.1442 9.3000e-
004

0.0190 1.6500e-
003

0.0207 5.2000e-
003

1.5700e-
003

6.7800e-
003

104.2208 104.2208 0.0123 104.5279

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0330 0.0209 0.2533 8.2000e-
004

0.0822 5.1000e-
004

0.0827 0.0218 4.7000e-
004

0.0223 81.7786 81.7786 1.9000e-
003

81.8261

Total 0.0445 0.4152 0.3975 1.7500e-
003

0.0142 186.35400.1012 2.1600e-
003

0.1033 0.0270 2.0400e-
003

0.0290

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

185.9995 185.9995

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Site Preparation - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.5303 0.0000 0.5303 0.0573 0.0000 0.0573 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.7858 9.7572 4.2514 9.7600e-
003

0.4180 0.4180 0.3846 0.3846 982.7113 982.7113 0.3059 990.3596

Total 0.7858 9.7572 4.2514 9.7600e-
003

0.3059 990.35960.5303 0.4180 0.9483 0.0573 0.3846 0.4418

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

982.7113 982.7113

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0165 0.0105 0.1267 4.1000e-
004

0.0411 2.5000e-
004

0.0413 0.0109 2.3000e-
004

0.0111 40.8893 40.8893 9.5000e-
004

40.9130
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Total 0.0165 0.0105 0.1267 4.1000e-
004

9.5000e-
004

40.91300.0411 2.5000e-
004

0.0413 0.0109 2.3000e-
004

0.0111

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

40.8893 40.8893

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.2386 0.0000 0.2386 0.0258 0.0000 0.0258 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.7858 9.7572 4.2514 9.7600e-
003

0.4180 0.4180 0.3846 0.3846 0.0000 982.7113 982.7113 0.3059 990.3596

Total 0.7858 9.7572 4.2514 9.7600e-
003

0.3059 990.35960.2386 0.4180 0.6566 0.0258 0.3846 0.4103

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 982.7113 982.7113

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0165 0.0105 0.1267 4.1000e-
004

0.0411 2.5000e-
004

0.0413 0.0109 2.3000e-
004

0.0111 40.8893 40.8893 9.5000e-
004

40.9130

Total 0.0165 0.0105 0.1267 4.1000e-
004

9.5000e-
004

40.91300.0411 2.5000e-
004

0.0413 0.0109 2.3000e-
004

0.0111 40.8893 40.8893

3.4 Grading - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.7528 0.0000 0.7528 0.4138 0.0000 0.4138 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.6228 0.6228 0.5943 0.5943 1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

0.2254 1,174.985
7

Total 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.2254 1,174.985
7

0.7528 0.6228 1.3755 0.4138 0.5943 1.0081

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0330 0.0209 0.2533 8.2000e-
004

0.0822 5.1000e-
004

0.0827 0.0218 4.7000e-
004

0.0223 81.7786 81.7786 1.9000e-
003

81.8261

Total 0.0330 0.0209 0.2533 8.2000e-
004

1.9000e-
003

81.82610.0822 5.1000e-
004

0.0827 0.0218 4.7000e-
004

0.0223

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

81.7786 81.7786

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.3387 0.0000 0.3387 0.1862 0.0000 0.1862 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.6228 0.6228 0.5943 0.5943 0.0000 1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

0.2254 1,174.985
7
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Total 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.2254 1,174.985
7

0.3387 0.6228 0.9615 0.1862 0.5943 0.7805

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0330 0.0209 0.2533 8.2000e-
004

0.0822 5.1000e-
004

0.0827 0.0218 4.7000e-
004

0.0223 81.7786 81.7786 1.9000e-
003

81.8261

Total 0.0330 0.0209 0.2533 8.2000e-
004

1.9000e-
003

81.82610.0822 5.1000e-
004

0.0827 0.0218 4.7000e-
004

0.0223

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

81.7786 81.7786

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 1.0848 11.0316 7.7512 0.0114 0.7087 0.7087 0.6520 0.6520 1,146.532
3

1,146.532
3

0.3569 1,155.455
5

Total 1.0848 11.0316 7.7512 0.0114 0.3569 1,155.455
5

0.7087 0.7087 0.6520 0.6520 1,146.532
3

1,146.532
3

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 5.2200e-
003

0.1336 0.0495 2.7000e-
004

6.7500e-
003

1.0300e-
003

7.7800e-
003

1.9400e-
003

9.9000e-
004

2.9300e-
003

30.0111 30.0111 2.6200e-
003

30.0765

Worker 0.0198 0.0125 0.1520 4.9000e-
004

0.0493 3.0000e-
004

0.0496 0.0131 2.8000e-
004

0.0134 49.0672 49.0672 1.1400e-
003

49.0956

Total 0.0250 0.1461 0.2015 7.6000e-
004

3.7600e-
003

79.17210.0560 1.3300e-
003

0.0574 0.0150 1.2700e-
003

0.0163

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

79.0783 79.0783

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 1.0848 11.0316 7.7512 0.0114 0.7087 0.7087 0.6520 0.6520 0.0000 1,146.532
3

1,146.532
3

0.3569 1,155.455
5

Total 1.0848 11.0316 7.7512 0.0114 0.3569 1,155.455
5

0.7087 0.7087 0.6520 0.6520

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,146.532
3

1,146.532
3

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 5.2200e-
003

0.1336 0.0495 2.7000e-
004

6.7500e-
003

1.0300e-
003

7.7800e-
003

1.9400e-
003

9.9000e-
004

2.9300e-
003

30.0111 30.0111 2.6200e-
003

30.0765
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Worker 0.0198 0.0125 0.1520 4.9000e-
004

0.0493 3.0000e-
004

0.0496 0.0131 2.8000e-
004

0.0134 49.0672 49.0672 1.1400e-
003

49.0956

Total 0.0250 0.1461 0.2015 7.6000e-
004

3.7600e-
003

79.17210.0560 1.3300e-
003

0.0574 0.0150 1.2700e-
003

0.0163

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

79.0783 79.0783

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.9576 9.8207 7.5432 0.0114 0.6054 0.6054 0.5569 0.5569 1,127.669
6

1,127.669
6

0.3568 1,136.589
2

Total 0.9576 9.8207 7.5432 0.0114 0.3568 1,136.589
2

0.6054 0.6054 0.5569 0.5569

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,127.669
6

1,127.669
6

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 4.6600e-
003

0.1256 0.0469 2.7000e-
004

6.7500e-
003

8.7000e-
004

7.6200e-
003

1.9400e-
003

8.4000e-
004

2.7800e-
003

29.7014 29.7014 2.5700e-
003

29.7657

Worker 0.0179 0.0110 0.1364 4.8000e-
004

0.0493 3.0000e-
004

0.0496 0.0131 2.8000e-
004

0.0134 47.5391 47.5391 1.0100e-
003

47.5642

Total 0.0226 0.1366 0.1834 7.5000e-
004

3.5800e-
003

77.33000.0560 1.1700e-
003

0.0572 0.0150 1.1200e-
003

0.0161 77.2405 77.2405

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.9576 9.8207 7.5432 0.0114 0.6054 0.6054 0.5569 0.5569 0.0000 1,127.669
6

1,127.669
6

0.3568 1,136.589
2

Total 0.9576 9.8207 7.5432 0.0114 0.3568 1,136.589
2

0.6054 0.6054 0.5569 0.5569

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,127.669
6

1,127.669
6

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 4.6600e-
003

0.1256 0.0469 2.7000e-
004

6.7500e-
003

8.7000e-
004

7.6200e-
003

1.9400e-
003

8.4000e-
004

2.7800e-
003

29.7014 29.7014 2.5700e-
003

29.7657

Worker 0.0179 0.0110 0.1364 4.8000e-
004

0.0493 3.0000e-
004

0.0496 0.0131 2.8000e-
004

0.0134 47.5391 47.5391 1.0100e-
003

47.5642

Total 0.0226 0.1366 0.1834 7.5000e-
004

3.5800e-
003

77.33000.0560 1.1700e-
003

0.0572 0.0150 1.1200e-
003

0.0161

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

77.2405 77.2405

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Archit. Coating 1.4235 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Off-Road 0.2664 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-
003

0.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288 281.4481 281.4481 0.0238 282.0423

Total 1.6900 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-
003

0.0238 282.04230.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

281.4481 281.4481

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.9800e-
003

1.8400e-
003

0.0227 8.0000e-
005

8.2100e-
003

5.0000e-
005

8.2700e-
003

2.1800e-
003

5.0000e-
005

2.2300e-
003

7.9232 7.9232 1.7000e-
004

7.9274

Total 2.9800e-
003

1.8400e-
003

0.0227 8.0000e-
005

1.7000e-
004

7.92748.2100e-
003

5.0000e-
005

8.2700e-
003

2.1800e-
003

5.0000e-
005

2.2300e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

7.9232 7.9232

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Archit. Coating 1.4235 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2664 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-
003

0.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0238 282.0423

Total 1.6900 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-
003

0.0238 282.04230.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.9800e-
003

1.8400e-
003

0.0227 8.0000e-
005

8.2100e-
003

5.0000e-
005

8.2700e-
003

2.1800e-
003

5.0000e-
005

2.2300e-
003

7.9232 7.9232 1.7000e-
004

7.9274

Total 2.9800e-
003

1.8400e-
003

0.0227 8.0000e-
005

1.7000e-
004

7.92748.2100e-
003

5.0000e-
005

8.2700e-
003

2.1800e-
003

5.0000e-
005

2.2300e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

7.9232 7.9232

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.7 Paving - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.8300 7.8446 7.1478 0.0113 0.4425 0.4425 0.4106 0.4106 1,055.182
3

1,055.182
3

0.3016 1,062.723
1

Paving 4.1700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.8341 7.8446 7.1478 0.0113 0.3016 1,062.723
1

0.4425 0.4425 0.4106 0.4106

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,055.182
3

1,055.182
3

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0537 0.0330 0.4093 1.4300e-
003

0.1479 9.1000e-
004

0.1488 0.0392 8.4000e-
004

0.0401 142.6173 142.6173 3.0200e-
003

142.6927

Total 0.0537 0.0330 0.4093 1.4300e-
003

3.0200e-
003

142.69270.1479 9.1000e-
004

0.1488 0.0392 8.4000e-
004

0.0401

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

142.6173 142.6173

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.8300 7.8446 7.1478 0.0113 0.4425 0.4425 0.4106 0.4106 0.0000 1,055.182
3

1,055.182
3

0.3016 1,062.723
1

Paving 4.1700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.8341 7.8446 7.1478 0.0113 0.3016 1,062.723
1

0.4425 0.4425 0.4106 0.4106

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,055.182
3

1,055.182
3

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0537 0.0330 0.4093 1.4300e-
003

0.1479 9.1000e-
004

0.1488 0.0392 8.4000e-
004

0.0401 142.6173 142.6173 3.0200e-
003

142.6927

Total 0.0537 0.0330 0.4093 1.4300e-
003

3.0200e-
003

142.69270.1479 9.1000e-
004

0.1488 0.0392 8.4000e-
004

0.0401 142.6173 142.6173

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
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CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Mitigated 0.0653 0.1845 0.6743 2.0400e-
003

0.1710 2.6000e-
003

0.1736 0.0458 2.4500e-
003

0.0483 205.4915 205.4915 7.8800e-
003

205.6886

Unmitigated 0.0653 0.1845 0.6743 2.0400e-
003

0.1710 2.6000e-
003

0.1736 0.0458 2.4500e-
003

0.0483 205.4915 205.4915 7.8800e-
003

205.6886

4.2 Trip Summary Information

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

Condo/Townhouse 34.86 34.02 29.04 78,315 78,315
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 34.86 34.02 29.04 78,315 78,315

4.3 Trip Type Information

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-

W
H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Condo/Townhouse 10.80 4.80 5.70 31.00 15.00 54.00 86 11 3
Parking Lot 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Condo/Townhouse 0.490452 0.049742 0.253638 0.136789 0.017926 0.006526 0.021436 0.006323 0.003943 0.003278 0.008771 0.000435 0.000741
0.003278 0.008771Parking Lot 0.490452 0.049742 0.253638 0.136789 0.017926 0.000435 0.000741

5.0 Energy Detail

0.006526 0.021436 0.006323 0.003943



Page 19 of 22

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

3.7100e-
003

0.0317 0.0135 2.0000e-
004

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

40.4921 40.4921 7.8000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

40.7328

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

4.9700e-
003

0.0425 0.0181 54.2724 54.2724 1.0400e-
003

9.9000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

54.5949

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

Condo/Townhous
e

461.315 4.9700e-
003

0.0425 0.0181 2.7000e-
004

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

54.2724 54.2724 1.0400e-
003

9.9000e-
004

54.5949

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 4.9700e-
003

0.0425 0.0181 2.7000e-
004

54.2724 1.0400e-
003

9.9000e-
004

54.59493.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

54.2724

Mitigated
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CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Condo/Townhous
e

0.344183 3.7100e-
003

0.0317 0.0135 2.0000e-
004

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

40.4921 40.4921 7.8000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

40.7328

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.7100e-
003

0.0317 0.0135 2.0000e-
004

7.8000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

40.73282.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

40.4921 40.4921

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Mitigated 0.1965 0.1219 0.5464 7.7000e-
004

0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0000 149.1273 149.1273 3.7100e-
003

2.7200e-
003

150.0299

Unmitigated 0.1965 0.1219 0.5464 7.7000e-
004

3.7100e-
003

2.7200e-
003

150.02990.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0121

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 149.1273 149.1273

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5
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SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0257 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.1420 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0136 0.1161 0.0494 7.4000e-
004

9.3900e-
003

9.3900e-
003

9.3900e-
003

9.3900e-
003

0.0000 148.2353 148.2353 2.8400e-
003

2.7200e-
003

149.1162

Landscaping 0.0152 5.7500e-
003

0.4970 3.0000e-
005

2.7300e-
003

2.7300e-
003

2.7300e-
003

2.7300e-
003

0.8920 0.8920 8.7000e-
004

0.9138

Total 0.1965 0.1219 0.5464 7.7000e-
004

3.7100e-
003

2.7200e-
003

150.02990.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0121

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 149.1273 149.1273

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Architectural 
Coating

0.0257 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.1420 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0136 0.1161 0.0494 7.4000e-
004

9.3900e-
003

9.3900e-
003

9.3900e-
003

9.3900e-
003

0.0000 148.2353 148.2353 2.8400e-
003

2.7200e-
003

149.1162

Landscaping 0.0152 5.7500e-
003

0.4970 3.0000e-
005

2.7300e-
003

2.7300e-
003

2.7300e-
003

2.7300e-
003

0.8920 0.8920 8.7000e-
004

0.9138

Total 0.1965 0.1219 0.5464 7.7000e-
004

0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0000 149.1273 149.1273 3.7100e-
003

2.7200e-
003

150.0299

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Apply Water Conservation Strategy

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
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9.0 Operational Offroad

Fuel Type

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

Boiler Rating

Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor

Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 9/5/2017 4:02 PM
1431 El Camino Real - Proposed Project - San Mateo County, Winter

1431 El Camino Real - Proposed Project
San Mateo County, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Condo/Townhouse 6.00 Dwelling Unit 0.11 6,584.00 17

Parking Lot 3.02 1000sqft 0.07 3,023.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 70
Climate Zone 5 Operational Year 2020

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

499.66 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - PG&E CO2 Intensity Adjusted based on 33% RPS by 2020
Land Use - Proposed: 6 condo/townhomes and ~3 ksf of paved driveway/parking
Construction Phase - Estimated construction durations provided by architect
Off-road Equipment - Default
Trips and VMT - Default
Architectural Coating - Default
Vehicle Trips - Default
Woodstoves - Assumed all condo/townhomes would have a gas fireplace
Area Coating - Default
Energy Use - Default energy use
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Demolition - Debris tonnage based on CalEEMod factor of 0.046 tons/sf for buildings and CalRecycle factor of 2,400 lbs asphalt debris/yd3
Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Mitigation: compliance with BAAQMD basic dust controls
Energy Mitigation - Exceed 2013 Title 24 by 28% for residences to approximate 2016 Title 24 compliance
Water Mitigation - 20% indoor/outdoor reduction in water assumed for CALGreen compliance

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblConstDustMitigation WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed 40 15
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 10.00 21.00
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 1.00 23.00
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 21.00
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 100.00 261.00
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 44.00
tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 66.00

tblFireplaces NumberGas 0.90 6.00
tblFireplaces NumberNoFireplace 0.24 0.00
tblFireplaces NumberWood 1.02 0.00
tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 6,000.00 6,584.00
tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 6,000.00 6,584.00
tblLandUse LotAcreage 0.38 0.11

tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 499.66
tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2020

tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 0.12 0.00
tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 0.12 0.00
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Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

2018 1.1127 11.1831 8.1738 0.0137 0.8349 0.7101 1.4582 0.4356 0.6533 1.0303 0.0000 1,349.238
0

1,349.238
0

0.3607 0.0000 1,355.229
7

2019 3.5694 19.6851 17.1368 0.0277 0.2121 1.1788 1.3909 0.0564 1.0983 1.1547 0.0000 2,679.360
3

2,679.360
3

0.6888 0.0000 2,696.581
6

Maximum 3.5694 19.6851 17.1368 0.0277 0.6888 0.0000 2,696.581
6

0.8349 1.1788 1.4582 0.4356 1.0983 1.1547

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 2,679.360
3

2,679.360
3

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

2018 1.1127 11.1831 8.1738 0.0137 0.4209 0.7101 1.0442 0.2080 0.6533 0.8028 0.0000 1,349.238
0

1,349.238
0

0.3607 0.0000 1,355.229
7

2019 3.5694 19.6851 17.1368 0.0277 0.2121 1.1788 1.3909 0.0564 1.0983 1.1547 0.0000 2,679.360
3

2,679.360
3

0.6888 0.0000 2,696.581
6

Maximum 3.5694 19.6851 17.1368 0.0277 0.4209 1.1788 1.3909 0.2080 1.0983 1.1547 0.0000 2,679.360
3

2,679.360
3

0.6888 0.0000 2,696.581
6

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0039.54 0.00 14.53 46.26 0.00 10.42 0.00 0.00 0.00
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Area 0.1965 0.1219 0.5464 7.7000e-
004

0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0000 149.1273 149.1273 3.7100e-
003

2.7200e-
003

150.0299

Energy 4.9700e-
003

0.0425 0.0181 2.7000e-
004

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

54.2724 54.2724 1.0400e-
003

9.9000e-
004

54.5949

Mobile 0.0605 0.2007 0.7055 1.9400e-
003

0.1710 2.6100e-
003

0.1737 0.0458 2.4600e-
003

0.0483 195.0153 195.0153 8.0400e-
003

195.2163

Total 0.2619 0.3651 1.2700 2.9800e-
003

0.0128 3.7100e-
003

399.84110.1710 0.0182 0.1892 0.0458 0.0180 0.0638

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 398.4150 398.4150

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Area 0.1965 0.1219 0.5464 7.7000e-
004

0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0000 149.1273 149.1273 3.7100e-
003

2.7200e-
003

150.0299

Energy 3.7100e-
003

0.0317 0.0135 2.0000e-
004

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

40.4921 40.4921 7.8000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

40.7328

Mobile 0.0605 0.2007 0.7055 1.9400e-
003

0.1710 2.6100e-
003

0.1737 0.0458 2.4600e-
003

0.0483 195.0153 195.0153 8.0400e-
003

195.2163

Total 0.2607 0.3543 1.2654 2.9100e-
003

0.1710 0.0173 0.1883 0.0458 0.0171 0.0630 0.0000 384.6348 384.6348 0.0125 3.4600e-
003

385.9790

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total 
CO2

CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.48 2.96 0.36 2.35 0.00 4.84 0.47 0.00 4.88 1.38 0.00 3.46 3.46 2.03 6.74 3.47
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Demolition Demolition 4/1/2018 4/30/2018 5 21
2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 5/1/2018 5/31/2018 5 23
3 Grading Grading 6/1/2018 6/30/2018 5 21
4 Building Construction Building Construction 7/1/2018 7/1/2019 5 261
5 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 4/1/2019 7/1/2019 5 66
6 Paving Paving 5/1/2019 7/1/2019 5 44

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 11.5

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 0.07

Residential Indoor: 13,333; Residential Outdoor: 4,444; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor
Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6.00 78 0.48
Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 4 6.00 9 0.56
Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73
Grading Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 8.00 81 0.73
Building Construction Cranes 1 4.00 231 0.29
Building Construction Forklifts 2 6.00 89 0.20
Site Preparation Graders 1 8.00 187 0.41
Paving Pavers 1 7.00 130 0.42
Paving Rollers 1 7.00 80 0.38
Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 1 1.00 247 0.40
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 1.00 247 0.40
Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8.00 97 0.37
Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 6.00 97 0.37
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Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 6.00 97 0.37
Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 7.00 97 0.37
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 8.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle 
Class

Hauling 
Vehicle 
Class

Architectural Coating 1 1.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Building Construction 5 6.00 1.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Demolition 4 10.00 0.00 23.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Grading 4 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Paving 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
Site Preparation 2 5.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area
Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads
Clean Paved Roads

3.2 Demolition - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.2373 0.0000 0.2373 0.0359 0.0000 0.0359 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.6228 0.6228 0.5943 0.5943 1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

0.2254 1,174.985
7

Total 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.2373 0.6228 0.8601 0.0359 0.5943 0.6302 1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

0.2254 1,174.985
7
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0119 0.4069 0.1495 9.2000e-
004

0.0190 1.6900e-
003

0.0207 5.2000e-
003

1.6200e-
003

6.8200e-
003

103.1516 103.1516 0.0124 103.4622

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0366 0.0258 0.2481 7.7000e-
004

0.0822 5.1000e-
004

0.0827 0.0218 4.7000e-
004

0.0223 76.7361 76.7361 1.8300e-
003

76.7818

Total 0.0484 0.4327 0.3976 1.6900e-
003

0.0143 180.24400.1012 2.2000e-
003

0.1034 0.0270 2.0900e-
003

0.0291

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

179.8878 179.8878

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.1068 0.0000 0.1068 0.0162 0.0000 0.0162 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.6228 0.6228 0.5943 0.5943 0.0000 1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

0.2254 1,174.985
7

Total 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.2254 1,174.985
7

0.1068 0.6228 0.7296 0.0162 0.5943 0.6105

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5
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Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.0119 0.4069 0.1495 9.2000e-
004

0.0190 1.6900e-
003

0.0207 5.2000e-
003

1.6200e-
003

6.8200e-
003

103.1516 103.1516 0.0124 103.4622

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0366 0.0258 0.2481 7.7000e-
004

0.0822 5.1000e-
004

0.0827 0.0218 4.7000e-
004

0.0223 76.7361 76.7361 1.8300e-
003

76.7818

Total 0.0484 0.4327 0.3976 1.6900e-
003

0.0143 180.24400.1012 2.2000e-
003

0.1034 0.0270 2.0900e-
003

0.0291

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

179.8878 179.8878

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.3 Site Preparation - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.5303 0.0000 0.5303 0.0573 0.0000 0.0573 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.7858 9.7572 4.2514 9.7600e-
003

0.4180 0.4180 0.3846 0.3846 982.7113 982.7113 0.3059 990.3596

Total 0.7858 9.7572 4.2514 9.7600e-
003

0.3059 990.35960.5303 0.4180 0.9483 0.0573 0.3846 0.4418

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

982.7113 982.7113

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0183 0.0129 0.1240 3.8000e-
004

0.0411 2.5000e-
004

0.0413 0.0109 2.3000e-
004

0.0111 38.3681 38.3681 9.1000e-
004

38.3909
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Total 0.0183 0.0129 0.1240 3.8000e-
004

9.1000e-
004

38.39090.0411 2.5000e-
004

0.0413 0.0109 2.3000e-
004

0.0111

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

38.3681 38.3681

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.2386 0.0000 0.2386 0.0258 0.0000 0.0258 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.7858 9.7572 4.2514 9.7600e-
003

0.4180 0.4180 0.3846 0.3846 0.0000 982.7113 982.7113 0.3059 990.3596

Total 0.7858 9.7572 4.2514 9.7600e-
003

0.3059 990.35960.2386 0.4180 0.6566 0.0258 0.3846 0.4103

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 982.7113 982.7113

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0183 0.0129 0.1240 3.8000e-
004

0.0411 2.5000e-
004

0.0413 0.0109 2.3000e-
004

0.0111 38.3681 38.3681 9.1000e-
004

38.3909

Total 0.0183 0.0129 0.1240 3.8000e-
004

9.1000e-
004

38.39090.0411 2.5000e-
004

0.0413 0.0109 2.3000e-
004

0.0111 38.3681 38.3681

3.4 Grading - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.7528 0.0000 0.7528 0.4138 0.0000 0.4138 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.6228 0.6228 0.5943 0.5943 1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

0.2254 1,174.985
7

Total 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.2254 1,174.985
7

0.7528 0.6228 1.3755 0.4138 0.5943 1.0081

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0366 0.0258 0.2481 7.7000e-
004

0.0822 5.1000e-
004

0.0827 0.0218 4.7000e-
004

0.0223 76.7361 76.7361 1.8300e-
003

76.7818

Total 0.0366 0.0258 0.2481 7.7000e-
004

1.8300e-
003

76.78180.0822 5.1000e-
004

0.0827 0.0218 4.7000e-
004

0.0223

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

76.7361 76.7361

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Fugitive Dust 0.3387 0.0000 0.3387 0.1862 0.0000 0.1862 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.6228 0.6228 0.5943 0.5943 0.0000 1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

0.2254 1,174.985
7
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Total 1.0643 9.4295 7.7762 0.0120 0.2254 1,174.985
7

0.3387 0.6228 0.9615 0.1862 0.5943 0.7805

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,169.350
2

1,169.350
2

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0366 0.0258 0.2481 7.7000e-
004

0.0822 5.1000e-
004

0.0827 0.0218 4.7000e-
004

0.0223 76.7361 76.7361 1.8300e-
003

76.7818

Total 0.0366 0.0258 0.2481 7.7000e-
004

1.8300e-
003

76.78180.0822 5.1000e-
004

0.0827 0.0218 4.7000e-
004

0.0223

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

76.7361 76.7361

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2018
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 1.0848 11.0316 7.7512 0.0114 0.7087 0.7087 0.6520 0.6520 1,146.532
3

1,146.532
3

0.3569 1,155.455
5

Total 1.0848 11.0316 7.7512 0.0114 0.3569 1,155.455
5

0.7087 0.7087 0.6520 0.6520 1,146.532
3

1,146.532
3

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 5.4800e-
003

0.1360 0.0544 2.7000e-
004

6.7500e-
003

1.0600e-
003

7.8000e-
003

1.9400e-
003

1.0100e-
003

2.9500e-
003

29.5006 29.5006 2.7000e-
003

29.5680

Worker 0.0219 0.0155 0.1489 4.6000e-
004

0.0493 3.0000e-
004

0.0496 0.0131 2.8000e-
004

0.0134 46.0417 46.0417 1.1000e-
003

46.0691

Total 0.0274 0.1515 0.2032 7.3000e-
004

3.8000e-
003

75.63710.0560 1.3600e-
003

0.0574 0.0150 1.2900e-
003

0.0163

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

75.5423 75.5423

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 1.0848 11.0316 7.7512 0.0114 0.7087 0.7087 0.6520 0.6520 0.0000 1,146.532
3

1,146.532
3

0.3569 1,155.455
5

Total 1.0848 11.0316 7.7512 0.0114 0.3569 1,155.455
5

0.7087 0.7087 0.6520 0.6520

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,146.532
3

1,146.532
3

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 5.4800e-
003

0.1360 0.0544 2.7000e-
004

6.7500e-
003

1.0600e-
003

7.8000e-
003

1.9400e-
003

1.0100e-
003

2.9500e-
003

29.5006 29.5006 2.7000e-
003

29.5680
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Worker 0.0219 0.0155 0.1489 4.6000e-
004

0.0493 3.0000e-
004

0.0496 0.0131 2.8000e-
004

0.0134 46.0417 46.0417 1.1000e-
003

46.0691

Total 0.0274 0.1515 0.2032 7.3000e-
004

3.8000e-
003

75.63710.0560 1.3600e-
003

0.0574 0.0150 1.2900e-
003

0.0163

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

75.5423 75.5423

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.5 Building Construction - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.9576 9.8207 7.5432 0.0114 0.6054 0.6054 0.5569 0.5569 1,127.669
6

1,127.669
6

0.3568 1,136.589
2

Total 0.9576 9.8207 7.5432 0.0114 0.3568 1,136.589
2

0.6054 0.6054 0.5569 0.5569

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,127.669
6

1,127.669
6

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 4.8800e-
003

0.1278 0.0513 2.7000e-
004

6.7500e-
003

8.9000e-
004

7.6400e-
003

1.9400e-
003

8.5000e-
004

2.8000e-
003

29.1922 29.1922 2.6400e-
003

29.2582

Worker 0.0199 0.0136 0.1328 4.5000e-
004

0.0493 3.0000e-
004

0.0496 0.0131 2.8000e-
004

0.0134 44.6084 44.6084 9.6000e-
004

44.6325

Total 0.0248 0.1414 0.1841 7.2000e-
004

3.6000e-
003

73.89070.0560 1.1900e-
003

0.0572 0.0150 1.1300e-
003

0.0162 73.8005 73.8005

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.9576 9.8207 7.5432 0.0114 0.6054 0.6054 0.5569 0.5569 0.0000 1,127.669
6

1,127.669
6

0.3568 1,136.589
2

Total 0.9576 9.8207 7.5432 0.0114 0.3568 1,136.589
2

0.6054 0.6054 0.5569 0.5569

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,127.669
6

1,127.669
6

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 4.8800e-
003

0.1278 0.0513 2.7000e-
004

6.7500e-
003

8.9000e-
004

7.6400e-
003

1.9400e-
003

8.5000e-
004

2.8000e-
003

29.1922 29.1922 2.6400e-
003

29.2582

Worker 0.0199 0.0136 0.1328 4.5000e-
004

0.0493 3.0000e-
004

0.0496 0.0131 2.8000e-
004

0.0134 44.6084 44.6084 9.6000e-
004

44.6325

Total 0.0248 0.1414 0.1841 7.2000e-
004

3.6000e-
003

73.89070.0560 1.1900e-
003

0.0572 0.0150 1.1300e-
003

0.0162

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

73.8005 73.8005

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Archit. Coating 1.4235 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Off-Road 0.2664 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-
003

0.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288 281.4481 281.4481 0.0238 282.0423

Total 1.6900 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-
003

0.0238 282.04230.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

281.4481 281.4481

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.3100e-
003

2.2700e-
003

0.0221 7.0000e-
005

8.2100e-
003

5.0000e-
005

8.2700e-
003

2.1800e-
003

5.0000e-
005

2.2300e-
003

7.4347 7.4347 1.6000e-
004

7.4388

Total 3.3100e-
003

2.2700e-
003

0.0221 7.0000e-
005

1.6000e-
004

7.43888.2100e-
003

5.0000e-
005

8.2700e-
003

2.1800e-
003

5.0000e-
005

2.2300e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

7.4347 7.4347

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Archit. Coating 1.4235 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.2664 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-
003

0.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481 0.0238 282.0423

Total 1.6900 1.8354 1.8413 2.9700e-
003

0.0238 282.04230.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.1288 0.0000 281.4481 281.4481

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.3100e-
003

2.2700e-
003

0.0221 7.0000e-
005

8.2100e-
003

5.0000e-
005

8.2700e-
003

2.1800e-
003

5.0000e-
005

2.2300e-
003

7.4347 7.4347 1.6000e-
004

7.4388

Total 3.3100e-
003

2.2700e-
003

0.0221 7.0000e-
005

1.6000e-
004

7.43888.2100e-
003

5.0000e-
005

8.2700e-
003

2.1800e-
003

5.0000e-
005

2.2300e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

7.4347 7.4347

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

3.7 Paving - 2019
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.8300 7.8446 7.1478 0.0113 0.4425 0.4425 0.4106 0.4106 1,055.182
3

1,055.182
3

0.3016 1,062.723
1

Paving 4.1700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.8341 7.8446 7.1478 0.0113 0.3016 1,062.723
1

0.4425 0.4425 0.4106 0.4106

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

1,055.182
3

1,055.182
3

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0596 0.0408 0.3983 1.3400e-
003

0.1479 9.1000e-
004

0.1488 0.0392 8.4000e-
004

0.0401 133.8251 133.8251 2.8900e-
003

133.8975

Total 0.0596 0.0408 0.3983 1.3400e-
003

2.8900e-
003

133.89750.1479 9.1000e-
004

0.1488 0.0392 8.4000e-
004

0.0401

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

133.8251 133.8251

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Off-Road 0.8300 7.8446 7.1478 0.0113 0.4425 0.4425 0.4106 0.4106 0.0000 1,055.182
3

1,055.182
3

0.3016 1,062.723
1

Paving 4.1700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.8341 7.8446 7.1478 0.0113 0.3016 1,062.723
1

0.4425 0.4425 0.4106 0.4106

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 1,055.182
3

1,055.182
3

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0596 0.0408 0.3983 1.3400e-
003

0.1479 9.1000e-
004

0.1488 0.0392 8.4000e-
004

0.0401 133.8251 133.8251 2.8900e-
003

133.8975

Total 0.0596 0.0408 0.3983 1.3400e-
003

2.8900e-
003

133.89750.1479 9.1000e-
004

0.1488 0.0392 8.4000e-
004

0.0401 133.8251 133.8251

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
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CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Mitigated 0.0605 0.2007 0.7055 1.9400e-
003

0.1710 2.6100e-
003

0.1737 0.0458 2.4600e-
003

0.0483 195.0153 195.0153 8.0400e-
003

195.2163

Unmitigated 0.0605 0.2007 0.7055 1.9400e-
003

0.1710 2.6100e-
003

0.1737 0.0458 2.4600e-
003

0.0483 195.0153 195.0153 8.0400e-
003

195.2163

4.2 Trip Summary Information

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

Condo/Townhouse 34.86 34.02 29.04 78,315 78,315
Parking Lot 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 34.86 34.02 29.04 78,315 78,315

4.3 Trip Type Information

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-

W
H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Condo/Townhouse 10.80 4.80 5.70 31.00 15.00 54.00 86 11 3
Parking Lot 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Condo/Townhouse 0.490452 0.049742 0.253638 0.136789 0.017926 0.006526 0.021436 0.006323 0.003943 0.003278 0.008771 0.000435 0.000741
0.003278 0.008771Parking Lot 0.490452 0.049742 0.253638 0.136789 0.017926 0.000435 0.000741

5.0 Energy Detail

0.006526 0.021436 0.006323 0.003943
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Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Exceed Title 24

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

3.7100e-
003

0.0317 0.0135 2.0000e-
004

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

40.4921 40.4921 7.8000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

40.7328

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

4.9700e-
003

0.0425 0.0181 54.2724 54.2724 1.0400e-
003

9.9000e-
004

2.7000e-
004

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

54.5949

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

Condo/Townhous
e

461.315 4.9700e-
003

0.0425 0.0181 2.7000e-
004

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

54.2724 54.2724 1.0400e-
003

9.9000e-
004

54.5949

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 4.9700e-
003

0.0425 0.0181 2.7000e-
004

54.2724 1.0400e-
003

9.9000e-
004

54.59493.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

3.4400e-
003

54.2724

Mitigated
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CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Condo/Townhous
e

0.344183 3.7100e-
003

0.0317 0.0135 2.0000e-
004

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

40.4921 40.4921 7.8000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

40.7328

Parking Lot 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 3.7100e-
003

0.0317 0.0135 2.0000e-
004

7.8000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

40.73282.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

2.5600e-
003

CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

40.4921 40.4921

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Mitigated 0.1965 0.1219 0.5464 7.7000e-
004

0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0000 149.1273 149.1273 3.7100e-
003

2.7200e-
003

150.0299

Unmitigated 0.1965 0.1219 0.5464 7.7000e-
004

3.7100e-
003

2.7200e-
003

150.02990.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0121

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 149.1273 149.1273

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5
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SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

0.0257 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.1420 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0136 0.1161 0.0494 7.4000e-
004

9.3900e-
003

9.3900e-
003

9.3900e-
003

9.3900e-
003

0.0000 148.2353 148.2353 2.8400e-
003

2.7200e-
003

149.1162

Landscaping 0.0152 5.7500e-
003

0.4970 3.0000e-
005

2.7300e-
003

2.7300e-
003

2.7300e-
003

2.7300e-
003

0.8920 0.8920 8.7000e-
004

0.9138

Total 0.1965 0.1219 0.5464 7.7000e-
004

3.7100e-
003

2.7200e-
003

150.02990.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0121

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 149.1273 149.1273

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Architectural 
Coating

0.0257 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.1420 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0136 0.1161 0.0494 7.4000e-
004

9.3900e-
003

9.3900e-
003

9.3900e-
003

9.3900e-
003

0.0000 148.2353 148.2353 2.8400e-
003

2.7200e-
003

149.1162

Landscaping 0.0152 5.7500e-
003

0.4970 3.0000e-
005

2.7300e-
003

2.7300e-
003

2.7300e-
003

2.7300e-
003

0.8920 0.8920 8.7000e-
004

0.9138

Total 0.1965 0.1219 0.5464 7.7000e-
004

0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0121 0.0000 149.1273 149.1273 3.7100e-
003

2.7200e-
003

150.0299

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Apply Water Conservation Strategy

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste
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9.0 Operational Offroad

Fuel Type

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

Boiler Rating

Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor

Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1

Date: 9/5/2017 4:03 PM

1431 El Camino Real - Proposed Project
San Mateo County, Mitigation Report

Construction Mitigation Summary

Phase ROG NOx CO SO2
Exhaust 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction
Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Building Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Demolition 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Grading 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Site Preparation 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Number Mitigated Total Number of Equipment DPF Oxidation Catalyst

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

No Change 0 1 No Change

0.00 0.00

OFFROAD Equipment Mitigation

Equipment Type Fuel Type Tier
0.00

Cement and Mortar Mixers Diesel No Change 0 4 No Change 0.00
Air Compressors Diesel

No Change 0.00
Concrete/Industrial Saws Diesel No Change 0 2 No Change

No Change 0 2 No Change

0.00
Cranes Diesel No Change 0 1

0.00
Graders Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00
Forklifts Diesel

Pavers Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00
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No Change 0.00
No Change 0 2 No Change

Rollers Diesel No Change 0 1
0.00

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Diesel No Change 0 8 No Change 0.00
Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel

Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
Unmitigated tons/yr Unmitigated mt/yr

Air Compressors 8.79000E-003 6.05700E-002 6.07600E-002 1.00000E-004 4.25000E-003 4.25000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.42574E+000 8.42574E+000 7.10000E-004 0.00000E+000 8.44353E+000

Cement and Mortar 
Mixers

3.88000E-003 2.43000E-002 2.03500E-002 5.00000E-005 9.50000E-004 9.50000E-004 0.00000E+000 3.02462E+000 3.02462E+000 3.10000E-004 0.00000E+000 3.03247E+000

Concrete/Industrial 
Saws

1.09100E-002 8.22100E-002 7.82100E-002 1.30000E-004 5.61000E-003 5.61000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.12908E+001 1.12908E+001 8.70000E-004 0.00000E+000 1.13126E+001

Cranes 3.50700E-002 4.18610E-001 1.57110E-001 3.80000E-004 1.79400E-002 1.65100E-002 0.00000E+000 3.40910E+001 3.40910E+001 1.07000E-002 0.00000E+000 3.43585E+001

Forklifts 3.31000E-002 2.93950E-001 2.35440E-001 3.00000E-004 2.31300E-002 2.12800E-002 0.00000E+000 2.70916E+001 2.70916E+001 8.50000E-003 0.00000E+000 2.73041E+001

Graders 5.98000E-003 8.19700E-002 2.20200E-002 8.00000E-005 2.66000E-003 2.45000E-003 0.00000E+000 6.98918E+000 6.98918E+000 2.18000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.04358E+000

Pavers 5.54000E-003 6.01500E-002 5.58600E-002 9.00000E-005 2.95000E-003 2.71000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.12914E+000 8.12914E+000 2.57000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.19344E+000

Rollers 4.36000E-003 4.31400E-002 3.67200E-002 5.00000E-005 2.84000E-003 2.61000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.53494E+000 4.53494E+000 1.43000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.57081E+000

Rubber Tired 
Dozers

3.06000E-003 3.29700E-002 1.14900E-002 2.00000E-005 1.60000E-003 1.47000E-003 0.00000E+000 2.04838E+000 2.04838E+000 6.40000E-004 0.00000E+000 2.06432E+000

Tractors/Loaders/B
ackhoes

8.10500E-002 8.06420E-001 7.50260E-001 1.00000E-003 5.57100E-002 5.12500E-002 0.00000E+000 9.10121E+001 9.10121E+001 2.85400E-002 0.00000E+000 9.17257E+001

Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
Mitigated tons/yr Mitigated mt/yr

Air Compressors 8.79000E-003 6.05700E-002 6.07600E-002 1.00000E-004 4.25000E-003 4.25000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.42573E+000 8.42573E+000 7.10000E-004 0.00000E+000 8.44352E+000

Cement and Mortar 
Mixers

3.88000E-003 2.43000E-002 2.03500E-002 5.00000E-005 9.50000E-004 9.50000E-004 0.00000E+000 3.02462E+000 3.02462E+000 3.10000E-004 0.00000E+000 3.03247E+000

Concrete/Industrial 
Saws

1.09100E-002 8.22100E-002 7.82100E-002 1.30000E-004 5.61000E-003 5.61000E-003 0.00000E+000 1.12908E+001 1.12908E+001 8.70000E-004 0.00000E+000 1.13126E+001

Cranes 3.50700E-002 4.18610E-001 1.57110E-001 3.80000E-004 1.79400E-002 1.65100E-002 0.00000E+000 3.40910E+001 3.40910E+001 1.07000E-002 0.00000E+000 3.43585E+001

Forklifts 3.31000E-002 2.93950E-001 2.35440E-001 3.00000E-004 2.31300E-002 2.12800E-002 0.00000E+000 2.70916E+001 2.70916E+001 8.50000E-003 0.00000E+000 2.73041E+001

Graders 5.98000E-003 8.19700E-002 2.20200E-002 8.00000E-005 2.66000E-003 2.45000E-003 0.00000E+000 6.98918E+000 6.98918E+000 2.18000E-003 0.00000E+000 7.04357E+000

Pavers 5.54000E-003 6.01500E-002 5.58600E-002 9.00000E-005 2.95000E-003 2.71000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.12913E+000 8.12913E+000 2.57000E-003 0.00000E+000 8.19343E+000

Rollers 4.36000E-003 4.31400E-002 3.67200E-002 5.00000E-005 2.84000E-003 2.61000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.53493E+000 4.53493E+000 1.43000E-003 0.00000E+000 4.57080E+000
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Rubber Tired Dozers 3.06000E-003 3.29700E-002 1.14900E-002 2.00000E-005 1.60000E-003 1.47000E-003 0.00000E+000 2.04838E+000 2.04838E+000 6.40000E-004 0.00000E+000 2.06432E+000

Tractors/Loaders/Bac
khoes

8.10500E-002 8.06420E-001 7.50260E-001 1.00000E-003 5.57100E-002 5.12500E-002 0.00000E+000 9.10120E+001 9.10120E+001 2.85400E-002 0.00000E+000 9.17256E+001

Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
Percent Reduction

Air Compressors 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.18684E-006 1.18684E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.18434E-006

Cement and Mortar 
Mixers

0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Concrete/Industrial 
Saws

0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 8.85678E-007 8.85678E-007 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.76793E-006

Cranes 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.17333E-006 1.17333E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.16420E-006

Forklifts 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.10735E-006 1.10735E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.09873E-006

Graders 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.41973E-006

Pavers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.23014E-006 1.23014E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.22049E-006

Rollers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 2.20510E-006 2.20510E-006 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 2.18780E-006

Rubber Tired Dozers 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Tractors/Loaders/Bac
khoes

0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 1.09876E-006 1.09876E-006 0.00000E+000

0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

0.00000E+000 1.19923E-006

Fugitive Dust Mitigation
Mitigation InputYes/No Mitigation Measure Mitigation Input Mitigation Input

0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

No Soil Stabilizer for unpaved Roads PM10 Reduction 0.00 PM2.5 Reduction 0.00

No Replace Ground Cover of Area 
Disturbed

PM10 Reduction 0.00 PM2.5 Reduction 0.00

15.00

Yes Water Exposed Area PM10 Reduction 55.00 PM2.5 
Reduction

55.00

0.00

Frequency (per 
day)

2.00

No Unpaved Road Mitigation Moisture Content 
%

0.00 Vehicle Speed 
(mph)

Yes Clean Paved Road % PM Reduction
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Unmitigated Mitigated Percent Reduction
Phase Source PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5

Architectural Coating Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural Coating Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Building Construction Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Building Construction Roads 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00

Demolition Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.55 0.55

Demolition Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Grading Fugitive Dust 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.55 0.55

Grading Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Site Preparation Fugitive Dust 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.55 0.55

Site Preparation Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Operational Percent Reduction Summary

Category ROG NOx CO SO2
Exhaust 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Total 
CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction
Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Consumer Products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Electricity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.12 1.12 0.00 0.00 1.12

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Natural Gas 25.27 25.39 25.45 20.00 25.40 25.40 0.00 25.39 25.39 23.53 25.00 25.39

Water Indoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 20.00 20.00 20.00 20.03 19.35 20.00

Water Outdoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Operational Mobile Mitigation

Project Setting:
Mitigation 
S l t d

Category Measure % Reduction Input Value 1 Input Value 2

Increase Diversity 0.07 0.27

Input Value 3
No Land Use Increase Density 0.00

No Land Use Improve Walkability Design 0.00
No Land Use

No Land Use Improve Destination Accessibility 0.00

Integrate Below Market Rate Housing 0.00
No Land Use Increase Transit Accessibility 0.25

Land Use Land Use SubTotal 0.00
No Land Use

No Neighborhood Enhancements Improve Pedestrian Network

Implement NEV Network 0.00
No Neighborhood Enhancements Provide Traffic Calming Measures

Neighborhood Enhancements Neighborhood Enhancements Subtotal 0.00
No Neighborhood Enhancements

No Parking Policy Pricing Limit Parking Supply 0.00

On-street Market Pricing 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing Unbundle Parking Costs 0.00

Parking Policy Pricing Parking Policy Pricing Subtotal 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing

No Transit Improvements Provide BRT System 0.00

Increase Transit Frequency 0.00
No Transit Improvements Expand Transit Network 0.00

Transit Improvements Transit Improvements Subtotal 0.00
No Transit Improvements

Land Use and Site Enhancement Subtotal 0.00
No Commute Implement Trip Reduction Program
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Transit Subsidy
No Commute Implement Employee Parking "Cash Out"
No Commute

No Commute Workplace Parking Charge

Market Commute Trip Reduction Option 0.00

No Commute Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative 
Work Schedules

0.00

No Commute Employee Vanpool/Shuttle 0.00 2.00
No Commute

No Commute Provide Ride Sharing Program

Implement School Bus Program 0.00
Commute Commute Subtotal 0.00

Total VMT Reduction 0.00
No School Trip

Area Mitigation

Measure Implemented Mitigation Measure Input Value
No Only Natural Gas Hearth
No No Hearth
No Use Low VOC Cleaning Supplies
No Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Interior) 100.00
No Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Exterior) 150.00
No Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Interior) 100.00
No Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Exterior) 150.00
No Use Low VOC Paint (Parking) 150.00
No % Electric Lawnmower
No % Electric Leafblower
No % Electric Chainsaw

Energy Mitigation  Measures
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Measure Implemented Mitigation Measure Input Value 1 Input Value 2
Yes Exceed Title 24 28.00
No Install High Efficiency Lighting 0.00
No On-site Renewable 0.00 0.00

Appliance Type Land Use Subtype % Improvement
ClothWasher 30.00
DishWasher 15.00
Fan 50.00
Refrigerator 15.00

Water Mitigation  Measures

Measure Implemented Mitigation Measure Input Value 1 Input Value 2
Yes Apply Water Conservation on Strategy 20.00 20.00
No Use Reclaimed Water 0.00 0.00
No Use Grey Water 0.00
No Install low-flow bathroom faucet 32.00
No Install low-flow Kitchen faucet 18.00
No Install low-flow Toilet 20.00

Water Efficient Landscape 0.00 0.00

No Install low-flow Shower 20.00
No Turf Reduction 0.00

Solid Waste Mitigation

Mitigation Measures Input Value

No Use Water Efficient Irrigation Systems 6.10
No
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Institute Recycling and Composting Services
Percent Reduction in Waste Disposed
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1431 El Camino Real - Existing Uses
San Mateo County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Apartments Low Rise 4.00 Dwelling Unit 0.25 4,102.00 11

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

0.006

70
Climate Zone 5 Operational Year 2017

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

559.32 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

Vehicle Trips - Default Weekday Trip Rates adjusted to match traffic information. Saturday and Sunday rates adjusted based on ratio to 
eekdaWoodstoves - No woodstoves or fireplaces assumed for the existing apartments

Area Coating - Default

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Residential_Exterior 2,769.00 0.00
tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Residential_Interior 8,307.00 0.00

Project Characteristics - Operational year of 2017 for existing uses. PG&E CO2 Intensity Adjusted based on 25% RPS by 2016
Land Use - Existing apartments to be demolished
Construction Phase - No construction modeled

Energy Use - Historical (pre-2005 construction) data assumed for existing uses
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tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Parking 150.00 0.00
tblFireplaces NumberGas 0.60 0.00
tblFireplaces NumberNoFireplace 0.16 0.00
tblFireplaces NumberWood 0.68 0.00
tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 4,000.00 4,102.00
tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 4,000.00 4,102.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00
tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 559.32
tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2017

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 1.00 0.00
tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 7.23
tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.13
tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 6.65
tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 0.08 0.00
tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 0.08 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Area 0.0198 3.5000e-
004

0.0300 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0485 0.0485 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0497

Energy 5.4000e-
004

4.6000e-
003

1.9600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

0.0000 8.9662 8.9662 2.9000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

9.0143

Mobile 8.9700e-
003

0.0287 0.1017 2.7000e-
004

0.0228 3.9000e-
004

0.0232 6.1300e-
003

3.7000e-
004

6.5000e-
003

0.0000 24.9631 24.9631 1.0400e-
003

0.0000 24.9892

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.3735 0.0000 0.3735 0.0221 0.0000 0.9253

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0827 0.5037 0.5864 8.5200e-
003

2.1000e-
004

0.8607

Total 0.0294 0.0337 0.1337 3.0000e-
004

0.0320 3.5000e-
004

35.83920.0228 9.2000e-
004

0.0237 6.1300e-
003

9.0000e-
004

7.0300e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.4562 34.4816 34.9378

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2
Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Area 0.0198 3.5000e-
004

0.0300 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0485 0.0485 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0497

Energy 5.4000e-
004

4.6000e-
003

1.9600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

0.0000 8.9662 8.9662 2.9000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

9.0143

Mobile 8.9700e-
003

0.0287 0.1017 2.7000e-
004

0.0228 3.9000e-
004

0.0232 6.1300e-
003

3.7000e-
004

6.5000e-
003

0.0000 24.9631 24.9631 1.0400e-
003

0.0000 24.9892

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.3735 0.0000 0.3735 0.0221 0.0000 0.9253

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0827 0.5037 0.5864 8.5200e-
003

2.1000e-
004

0.8607

Total 0.0294 0.0337 0.1337 3.0000e-
004

0.0228 9.2000e-
004

0.0237 6.1300e-
003

9.0000e-
004

7.0300e-
003

0.4562 34.4816 34.9378 0.0320 3.5000e-
004

35.8392

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total 
CO2

CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Mitigated 8.9700e-
003

0.0287 0.1017 2.7000e-
004

0.0228 3.9000e-
004

0.0232 6.1300e-
003

3.7000e-
004

6.5000e-
003

0.0000 24.9631 24.9631 1.0400e-
003

0.0000 24.9892

Unmitigated 8.9700e-
003

0.0287 0.1017 2.7000e-
004

0.0228 3.9000e-
004

0.0232 6.1300e-
003

3.7000e-
004

6.5000e-
003

0.0000 24.9631 24.9631 1.0400e-
003

0.0000 24.9892

4.2 Trip Summary Information

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

Apartments Low Rise 26.60 28.92 24.52 61,515 61,515
Total 26.60 28.92 24.52 61,515 61,515

4.3 Trip Type Information

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-

W
H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 10.80 4.80 5.70 31.00 15.00 54.00 86 11 3

4.4 Fleet Mix
HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.130359 0.018842 0.005865 0.019139
LHD2 MHD

0.003526 0.008051 0.000385 0.000682
SBUS MH

0.006107 0.003579Apartments Low Rise 0.519116 0.049029 0.235321

5.0 Energy Detail
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NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

Historical Energy Use: Y

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 3.6377 3.6377 1.9000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.6540

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 3.6377 3.6377 1.9000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.6540

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

5.4000e-
004

4.6000e-
003

1.9600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

0.0000 5.3285 5.3285 1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

5.3602

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

5.4000e-
004

4.6000e-
003

1.9600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

5.3285 5.3285 1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

5.36023.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.00003.7000e-
004

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

Apartments Low 
Rise

99853.1 5.4000e-
004

4.6000e-
003

1.9600e-
003

1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

0.0000 5.3285 5.3285

0.0000 5.3285

5.3602

Total 5.4000e-
004

4.6000e-
003

1.9600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

5.3285 1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

5.3602

Mitigated

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004



Page 6 of 11

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

99853.1 5.4000e-
004

4.6000e-
003

5.3285 1.0000e-
004

1.9600e-
003

3.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

0.0000 5.3285

3.7000e-
004

0.0000

1.0000e-
004

5.3602

Total 5.4000e-
004

4.6000e-
003

1.9600e-
003

5.3285 5.3285 1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
004

5.3602

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

3.7000e-
004

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr t
o

MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

14338.4 3.6377 1.9000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.6540

Total 3.6377 1.9000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

3.6540

4.0000e-
005

Mitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr t
o

MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

14338.4 3.6377 1.9000e-
004

3.6540
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3.6540

CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Total 3.6377 1.9000e-
004

4.0000e-
005

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Mitigated 0.0198 3.5000e-
004

0.0300 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0485 0.0485 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0497

Unmitigated 0.0198 3.5000e-
004

0.0300 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.04971.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0485 0.0485

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Architectural 
Coating

2.8900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0160 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 9.3000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

0.0300 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0485 0.0485 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0497
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Total 0.0198 3.5000e-
004

0.0300 0.0000 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.04971.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.0485 0.0485

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Architectural 
Coating

2.8900e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0160 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 9.3000e-
004

3.5000e-
004

0.0300 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0485 0.0485 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0497

Total 0.0198 3.5000e-
004

0.0300 0.0000 1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.0485 0.0485 5.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0497

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category t
o

MT/yr

Mitigated 0.5864 8.5200e-
003

2.1000e-
004

0.8607

Unmitigated 0.5864 8.5200e-
003

2.1000e-
004

0.8607
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7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal t
o

MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

0.260616 / 
0.164301

0.5864 8.5200e-
003

2.1000e-
004

0.8607

Total 0.5864 8.5200e-
003

2.1000e-
004

0.8607

Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal t
o

MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

0.260616 / 
0.164301

0.5864 8.5200e-
003

2.1000e-
004

0.8607

Total 0.5864 8.5200e-
003

2.1000e-
004

0.8607

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

t
o

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.3735 0.0221 0.0000 0.9253

 Unmitigated 0.3735 0.0221 0.0000 0.9253

8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons t
o

MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.84 0.3735 0.0221 0.0000 0.9253

Total 0.3735 0.0221 0.0000 0.9253

Mitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons t
o

MT/yr

Apartments Low 
Rise

1.84 0.3735 0.0221 0.0000 0.9253

Total 0.3735 0.0221 0.0000 0.9253
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Horse Power Load Factor

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power

Boiler Rating Fuel Type

Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year

11.0 Vegetation

Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year
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1431 El Camino Real - Existing Uses
San Mateo County, Summer

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Apartments Low Rise 4.00 Dwelling Unit 0.25 4,102.00 11

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days) 70
Climate Zone 5 Operational Year 2017

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

559.32 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - Operational year of 2017 for existing uses. PG&E CO2 Intensity Adjusted based on 25% RPS by 2016
Land Use - Existing apartments to be demolished
Construction Phase - No construction modeled
Vehicle Trips - Default Weekday Trip Rates adjusted to match traffic information. Saturday and Sunday rates adjusted based on ratio to weekday
Woodstoves - No woodstoves or fireplaces assumed for the existing apartments
Area Coating - Default
Energy Use - Historical (pre-2005 construction) data assumed for existing uses

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value
tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Residential_Exterior 2,769.00 0.00
tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Residential_Interior 8,307.00 0.00
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tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Parking 150.00 0.00
tblFireplaces NumberGas 0.60 0.00
tblFireplaces NumberNoFireplace 0.16 0.00
tblFireplaces NumberWood 0.68 0.00
tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 4,000.00 4,102.00
tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 4,000.00 4,102.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00
tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 559.32
tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2017

tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 1.00 0.00
tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 7.23
tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.13
tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 6.65
tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 0.08 0.00
tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 0.08 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Area 0.1140 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 0.5942 0.5942 6.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6091

Energy 2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

32.1847 32.1847 6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.3760

Mobile 0.0586 0.1621 0.6095 1.7200e-
003

0.1419 2.3300e-
003

0.1442 0.0380 2.2000e-
003

0.0402 172.6325 172.6325 6.8700e-
003

172.8043

Total 0.1755 0.1912 0.9535 1.9000e-
003

8.0900e-
003

5.9000e-
004

205.78940.1419 6.1800e-
003

0.1481 0.0380 6.0500e-
003

0.0440

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 205.4114 205.4114

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2
Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Area 0.1140 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 0.5942 0.5942 6.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6091

Energy 2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

32.1847 32.1847 6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.3760

Mobile 0.0586 0.1621 0.6095 1.7200e-
003

0.1419 2.3300e-
003

0.1442 0.0380 2.2000e-
003

0.0402 172.6325 172.6325 6.8700e-
003

172.8043

Total 0.1755 0.1912 0.9535 1.9000e-
003

0.1419 6.1800e-
003

0.1481 0.0380 6.0500e-
003

0.0440 0.0000 205.4114 205.4114 8.0900e-
003

5.9000e-
004

205.7894

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total 
CO2

CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Mitigated 0.0586 0.1621 0.6095 1.7200e-
003

0.1419 2.3300e-
003

0.1442 0.0380 2.2000e-
003

0.0402 172.6325 172.6325 6.8700e-
003

172.8043

Unmitigated 0.0586 0.1621 0.6095 1.7200e-
003

0.1419 2.3300e-
003

0.1442 0.0380 2.2000e-
003

0.0402 172.6325 172.6325 6.8700e-
003

172.8043

4.2 Trip Summary Information

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

Apartments Low Rise 26.60 28.92 24.52 61,515 61,515
Total 26.60 28.92 24.52 61,515 61,515

4.3 Trip Type Information

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-

W
H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Apartments Low Rise 10.80 4.80 5.70 31.00 15.00 54.00 86 11 3

4.4 Fleet Mix
HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

0.130359 0.018842 0.005865 0.019139
LHD2 MHD

0.003526 0.008051 0.000385 0.000682
SBUS MH

0.006107 0.003579Apartments Low Rise 0.519116 0.049029 0.235321

5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: Y
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NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

32.1847 32.1847 6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.3760

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

32.1847 6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.37602.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

32.1847

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Apartments Low 
Rise

273.57 2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

32.1847 32.1847 6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.3760

Total 2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

32.1847 6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.37602.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

32.1847

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5
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Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Apartments Low 
Rise

0.27357 2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

32.1847 32.1847 6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.3760

Total 2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.37602.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

32.1847 32.1847

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Mitigated 0.1140 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 0.5942 0.5942 6.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6091

Unmitigated 0.1140 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.60911.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.5942 0.5942

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Architectural 
Coating

0.0158 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0878 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0104 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

0.5942 0.5942 6.0000e-
004

0.6091

Total 0.1140 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.60911.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.5942 0.5942

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Architectural 
Coating

0.0158 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

0.0878 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0104 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

0.5942 0.5942 6.0000e-
004

0.6091

Total 0.1140 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

0.0000 0.5942 0.5942 6.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6091

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

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

10.0 Stationary Equipment
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Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day



Page 1 of 9tblArchitecturalCoating EF_Parking 150.00 0.00

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Residential_Exterior 2,769.00 0.00
tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Residential_Interior 8,307.00 0.00

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

Vehicle Trips - Default Weekday Trip Rates adjusted to match traffic information. Saturday and Sunday rates adjusted based on ratio to weekday
Woodstoves - No woodstoves or fireplaces assumed for the existing apartments
Area Coating - Default
Energy Use - Historical (pre-2005 construction) data assumed for existing uses

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - Operational year of 2017 for existing uses. PG&E CO2 Intensity Adjusted based on 25% RPS by 2016
Land Use - Existing apartments to be demolished
Construction Phase - No construction modeled

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

559.32 CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.029 N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006

70
Climate Zone 5 Operational Year 2017

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) 2.2 Precipitation Freq (Days)

Floor Surface Area Population
Apartments Low Rise 4.00 Dwelling Unit 0.25 4,102.00 11

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 9/5/2017 3:10 PM
1431 El Camino Real - Existing Uses - San Mateo County, Winter

1431 El Camino Real - Existing Uses
San Mateo County, Winter
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tblWoodstoves NumberNoncatalytic 0.08 0.00

tblVehicleTrips WD_TR 6.59 6.65
tblWoodstoves NumberCatalytic 0.08 0.00

tblVehicleTrips ST_TR 7.16 7.23
tblVehicleTrips SU_TR 6.07 6.13

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2017
tblTripsAndVMT WorkerTripNumber 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00
tblProjectCharacteristics CO2IntensityFactor 641.35 559.32

tblLandUse BuildingSpaceSquareFeet 4,000.00 4,102.00
tblLandUse LandUseSquareFeet 4,000.00 4,102.00

tblFireplaces NumberNoFireplace 0.16 0.00
tblFireplaces NumberWood 0.68 0.00

tblFireplaces NumberGas 0.60 0.00
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2.0 Emissions Summary
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0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.000.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

NBio-CO2 Total 
CO2

CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

0.0000 196.5238 196.5238 8.2300e-
003

5.9000e-
004

196.90520.1419 6.1900e-
003

0.1481 0.0380 6.0600e-
003

0.0441Total 0.1714 0.2061 0.9830 1.8100e-
003

163.7449 163.7449 7.0100e-
003

163.92010.1419 2.3400e-
003

0.1442 0.0380 2.2100e-
003

0.0402Mobile 0.0545 0.1770 0.6389 1.6300e-
003

32.1847 32.1847 6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.37602.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

Energy 2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.5942 0.5942 6.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.60911.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

Area 0.1140 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 196.5238 196.5238

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

8.2300e-
003

5.9000e-
004

196.90520.1419 6.1900e-
003

0.1481 0.0380 6.0600e-
003

0.0441Total 0.1714 0.2061 0.9830 1.8100e-
003

163.7449 163.7449 7.0100e-
003

163.92010.1419 2.3400e-
003

0.1442 0.0380 2.2100e-
003

0.0402Mobile 0.0545 0.1770 0.6389 1.6300e-
003

32.1847 32.1847 6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.37602.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

Energy 2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

0.0000 0.5942 0.5942 6.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.60911.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

Area 0.1140 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

2.2 Overall Operational
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5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: Y

0.006107 0.003579Apartments Low Rise 0.519116 0.049029 0.235321 0.003526 0.008051 0.000385 0.000682
SBUS MH

0.130359 0.018842 0.005865 0.019139
LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCYLand Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1

15.00 54.00 86 11 3

4.4 Fleet Mix

H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Apartments Low Rise 10.80 4.80 5.70 31.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

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-

W

Total 26.60 28.92 24.52 61,515 61,515

Annual VMT
Apartments Low Rise 26.60 28.92 24.52 61,515 61,515

4.2 Trip Summary Information

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

163.7449 163.7449 7.0100e-
003

163.92010.1419 2.3400e-
003

0.1442 0.0380 2.2100e-
003

0.0402Unmitigated 0.0545 0.1770 0.6389 1.6300e-
003

163.7449 163.7449 7.0100e-
003

163.92010.1419 2.3400e-
003

0.1442 0.0380 2.2100e-
003

0.0402Mitigated 0.0545 0.1770 0.6389 1.6300e-
003

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2ePM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

32.1847

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

32.1847 6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.37602.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

Total 2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

32.1847 32.1847 6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.37602.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

Apartments Low 
Rise

273.57 2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

32.1847

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

32.1847 6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.37602.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

32.1847 32.1847 6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.37602.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10
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0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 

Products
0.0878

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0158

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.5942 0.5942

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.2 Area by SubCategory

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.60911.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

Unmitigated 0.1140 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.5942 0.5942 6.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.60911.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

Mitigated 0.1140 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

6.0 Area Detail

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

32.1847 32.1847

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2

6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.37602.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

Total 2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

32.1847 32.1847 6.2000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

32.37602.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

2.0400e-
003

Apartments Low 
Rise

0.27357 2.9500e-
003

0.0252 0.0107 1.6000e-
004

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day
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Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number

0.0000 0.5942 0.5942 6.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.60911.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

Total 0.1140 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

0.5942 0.5942 6.0000e-
004

0.60911.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

Landscaping 0.0104 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Consumer 
Products

0.0878

0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Architectural 
Coating

0.0158

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

0.0000 0.5942 0.5942

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

6.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.60911.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

Total 0.1140 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

0.5942 0.5942 6.0000e-
004

0.60911.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

1.8100e-
003

Landscaping 0.0104 3.8900e-
003

0.3333 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.00000.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000Hearth 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation

Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

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

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power



Page 1 of 6

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1

Date: 9/5/2017 3:19 PM

1431 El Camino Real - Existing Uses
San Mateo County, Mitigation Report

Construction Mitigation Summary

Phase ROG NOx CO SO2
Exhaust 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2

NBio- 
CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction
Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Tier Number Mitigated Total Number of Equipment DPF

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

OFFROAD Equipment Mitigation

Oxidation Catalyst
Air Compressors Diesel No Change 0 1 No Change 0.00

Equipment Type Fuel Type

Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
Unmitigated tons/yr Unmitigated mt/yr

Air Compressors 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
Mitigated tons/yr Mitigated mt/yr

Air Compressors 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Equipment Type ROG NOx CO SO2 Exhaust PM10 Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e
Percent Reduction
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Air Compressors 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000 0.00000E+000

Fugitive Dust Mitigation
Mitigation InputYes/No Mitigation Measure Mitigation Input Mitigation Input

No Soil Stabilizer for unpaved 
Roads

PM10 Reduction PM2.5 
Reduction

No Replace Ground Cover of Area 
Disturbed

PM10 Reduction PM2.5 
Reduction

No Water Exposed Area PM10 Reduction PM2.5 
Reduction

Frequency (per 
day)

No Unpaved Road Mitigation Moisture Content 
%

Vehicle Speed 
(mph)

No Clean Paved Road % PM Reduction 0.00

Unmitigated Mitigated Percent Reduction
Phase Source PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5 PM10 PM2.5

Architectural Coating Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural Coating Roads 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Operational Percent Reduction Summary

Category ROG NOx CO SO2
Exhaust 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM2.5 Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2

Total 
CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Percent Reduction
Architectural Coating 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Consumer Products 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Electricity 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hearth 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Natural Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water Indoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Water Outdoor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Operational Mobile Mitigation

Project Setting:
Mitigation 
S l t d

Category Measure % Reduction Input Value 1 Input Value 2

Increase Diversity -0.01 0.13

Input Value 3
No Land Use Increase Density 0.00

No Land Use Improve Walkability Design 0.00
No Land Use

No Land Use Improve Destination Accessibility 0.00

Integrate Below Market Rate Housing 0.00
No Land Use Increase Transit Accessibility 0.25

Land Use Land Use SubTotal 0.00
No Land Use

No Neighborhood Enhancements Improve Pedestrian Network

Implement NEV Network 0.00
No Neighborhood Enhancements Provide Traffic Calming Measures

Neighborhood Enhancements Neighborhood Enhancements Subtotal 0.00
No Neighborhood Enhancements

No Parking Policy Pricing Limit Parking Supply 0.00

On-street Market Pricing 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing Unbundle Parking Costs 0.00

Parking Policy Pricing Parking Policy Pricing Subtotal 0.00
No Parking Policy Pricing

No Transit Improvements Provide BRT System 0.00

Increase Transit Frequency 0.00
No Transit Improvements Expand Transit Network 0.00
No Transit Improvements
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Transit Improvements Transit Improvements Subtotal 0.00
Land Use and Site Enhancement Subtotal 0.00

Transit Subsidy
No Commute Implement Trip Reduction Program

No Commute Implement Employee Parking "Cash Out"
No Commute

No Commute Workplace Parking Charge

Market Commute Trip Reduction Option 0.00

No Commute Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative 
Work Schedules

0.00

No Commute Employee Vanpool/Shuttle 0.00 2.00
No Commute

No Commute Provide Ride Sharing Program

Implement School Bus Program 0.00
Commute Commute Subtotal 0.00

Total VMT Reduction 0.00
No School Trip

Area Mitigation

Measure Implemented Mitigation Measure Input Value
No Only Natural Gas Hearth
No No Hearth
No Use Low VOC Cleaning Supplies
No Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Interior) 100.00
No Use Low VOC Paint (Residential Exterior) 150.00
No Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Interior) 100.00
No Use Low VOC Paint (Non-residential Exterior) 150.00
No Use Low VOC Paint (Parking) 150.00
No % Electric Lawnmower
No % Electric Leafblower
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No % Electric Chainsaw

Energy Mitigation  Measures

Measure Implemented Mitigation Measure Input Value 1 Input Value 2
No Exceed Title 24
No Install High Efficiency Lighting
No On-site Renewable

Appliance Type Land Use Subtype % Improvement
ClothWasher 30.00
DishWasher 15.00
Fan 50.00
Refrigerator 15.00

Water Mitigation  Measures

Measure Implemented Mitigation Measure Input Value 1 Input Value 2
No Apply Water Conservation on Strategy
No Use Reclaimed Water
No Use Grey Water
No Install low-flow bathroom faucet 32.00
No Install low-flow Kitchen faucet 18.00
No Install low-flow Toilet 20.00

Water Efficient Landscape

No Install low-flow Shower 20.00
No Turf Reduction

Solid Waste Mitigation

No Use Water Efficient Irrigation Systems 6.10
No
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Mitigation Measures Input Value
Institute Recycling and Composting Services
Percent Reduction in Waste Disposed
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1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
Project Description: The City of Burlingame (City) proposes to demolish an existing four-unit (two-story) 
apartment building along with the detached five-car garage structure at the rear and construct a new six-unit 
(three-story) townhouse complex, totaling 3,858 square feet and a proposed height of 35 feet. The property 
at 1431-1433 El Camino Real was constructed in 1947 according to San Mateo County Assessor records. 

Purpose and Scope of the Investigation: The City retained Dudek to prepare a cultural resources study in 
support of the proposed 1431 El Camino Real Project (project or proposed project). The intent of this 
report is to achieve compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the project as it 
relates to historical resources. Further, the proposed project would encroach on a State of California right-
of-way and requires an Encroachment Permit issued by California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
District 4. Therefore, Dudek prepared a cultural resources report in the format of a Historical Resources 
Compliance Report, which is used by Caltrans for projects without federal involvement. This report was 
prepared in accordance with Caltrans’ most recent edition of the Standard Environmental Reference, 
Volume 2, Cultural Resources. 

Results of the Investigation: Dudek conducted a pedestrian-level survey of the building located at 1431-
1433 El Camino Real on September 6, 2017. The property was recorded and evaluated on State of 
California Department of Parks and Recreation Series 523 Forms (DPR forms, Attachment D) for historical 
significance in consideration of National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), California Register of 
Historical Resources (CRHR), and City designation criteria and integrity requirements. As a result of the 
significance evaluation, the subject property does not appear eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, CRHR, or 
local register due to a lack of significant historical associations and compromised integrity. Pursuant to 
California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 15064.5(a), 1431 El Camino Real does not appear to be a 
historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. 

Two NRHP-listed properties were also identified within/adjacent to the proposed project area: two young 
elm trees that are contributing elements of the Howard-Ralston Eucalyptus Tree Rows (P-41-002191), and a 
non-contributing segment of El Camino Real (P-41-002192). In consideration of adequate protections for 
the NRHP-listed trees, Caltrans PQS has determined that a Finding of No Adverse Effect with Standard 
Conditions (FNAE-SC) is appropriate for the proposed project. This will include preparation of both 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for 
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (1995), Weeks and Grimmer 
(SOIS) and Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) Actions Plans (Attachments E and F).  

No archaeological resources were identified within the project site or immediate vicinity as a result of the 
California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) records search or Native American 
correspondence. However, it is always possible that intact archaeological deposits are present at subsurface 
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levels. Based on geomorphological evidence, and known buried cultural deposits in the Bay Area, the 
project site should be treated as potentially sensitive for archaeological resources. The project site is situated 
within Quaternary Alluvial deposits (generally less than 11,000 years old), which are generally considered to 
have formed too recently to support the presence of paleontological deposits. Therefore, the area is 
considered to be of low sensitivity for encountering significant paleontological deposits. Standard protection 
measures for unanticipated discoveries of human remains, archaeological resources, and paleontological 
resources have been provided.  
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2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
2.1 Project Location 
The proposed project site is located at 1431-1433 El Camino Real in the City of Burlingame, San Mateo 
County, on Assessor’s Parcel Number 026-013-110 (see Figure 1, Regional Map, and Figure 2, Vicinity Map, 
in Attachment A). The closest highways to the proposed project site are U.S. Route 101 and Highway 280.  

2.2 Scope of Project  
The proposed project site is located in an R-3 zoning district and is surrounded by either R-1 or R-3 zoning 
districts with a lot size of 7,722 square feet. The proposed project would include the demolition of an 
existing four-unit (two-story) apartment building along with the detached five-car garage structure at the rear 
and construction of a new six-unit (three-story) townhouse, totaling 3,858 square feet and a proposed height 
of 35 feet. The property at 1431 El Camino Real was constructed in 1947 according to San Mateo County 
Assessor records. Therefore, the existing building at 1431 El Camino Real requires evaluation for historical 
significance to determine if the proposed project has the potential to impact historical resources, as defined 
by CEQA.  

The proposed building would have 6 units side by side and would be 3-stories in height with an occupant 
load of 48. Proposed units would be 2-bedrooms and 2.5 bathroom units with unit sizes ranging from 1,004 
square feet to 1,195 square feet and the average unit size would be 1,097 square feet. Each unit would have 
ground level parking garage that will accommodate 2 parking spaces. Above the garage would be two living 
levels for residents. There would also be 2 at-grade guest parking spaces located in the right rear corner and 
a dedicated service vehicle space located in the front setback area. All entrances to each of the units would 
be located on the north facing (driveway) side of the project. The project would include 6 two-bedroom, 
2.5-bathroom townhouse units and the unit size ranging from 1,083 square feet through 1,190 square feet. 
The proposed project would have 1,000 square feet of common open space in the rear yard and a minimum 
of 75 square feet of private open space per unit in the form of private balconies. Exterior lighting would 
include wall sconces at unit entries and possibly some soft lighting at front yard landscaping, mail area, and 
rear yard trash enclosure.  

The project also proposes to relocate one of the young elms adjacent to the sidewalk within the Caltrans 
right-of-way. Because this tree is a contributor to the NRHP-listed Howard-Ralston Eucalyptus Tree Rows 
(P-41-002191), it will be replanted directly south of its current location to avoid any adverse effects to the 
resource.  

The proposed project will encroach onto a state right-of-way and requires an Encroachment Permit issued 
by Caltrans District 4. Therefore, Dudek prepared a cultural resources report in the format of a Historical 
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Resources Compliance Report, which is used by Caltrans for projects without federal involvement. The 
report combines identification, evaluation, impact assessment, and mitigation into a single document. This 
report was prepared in accordance with the guidance provided in Caltrans Standard Environmental 
Reference, Volume 2, Cultural Resources.  

2.3 Project Area Limits  
In coordination with the City, Dudek Principal Architectural Historian Samantha Murray, MA, delineated 
the Project Area Limits (PAL) map (Attachment A, Figure 3, Project Area Limits. Based on a review of the 
proposed project description and design plans, it was determined that the PAL should include the limits of 
Assessor’s Parcel Number 026-013-110 as well as the portion of the Caltrans ROW where improvements 
will be made. This includes the existing sidewalk, curb, gutters, driveways directly in front of the building, as 
well as any landscaping improvements to the sidewalk planter where one young elm tree is proposed for 
removal and relocation. Because this tree is a contributor to the NRHP-listed Howard-Ralston Eucalyptus 
Tree Rows (P-41-002191), it will be relocated directly south of its current location to avoid any adverse 
effects to the resource. The vertical limits of the project area is 35 feet above ground surface (the proposed 
height of the new building) and 36 inches below grade (the maximum depth of ground disturbance).  
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3 CONSULTING PARTIES AND PUBLIC 
PARTICIPATION 

3.1 Native American Heritage Commission  
Dudek sent a request to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to search the Sacred Lands 
File for any Native American cultural resources on August 11, 2017. Dudek received a reply from the 
NAHC on August 22, 2017, stating a negative finding for any cultural resources within the Sacred Lands 
File. A list of Native American tribes who may be affiliated with any cultural resources within the 
boundaries of the project area was included in the letter (Attachment B).  

3.2 Native American Groups  
The proposed project is subject to compliance with Assembly Bill (AB) 52 (PRC Section 21074), which 
requires consideration of impacts to “tribal cultural resources” as part of the CEQA process, and that the 
lead agency (the City) notify California Native American tribal representatives (that have requested 
notification) who are traditionally or culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project. 
The City, with the assistance of Dudek, will contact all NAHC-listed California Native American tribal 
representatives that have requested project notification pursuant to AB 52. No responses have been 
received to-date. The City’s current list includes the California Native American tribal contacts listed in 
Table 1.  

Table 1. City of Burlingame List of California Native American Tribal Contacts  

Contact Person Tribe
Contact Information 

Address Phone Email 
lrenne Zwierlein, 
Chairperson 

Amah MutsunTribal 
Band of Mission San
Juan Bautista  

789 Canada Road, 
Woodside, 
California, 94062 

650.400.4806 amahmutsuntribal@gmail.com 

Tony Cerda, 
Chairperson 

Costanoan Rumsen 
Carmel Tribe 

244 E. 1st Street 
Pomona, California,
91766 

909.629.6081 rumsen@aol.com 

Ann Marie Sayers, 
Chairperson 

Indian Canyon 
Mutsun Band of 
Costanoan

P.O. Box 28 
Hollister, California,
95024 

831.637.4238 ams@indiancanyon.org 

Rosemary Cambra, 
Chairperson 

Muwekma Ohlone 
Indian Tribe of the SF 
Bay Area 

P.O. Box 360791 
Milpitas, California, 
95036 

408.314.1898 muwekma@muwekma.org 

Andrew Galvan The Ohlone Indian 
Tribe 

P.O. Box 3152 
Fremont, California,
94539 

510.882.0527 chochenyo@AOL.com 

Source: City of Burlingame AB 52 contact list, last updated September 20, 2017 
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3.3 Local Histor ical Groups  
Burlingame Historical Society  

Dudek contacted the Burlingame Historical Society on September 18, 2017, for any relevant information 
pertaining to the subject property, but received no response. 
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4 SUMMARY OF IDENTIFICATION EFFORTS 
4.1 CHRIS Records Search 
A records search of the PAL and the surrounding 1-mile radius was completed by Northwest Information 
Center staff on September 13, 2017 (Confidential Attachment C). This search included the center’s 
collection of mapped prehistoric, historical and built-environment resources, DPR Site Records, technical 
reports, and archival resources. Additional sources consulted included the NRHP, California Inventory of 
Historical Resources/CRHR and listed Office of Historic Preservation Archaeological Determinations of 
Eligibility, California Inventory of Historic Resources, historical maps, and local inventories.  

A total of 40 studies have been conducted within a 1-mile radius of the project area, which produced a total 
of 72 reports (Table 2). Of those, one study has been conducted within the project area, S-32166. There are 
62 previously recorded resources within a 1-mile radius of the project area (Table 3). Resource, P-41-
002191, the Howard-Ralston Eucalyptus Tree Rows, lies within the project area. P-41-002192, El Camino 
Real, lies directly adjacent to the project area.  

Previous Technical Studies 

Of the 40 studies conducted in the 1-mile radius of the project area, only one study occurred adjacent to the 
project area. Study S-32166, written by William Kostura in 1999 for Caltrans, contains two reports. The first 
is entitled Historic Resources Compliance Report Including Report on the Finding of Adverse Effect for the Proposed 
Widening of State Highway 82 Between Bellevue Avenue and [Floribunda] Avenue in Hillsborough, San Mateo County, 
EA 253600, 04-SM-82, K.P. 21.9/22.1, P.M. 13.6/13.7; the second report is entitled Historical Architectural 
Survey Report for the Proposed Widening of State Highway 82 in Hillsborough, San Mateo County. The recording of the 
Howard-Ralston Eucalyptus Rows (P-41-002191), occurred during the course of this study, along with the 
evaluation of El Camino Real (P-41-002192), in Burlingame and Hillsborough.  

Table 2. Previous Technical Studies within a 1-Mile Radius of the Project Area
Report Authors Year Title Publisher In PAL 

S-003147 David Chavez 1980 Cultural Resources Evaluation for the Airport Boulevard 
Widening Project, Burlingame, California  — No 

S-004885 G. V. Scott 1974 The Millbrae Avenue Interchange, 04-SM-101, PM 
17.9/18.1, Millbrae I/C, 04210-392680 Caltrans No 

S-010402 

Rebecca Loveland 
Anastasio, Donna M. 
Garaventa, Stuart A. 
Guedon, Robert M. 
Harmon, and John W. 
Schoenfelder 

1988
A Cultural Resources Assessment for San Francisco 
Resource Supply Study (San Mateo Substation to Martin 
Substation), Daly City to City of San Mateo, San Mateo 
County, California 

Basin Research 
Associates Inc. No 

S-011396   1989
Technical Report of Cultural Resources Studies for the 
Proposed WTG-WEST, Inc., Los Angeles to San 
Francisco and Sacramento, California: Fiber Optic Cable 
Project 

BioSystems Analysis 
Inc. No 
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Table 2. Previous Technical Studies within a 1-Mile Radius of the Project Area
Report Authors Year Title Publisher In PAL 

S-012201 David Chavez and Jan M. 
Hupman 1990

Cultural Resources Evaluation for the San Francisco 
International Airport Master Plan EIR, San Mateo County, 
California 

David Chavez & 
Associates No 

S-017192 
Laurence H. Shoup, Mark 
Brack, Nancy Fee, and 
Bruno Giberti 

1994
BART-San Francisco Airport Extension Project, Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement, Historic Architectural 
Survey Technical Report 

Archaeological/Historical 
Consultants No 

S-017192a Laurence H. Shoup and 
Ward Hill 1995

Bart-SFP Extension Project, Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, 
Historic Architectural Survey Technical Report, Volume II: 
Alternative VI, Highway 380 to Trousdale Drive in 
Burlingame 

Archaeological/Historical 
Consultants No 

S-017192b Cherilyn Widdell 1995 UMTA900828A; Project: BART Extension from Colma to 
San Francisco International Airport 

Office of Historic 
Preservation No 

S-017993 
Brian Hatoff, Barb Voss, 
Sharon Waechter, Stephen 
Wee, and Vance Bente 

1995 Cultural Resources Inventory Report for the Proposed 
Mojave Northward Expansion Project 

Woodward-Clyde 
Consultants No 

S-020508 Suzanne Baker and Ward 
Hill 1998

Archaeological Survey and Historic Architectural Survey 
of the Low Level Windshear Alert System (LLWAS) 
Project, Sites #4, #5 and #8, San Mateo County, 
California 

Archaeological/Historical 
Consultants No 

S-020508a Keith A. Lusk, Cherilyn E. 
Widell, and Daniel Abeyta 1998 Low Level Windshear Alert System (LLWAS) at San 

Francisco International Airport, San Mateo County 
Federal Aviation 
Administration; 
California Office of 
Historic Preservation 

No 

S-021879 

Marvis Baird, Dini Brown, 
Marie Japs, Gay Kochmich, 
Millie Millhauser, Carol 
Moye, Susan Lehmann, 
Katherine Solomonson, 
Alan Michelson, Mitch 
Postel, Marion Holmes, 
Linda Wickert, Eileen 
Murray, Robin O'Connell 
Dotey Schafer, Betty 
Wood, and Margery Wood

1990 Town of Hillsborough Historic Building Survey San Mateo County 
Historical Association No 

S-022978 Mike Avina 2000
Final Cultural Resources Inventory Report for Williams 
Communications, Inc. Fiber Optic Cable System 
Installation Project, San Francisco to Santa Clara, San 
Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara Counties: 
Addendum 1 

Jones & Stokes No 

S-025132 George McKale and James 
Allen 2002

A Cultural and Paleontological Resources Study of a 
Portion of Mills High School, Millbrae, San Mateo County, 
California 

LSA Associates Inc. No 

S-025174 John Holson, Cordelia 
Sutch, and Stephanie Pau 2002

Cultural Resources Report for San Bruno to Mountain 
View Internodal Level 3 Fiber Optics Project in San Mateo 
and Santa Clara Counties, California 

Pacific Legacy Inc. No 

S-026045 
Richard Carrico, Theodore 
Cooley, and William 
Eckhardt 

2000
Cultural Resources Reconnaissance Survey and 
Inventory Report for the Metromedia Fiberoptic Cable 
Project, San Francisco Bay Area and Los Angeles Basin 
Networks 

Mooney & Associates No 
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Table 2. Previous Technical Studies within a 1-Mile Radius of the Project Area
Report Authors Year Title Publisher In PAL 

S-026297 Colin I. Busby 2002
Historic Properties Survey Report, Route 101 Auxiliary 
Lanes Project, Third Avenue to Millbrae Avenue, San 
Mateo County, California; 04-SM-101, K.P. 21.7/28.8 
(P.M. 13.5-17.9) EA 26420K 

Basin Research 
Associates Inc. No 

S-026297a Ward Hill 2002
Historic Architectural Survey Report Route 101 Auxiliary 
Lanes Project Third Avenue to Millbrae Avenue San 
Mateo County, California 04-SM-101 KP 21.7/28.8 
(PM13.5/17.9) EA 26420K 

Basin Research 
Associates Inc. No 

S-026297b Knox Mellon 2002
Archaeological Survey Report, Route 101 Auxiliary Lanes 
Project, Third Avenue to Millbrae Avenue, San Mateo 
County, California; 04-SM-101 KP 21.7/28.8 (PM 
13.5/17.9) EA 26420K 

Basin research 
Associates Inc. No 

S-026297c Knox Mellon and David A. 
Nicol 2002

FHWA020807A; HAD-CA, File No. US 101 Auxiliary 
Lane, 04-SM-101 PM13.5/17.9, EA 04-245-26420K 
[Further Section 106 Consultation on the Proposed 
Construction of Auxiliary Lanes on State Route 101, San 
Mateo County] 

Office of Historic 
Preservation; 
Department of Parks 
and Recreation 

No 

S-027715 Carolyn Losee 2003
Cingular BA-101-01 "Our Lady of Angels Catholic 
Church" Site: Archaeological Monitoring Recommended 
(letter report) 

Archaeological 
Resources Technology No 

S-027930 
Kyle Brown, Adam Marlow, 
James Allan, and William 
Self 

2003
Cultural Resource Assessment of Alternative Routes for 
PG&E's Jefferson-Martin Transmission Line, San Mateo 
County, California 

William Self Associates 
Inc. No 

S-029496   2001 Nextel Communications (On-Air), CA 0176C Broadway, 
1177 Airport Road, Burlingame, California. Earth Touch Inc. No 

S-029657 
Wendy J. Nelson, 
Tammara Norton, Larry 
Chiea, and Reinhard 
Pribish 

2002
Archaeological Inventory for the Caltrain Electrification 
Program Alternative in San Francisco, San Mateo, and 
Santa Clara Counties, California 

Far Western 
Anthropological 
Research Group Inc. 

No 

S-029657a Rand F. Herbert 2002
Finding of No Adverse Effect, Caltrain Electrification 
Program, San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara 
Counties, California 

JRP Historical 
Consulting Services No 

S-029657b Parsons 2002
Historic Property Survey for the Proposed Caltrain 
Electrification Program, San Francisco, San Mateo, and 
Santa Clara Counties, California 

Parsons; JRP Historical 
Consulting Services; Far 
Western Anthropological 
Research Group Inc. 

No 

S-029657c Knox Mellon 2002 FTA021021A; Caltrain Electrification Program, San 
Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara Counties 

Office of Historic 
Preservation No 

S-029657d Meta Bunse 2003
Final Finding of Effect Amendment, Caltrain Electrification 
Project, San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara 
Counties, California 

JRP Historical 
Consulting Services No 

S-029657e Rand F. Herbert 2001
Draft Finding of No Adverse Effect, Caltrain Electrification 
Program, San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara 
Counties, California 

JRP Historical 
Consulting Services No 

S-029657f 
Sharon A. Waechter, Jack 
Meyer, and Laura Leach-
Palm 

2008
Cultural Resources Addendum for the Caltrain 
Electrification Program Alternative: San Francisco, San 
Mateo, and Santa Clara Counties, California 

Far Western 
Anthropological 
Research Group Inc. 

No 

S-032166 William Kostura 1999

Historic Resources Compliance Report Including Report 
on the Finding of Adverse Effect for the Proposed 
Widening of State Highway 82 Between Bellevue Avenue 
and [Floribunda] Avenue in Hillsborough, San Mateo 
County, EA 253600, 04-SM-82, K.P. 21.9/22.1, P.M. 
13.6/13.7 

California Department of 
Transportation, District 
04 

Adjacent

S-032166a William Kostura 1999
Historical Architectural Survey Report for the Proposed 
Widening of State Highway 82 in Hillsborough, San 
Mateo County 

California Department of 
Transportation, District 
04 

Adjacent
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Table 2. Previous Technical Studies within a 1-Mile Radius of the Project Area
Report Authors Year Title Publisher In PAL 

S-032250 Philippe Lapin 2003
Historic Property Survey Report, Mission Bells Project, 
State Route 82/Interstate 101, San Mateo and Santa 
Clara Counties, California 

California Department of 
Transportation, District 
04 

No 

S-032788   2002
Historic Resources Evaluation Report Draft, Burlingame 
Wastewater Treatment Facility, Proposed Improvements, 
Burlingame, California 

Carey & Co. Inc. No 

S-033061 

Nancy Sikes, Cindy 
Arrington, Bryon Bass, 
Chris Corey, Kevin Hunt, 
Steve O'Neil, Catherine 
Pruett, Tony Sawyer, 
Michael Tuma, Leslie 
Wagner, and Alex Wesson

2006
Cultural Resources Final Report of Monitoring and 
Findings for the Qwest Network Construction Project, 
State of California 

SWCA Environmental 
Consultants No 

S-033061a   2006
Cultural Resources Final Report of Monitoring and 
Findings for the Qwest Network Construction Project, 
State of California 

SWCA Environmental 
Consultants No 

S-033061b Nancy E. Sikes 2007 Final Report of Monitoring and Findings for the Qwest 
Network Construction Project (letter report) 

SWCA Environmental 
Consultants No 

S-036274 Dean Martorana 2009
Historic Property Survey Report, US 101/Broadway 
Interchange Reconstruction Project, San Mateo County, 
California, EA 235840, 4-SMC-101 PM 16.30-17.06 

URS Corporation No 

S-036274a Cheryl Brookshear 2009
Historical Resources Evaluation Report, US 
101/Broadway Interchange Reconstruction Project, San 
Mateo County, California, Post Mile 4-SMC-101 16.30-
17.06 EA 235840, US 101, San Mateo County 

JRP Historical 
Consulting LLC No 

S-036274b Dean Martorana 2009
Archaeological Survey Report, US 101/Broadway 
Interchange Reconstruction Project, San Mateo County, 
California, EA 235840, 4-SMC-101 PM 16.30-17.06 

URS Corporation No 

S-036313   2009
Crystal Springs Pipeline No. 2 Replacement Project, San 
Francisco and San Mateo Counties, California: Historic 
Context and Archaeological Survey Report 

ESA+Orion No 

S-036313a Rancy S. Wiberg 2009
Technical Report, Extended Archaeological Survey, 
Crystal Springs Pipeline No. 2, Segments 2 and 3 
Between Sites 8 and 9, City of San Mateo and Town of 
Hillsborough 

Holman & Associates No 

S-036456 Dana E. Supernowicz 2009 Colocation ("CO") Submission Packet, FCC Form 621, 
Mike Harvey Acura, Project Number: SF-03116A EarthTouch Inc. No 

S-036456a Dana E. Supernowicz 2009
Cultural Resources Study of the Mike Harvey Acura 
Project, T-Mobile Site No. SF03116A, 1070 Broadway 
Street, Burlingame, San Mateo County, California 94010 

Historic Resource 
Associates No 

S-036757 Matthew R. Clark 2010
NHPA Section 106 Compliance for the Town of 
Hillsborough SCADA Upgrade Project, Type A 
Installations, San Mateo County, California 

Holman and Associates No 

S-037875 Lorna Billat 2011 Collocation ("CO") Submission Packet, FCC Form 621, 
Rollins Road PGE Lattice, SF53341C EarthTouch Inc. No 

S-038036 Carrie D. Wills, M.A. and 
Kathleen A. Crawford, M.A. 2010

Cultural Resources Records Search and Site Visit for 
AESCO Job Number 20101651-B3541, Extenet Systems 
Candidate BGM-139A (Burlingame Network 139A), 1457 
Drake Avenue, Burlingame, San Mateo County, California 

Michael Brandman 
Associates No 

S-038063 Neal Kaptain 2009 Smart Corridors Geoarchaeological Sensitivity Research 
(letter report) LSA Associates Inc. No 

S-038147 Dana Supernowicz 2009 Collocation Submission Packet, New Life Community 
Church, SF13050A 

EarthTouch 
Incorporated No 

S-038147a Dana Supernowicz 2009
Cultural Resources Study of the New Life Community 
Church Project, T-Mobile Site no. SF13050A, 1430 Palm 
Drive, Burlingame, San Mateo County, California 94010 

Historic Resource 
Associates No 
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Table 2. Previous Technical Studies within a 1-Mile Radius of the Project Area
Report Authors Year Title Publisher In PAL 

S-038914 Randy Wiberg 2011 Crystal Springs Pipeline No. 2, Replacement Project, Site 
12, City of Burlingame Holman & Associates No 

S-039000 Dana E. Supernowicz and 
Jon L. Brady 2004

Cultural Resources Study of Canyon Road/Summit 
Project, AT&T Wireless Services Site No. SNFCCA1786, 
Shinnyo En Buddhist Temple, 2220 Summit Drive, 
Burlingame, San Mateo County, California 94010 

Historic Resource 
Associates No 

S-039104 

Brian F. Byrd, John E. 
Berg, Philip Kaijankoski, 
Jack Meyer, Jeffrey 
Rosenthal, Jelmer W. 
Eerlans, Anna Fritschi, 
Howard Spero, and Eric 
Wohlgemuth 

2012
Archaeological Investigations for the State Route 82 
Signal Interconnect and Intersection Modification Project, 
San Mateo County, California, 04-SMA-82 PM 0.0/15.9, 
EA 04-24992 

Far Western 
Anthropological 
Research Group Inc. 

No 

S-039104a Brett Rushing 2010
Historic Property Treatment Plan for the State Route 82 
Signal Interconnect and Intersection Modification Project, 
04-SM-82 PM 0.0/15.9, EA 24992 

Caltrans No 

S-039958 David Brunzell 2012
Cultural Resources Assessment of the Crown Castle 
Hillsborough Project, San Mateo County, California (BCR 
Consulting Project No. SYN1210) (letter report) 

BCR Consulting No 

S-042892 Jennifer Thomas 2012 0211-01 103.6EW Station 15+89 ECDA Project (Cluster 
#1) - Cultural Resources Study (letter report) 

Far Western 
Anthropological 
Research Group Inc. 

No 

S-045365 Heidi Koenig 2014
Peninsula Health Care District Memory Care and 
Assisted Living Facility Project, City of Burlingame, San 
Mateo County, Draft Cultural Resources Survey Report 

Environmental Science 
Associates No 

S-046663 Michael Konzak and Adrian 
Praetzellis 2014

Cultural Resources Inventory Report for Caltrain Base 
Stations 4 and 5, in the Cities of Burlingame and San 
Mateo, San Mateo County, California 

Anthropological Studies 
Center, Sonoma State 
University 

No 

S-046663a Michael Konzak and Adrian 
Praetzellis 2014

Cultural Resources Inventory Report for Caltrain Base 
Stations 4 and 5, in the Cities of Burlingame and San 
Mateo, TCNS Number: 98618, San Mateo County, 
California 

Anthropological Studies 
Center, Sonoma State 
University 

No 

S-046663b Carol Roland-Nawi and 
Michael Konzak 2014

FCC_2014_0813_007; Caltrain Positive Train Control 
Project (PTC) Base Station 04, Burlingame & 05, San 
Mateo 

Office of Historic 
Preservation; 
Anthropological Studies 
Center, Sonoma State 
University 

No 

S-047840 Carrie D. Wills and 
Kathleen Crawford 2015

FCC Form 621 (SF03083A), Collocation ("CO") 
Submission Packet, SF083 Peninsula Professional, 1828 
El Camino Real, Burlingame, CA 94010 

Environmental 
Assessment Specialists 
Inc. 

No 

S-047840a Carrie D. Wills 2015
Cultural Resources Records Search and Site Visit 
Results for T-Mobile West, LLC Candidate SF03083A 
(SF083 Peninsula Professional), 1828 El Camino Real, 
Burlingame, San Mateo County, California (letter report) 

Environmental 
Assessment Specialists 
Inc. 

No 

S-047840b Carrie D. Wills and 
Kathleen A. Crawford 2015

Direct APE Historic Architectural Assessment for T-
Mobile West, LLC Candidate SF03083A (SF083 
Peninsula Professional), 1828 El Camino Real, 
Burlingame, San Mateo County, California (letter report) 

Environmental 
Assessment Specialists 
Inc. 

No 

S-047840c Julianne Polanco 2015
FCC_2015_1109_003; SF03083A (SF083 Peninsula 
Professional) 1828 El Camino Real, Burlingame, San 
Mateo County, Collocation 

Office of Historic 
Preservation No 

S-047843 Carolyn Losee and 
Stephen Geist 2015

FCC Form 621 Collocation Submission Packet, Highway 
101-Broadway, CCL00530 / FA10095911, 1070 
Broadway, Burlingame, San Mateo County, CA 94010, 
GE2G Project Number: 310521 

Geist Engineering & 
Environmental Group 
Inc. 

No 
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Table 2. Previous Technical Studies within a 1-Mile Radius of the Project Area
Report Authors Year Title Publisher In PAL 

S-047843a Carrie D. Wills and Sarah 
L. Farley 2010

FCC Form 621, Collocation Submission Packet, AT&T 
Mobility, LLC, Hwy 101-Broadway, CNU0530, 1070 
Broadway, Burlingame, CA 94010, San Mateo County 

Michael Brandman 
Associates (MBA) on 
behalf of 
EnviroBusiness Inc. 
d/b/a EBI Consulting 

No 

S-047843b Carolyn Losee 2015
Cultural Resources Investigation for AT&T Mobility 
CNU0530 "Highway 101 -  Broadway" 1070 Broadway, 
Burlingame, San Mateo County, California 94010 
(update) (letter report) 

Archaeological 
Resources Technology No 

S-047843c Carolyn Losee 2015
Cultural Resources Investigation for AT&T Mobility 
CNU0530 "Highway 101 -  Broadway" 1070 Broadway, 
Burlingame, San Mateo County, California 94010 (letter 
report) 

Archaeological 
Resources Technology No 

S-047843d Carrie D. Wills and 
Kathleen A. Crawford 2010

Cultural Resources Records Search and Site Visit for 
AT&T Mobility, LLC Candidate CNU0530 (Hwy 101 -
Broadway), 1070 Broadway, Burlingame, San Mateo 
County, California 

Michael Brandman 
Associates No 

S-047843e Julianne Polanco and 
Paula Carr 2015

FCC_2015_1016_003; FCC 100601C; CNU0530 
"Highway 101-Broadway" 1070 Broadway, Burlingame, 
Collocation 

Office of Historic 
Preservation No 

S-048343 Daniel Shoup 2016
Historic Property Survey Report: Carolan Avenue 
Complete Streets Project CML 5171(021) Burlingame, 
San Mateo County 

Archaeological/Historical 
Consultants No 

S-048343a Daniel Shoup 2016
Archaeological Survey Report: Carolan Avenue Complete 
Streets Project CML 5171(021) Burlingame, San Mateo 
County 

Archaeological/Historical 
Consultants No 

Previously Recorded Cultural Resources 

One previously recorded resource is located within the proposed PAL: the NRHP-listed Howard-Ralston 
Eucalyptus Tree Row (P-41-002191). One additional resource is located directly adjacent to the PAL: El 
Camino Real (P-41-002192). 

The Howard-Ralston Eucalyptus Tree Rows (P-41-002191). One NRHP-listed resource lies within the 
project area. The Howard-Ralston Eucalyptus Tree Rows (P-41-002191) is a 1.76-mile-long landscaping 
effort dating from 1873 to 1876 that consists of a row of trees lining each side of the historic El Camino 
Real from Ray Drive/Rosedale Avenue in Burlingame on the northwest to Peninsula Avenue in 
Hillsborough on the southwest. The current Historic Property Data File for San Mateo County indicates 
that the resource was formally listed in the NRHP in 2011. The trees are predominantly mature blue gum 
and manna gum eucalyptus, which can reach over 100 feet tall and over 5 feet in diameter. English elm trees 
also contribute to the resource, although their numbers have slowly declined due to Dutch Elm disease. 
Although there are no mature trees within the PAL, the recently planted saplings adjacent to the sidewalk 
are considered historically significant since they represent an on-going effort to maintain the feel and intent 
of the original tree-lined El Camino Real. The NRHP Registration form for the resource states the following 
about the more recently planted trees (Pfaff 2011:5): 

Since 2004, Caltrans has had an ongoing agreement with SHPO regarding removals and 
replacements of trees within the Resource Area…In keeping with McLaren’s original design 
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intent, as trees have had to be replaced, elm trees have been planted and will continue to be 
planted in the future. Since 2006, Caltrans has planted 44 non-historic, contributing elm 
saplings to rehabilitate the resource. Burlingame Planning Commission requirements led to 
the planting of 5 more elms in 2009-10. Cal Fire has planted 33 additional contributing elm 
saplings in March 2011. Of the 82 total, 5 have died, leaving 77 new contributing elms. New 
elm trees, replacing lost elm trees in kind, are considered to be contributing elements of the 
resource and thus contribute to the integrity of materials and design of the Tree Rows as 
they carry out McLaren’s original design of a landscaped, shaded avenue. 

This resource is listed in the NRHP under Criterion A (property associated with events that have made a 
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history) and Criterion C (property embodying 
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or represents the work of a master, or 
possesses high artistic values, or represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components lack 
individual distinction). Its nomination lies in its association with the inception of Burlingame and 
Hillsborough, and with figures of historical importance to the region, William C. Ralston and George H. 
Howard. Also considered is a long history of protection and sense of identity for the community of 
Burlingame. The trees are also an example of the work master landscaper John McLaren put forth to 
transform the landscape of the area from an otherwise barren environment (Kostura 1999). Map IV in 
Study S-32166 shows that the landscaping between Hillside Drive and Adeline Drive on the south side of El 
Camino Real, adjacent to the project area, exhibits poor integrity(Attachment A, Figure 4).  

El Camino Real (P-41-002192). El Camino Real, the “Kings Highway,” was established in the Spanish Era 
(1776–1800s) as a means to travel between the missions in California. The segment of the highway that runs 
adjacent to the project area was evaluated in 1999 by William Kostura. The evaluation found that the 
segment of El Camino Real that runs between Ray Drive and Peninsular Avenue in Burlingame and 
Hillsborough (i.e., the segment adjacent to the proposed project) lacks integrity to the period of significance 
and is a non-contributing portion of the larger resource. Paving, widening, and development during the 
1940s have greatly reduced the integrity of the Spanish Era resource (Kostura 1999). 

Table 3. Previously Recorded Resources within a 1-Mile Radius of the Project Area
Primary No. Trinomial Resource Name Resource Type Age Recording Events In PAL 

P-41-000038 CA-SMA-000034 Nelson 373 Site, Other Prehistoric ([none], [none]) No 

P-41-000039 CA-SMA-000035 Nelson 374 Other Prehistoric, 
Unknown ([none], [none]) No 

P-41-000040 CA-SMA-000036 Nelson 375 Site Prehistoric ([none], [none]) No 

P-41-000077 CA-SMA-000074 Mills Estate Site Prehistoric 
1950 (L.L. Valdivia, [none]);  
1952 (Heizer, Meighan, [none]);  
1990 (Barb Bocek, Campus 
Archeology, Stanford 
University) 

No 
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Table 3. Previously Recorded Resources within a 1-Mile Radius of the Project Area
Primary No. Trinomial Resource Name Resource Type Age Recording Events In PAL 

P-41-000078 CA-SMA-000075 SMa 75 Site Prehistoric 1950 (Evans, Lathrap, [none]) No 
P-41-000079 CA-SMA-000076 [none] Site Prehistoric 1952 (Meighan, [none]) No 

P-41-000090 CA-SMA-000087 San Mateo 
Shellmound F Site Prehistoric 

1936 (Jerome Hamilton, 
[none]);  
1954 (Alan Brown, [none]) 

No 

P-41-000093 CA-SMA-000090 SMA-90 Site Prehistoric 1954 (A. Elsasser, [none]) No 
P-41-000094 CA-SMA-000091 SMA-91 Site Prehistoric 1954 (L.L. Valdivia, [none]) No 

P-41-000105 CA-SMA-000102 [none] Site Prehistoric 
1968 (Hons, Robertson, San 
Francisco State College);  
2009 (Denise Jurich, Jesse 
Martinez, Emilie Zelazo, 
PBS&J) 

No 

P-41-000108 CA-SMA-000105 SMA-105 Site Prehistoric 1969 (Schenk, [none]) No 

P-41-000126 CA-SMA-000124 San Mateo 
Shellmound E Site Prehistoric 1936 (J. Hamillton, [none]);  

1969 (Schenk, [none]) No 

P-41-000165 CA-SMA-000165H Southern Pacific 
Depot Building Historic 

1983 (John W. Snyder, 
Caltrans);  
2000 (Chris McMorris, JRP 
Historical Consulting Services) 

No 

P-41-000228 CA-SMA-000230H 
Kohl Mansion, 
The Oaks, Mercy 
High School 

Building Historic 
1981 (Jeanmarie Montgomery, 
Merch High School);  
1981 (T. McGregor, [none]) 

No 

P-41-000302 CA-SMA-000300 Albemarle Way Site Prehistoric 
1989 (B. Bocek, Campus 
Archaeology, Stanford 
University) 

No 

P-41-000310 CA-SMA-000316 C-791 Site Prehistoric 
1936 (J. Hamilton, [none]);  
1995 ([none], Woodward-Clyde 
Consultants);  
2010 (Jessie Martinez, PBS&J)

No 

P-41-000311 CA-SMA-000317 Broadway Car 
Wash Site Prehistoric 

1936 (J. Hamilton, [none]);  
1936 (J. Hamilton, [none]);  
1990 (B. Bocek, Stanford 
University);  
1995 ([none], Woodward-Clyde 
Consultants);  
2010 (Jesse Martinez, PBS&J) 

No 

P-41-000416  — CT-7 Structure Historic 
1995 (Hatoff, Voss, Waechter, 
Wee, Bente, Woodward-Clyde 
Consultants) 

No 

P-41-000417   — CT-8 Structure Historic 
1995 ([none], Woodward-Clyde 
Consultants);  
2009 ([none], JRP Historical 
Consulting) 

No 

P-41-000498   — C-San Mateo-6 Site Prehistoric 
2000 (Mike Avina, Jones & 
Stokes);  
2009 (Denise Jurich, Jesse 
Martinez, Emilie Zelazo, 
PBS&J) 

No 

P-41-000637   — Chinese Fishing 
Village Site Site Historic 1980 (Nancy Wey, Chinese 

American Survey) No 
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Table 3. Previously Recorded Resources within a 1-Mile Radius of the Project Area
Primary No. Trinomial Resource Name Resource Type Age Recording Events In PAL 

P-41-000640 CA-SMA-000172H Southern Pacific 
Depot Building Historic 

1977 (Francis Baxter, Millbrae 
Historical Society);  
1979 (J. Cooper, Cabrillo 
College) 

No 

P-41-001917   — 
Danvers House 
(von Antwerp 
Estate) 

Building Historic 1990 (Wickert, San Mateo Co. 
Hist. Assoc) No 

P-41-001924   — Villa Roma Building Historic 1990 (Solomonson; Wickert, 
San Mateo Co. Hist. Assoc) No 

P-41-001925   — 1905 Forest View Building Historic 1990 ([unreadable], San Mateo 
Co. Hist. Assoc) No 

P-41-001926 
 — 

2077 Forest View Building Historic 1990 (Michelson; Wickert, San 
Mateo Co. Hist. Assoc) No 

P-41-001927 
 — 

2100 Forest View Building Historic 1990 (Wickert; Solomonson, 
San Mateo Co. Hist. Assoc) No 

P-41-001928 
 — Mountford S. 

Wilson House Building Historic 1990 (Wickert, San Mateo Co. 
Hist. Assoc) No 

P-41-001929 
 — 

2141 Forest View Building Historic 1990 ([unreadable], San Mateo 
Co. Hist. Assoc) No 

P-41-001933 
 — Edgecourt Gates; 

George A. Pope 
Estate Gates 

Structure Historic 1990 (Wickert, San Mateo Co. 
Hist. Assoc.) No 

P-41-001941 
 — 

Crosby Home Building Historic 1990 (Wickert, San Mateo Co. 
Hist. Assoc) No 

P-41-001943 
 — 

La Dophine Building, 
Structure Historic 

1980 (Marvis Baird, San Mateo 
County Historical Association); 
2006 (Nancy E. Stoltz, [none]) 

No 

P-41-001983  — Lilienthal House Building Historic 1990 (Michelson; Wickert, San 
Mateo Co. Hist. Assoc) No 

P-41-001984 
 — 

[none] Building Historic 1990 (Solomonson, Wickert, 
San Mateo Co. Hist. Assoc.) No 

P-41-002078 
 — Broadway 

Overpass Structure Historic 2001 (Marjorie Dobkin, Ward 
Hill, [none]) No 

P-41-002079 
 — 

949 Rollins Road Building Historic 2001 (Marjorie Dobkin, Ward 
Hill, [none]) No 

P-41-002191 
 — 

Howard-Ralston 
Eucalyptus Tree 
Rows 

Other Historic 
1999 (William Kostura, 
Caltrans, District 4);  
2011 (Jennifer Pfaff, 
Burlingame Historical Society) 

Yes 

P-41-002192 

 — 

El Camino Real Structure Historic 

1963 ([none], [none]);  
1999 (William Kostura, Caltrans 
District 4);  
2008 (Denise Jurich, Jesse 
Martinez, PBS&J);  
2011 (Andrew Hope, Caltrans) 

Adjacent 

P-41-002226 
 — Mike Harvey 

Acura Building Building Historic 2009 (Dana E. Supernowicz, 
Historic Resource Associates) No 

P-41-002260  — 1299 Bayshore 
Highway Building Historic 2009 (Brookshear, Clementi, 

JRP Historical Consulting) No 
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Table 3. Previously Recorded Resources within a 1-Mile Radius of the Project Area
Primary No. Trinomial Resource Name Resource Type Age Recording Events In PAL 

P-41-002261 
 — 

1322-28 Marsten 
Road Building Historic 

2009 (Cheryl Brookshear, 
Karen Clementi, JRP Historical 
Consulting) 

No 

P-41-002262 
 — 

1320 Marsten 
Road Building Historic 

2009 (Cheryl Brookshear, 
Karen Clementi, JRP Historical 
Consulting) 

No 

P-41-002263 
 — 

1244-1246 
Rollins Road Building Historic 

2009 (Cheryl Brookshear, 
Karen Clementi, JRP Historical 
Consulting) 

No 

P-41-002264 
 — 

1222 Rollins 
Road Building Historic 

2009 (Cheryl Brookshear, 
Karen Clementi, JRP Historical 
Consulting) 

No 

P-41-002265 
 — 1212-1220 

Rollins Road Building Historic 
2009 (Cheryl Brookshear, 
Karen Clementi, JRP Historical 
Consulting) 

No 

P-41-002266 
 — 

1221 Rollins 
Road Building Historic 

2009 (Cheryl Brookshear, 
Karen Clementi, JRP Historical 
Consulting) 

No 

P-41-002267 
 — 

1213 Rollins 
Road Building Historic 

2009 (Cheryl Brookshear, 
Karen Clementi, JRP Historical 
Consulting) 

No 

P-41-002285 
 — New Life 

Community 
Church 

Building Historic 2009 (Dana E. Supernowicz, 
Historical Resource Associates) No 

P-41-002308 
 — Shinnyo En 

Buddhist Temple Building Historic 2004 (Dana E. Supernowicz, 
Historic Resource Associates) No 

P-41-002399  — HST-92P Site Prehistoric 2010 (Jesse Martinez, PBS&J) No 

P-41-002443 
 — 

MP 13.90 and 
14.31 Structure Historic 

2000 (Meta Bunse/Rand 
Herbert, JRP Historical 
Consulting Services) 

No 

P-41-002444 
 — Culvert near 

California Drive 
MP 14.84 

Structure Historic 
2000 (Meta Bunse/Rand 
Herbert, JRP Historical 
Consulting Services) 

No 

P-41-002471 
 — T-Moblie West, 

LLC 
SF03083A/SF083 
Peninsula 
Professional 

Building Historic 2015 (Kathleen Crawford, 
Crawford Historic Services) No 

P-41-002505  — 1038 Morrell 
Avenue Building Historic 2009 (James Williams, PBS&J) No 

P-41-002516 
 — 

840 Edgehill 
Drive Building Historic 2009 (James Williams, Amber 

Grady, Richard Brandi, PBS&J) No 

P-41-002517 
 — 873 California 

Drive Building Historic 2009 (James Williams, PBS&J) No 

P-41-002518 
 — 

1107 California 
Drive Building Historic 2009 (James Williams, Richard 

Brandi, PBS&J) No 
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Table 3. Previously Recorded Resources within a 1-Mile Radius of the Project Area
Primary No. Trinomial Resource Name Resource Type Age Recording Events In PAL 

P-41-002519 
 — 1131 California 

Drive Building Historic 2009 (James Williams, PBS&J) No 

P-41-002521 
 — 1279 California 

Drive Building Historic 2009 (James Williams, Amber 
Grady, PBS&J) No 

P-41-002522 
 — 1283 California 

Drive Building Historic 2009 (James Williams, PBS&J) No 

P-41-002523 
 — 881 California 

Drive Building Historic 2009 (James Williams, PBS&J) No 

P-41-002536 
 — 

10 Guittard Road Building Historic 2010 (Amber Grady, James 
Williams, PBS&J) No 

 

4.2 Building Development Research  
Burlingame Building Division of the Community Development Department  

Dudek staff visited the Burlingame Building Division of the Community Development Department on 
September 6, 2017. Dudek obtained all relevant and available permit and building development information 
for the subject property.  

San Bruno Public Library  

Dudek contacted Susan Goetz at the San Bruno Public Library on September 18, 2017, for any relevant 
information they may have about Burlingame. No response was received.  

San Mateo County Tax Assessor’s Office  

The San Mateo County Tax Assessor’s office provided the date of construction for the property, but was 
unable to provide any additional information.  

ParcelQuest  

Dudek staff used the ParcelQuest system to obtain a property record for the property.  
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5 CEQA HISTORICAL RESOURCES IDENTIFIED 
5.1 Newly Evaluated Resources within PAL  
Caltrans PQS evaluated the following resource(s) within the PAL and has determined that pursuant 
to PRC 15064.5(a) they are not historical resource(s) for purposes of CEQA because they do not 
meet the California Register of Historical Resources criteria outlined in PRC 5024.1. 

1431-1433 El Camino Real: Caltrans PQS Sarah Corder, MFA, and Samantha Murray, MA, identified 
one building within the PAL over 45 years of age that had not been previously evaluated for historical 
significance. Pursuant to PRC Section 15064.5(a), 1431-1433 El Camino Real (constructed 1947) does 
not appear to be a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA because it does not meet the CRHR 
criteria outlined in PRC Section 5024.1. No important historical associations were identified for the 
subject property, and it does not appear to be significant for its architecture due to a lack of requisite 
integrity. The building also does not appear eligible for local designation with the City of Burlingame for 
the same reasons. See the Department of Parks and Recreation Series 523 forms (DPR forms) in 
Attachment D for the full significance evaluation. No mitigation is recommended for this property.  

5.2 Previously Evaluated Histor ical Resources within PAL  
The following resource(s) within the PAL previously were listed or determined eligible for the 
NRHP, previously determined to meet CRHR eligibility criteria, and/or previously determined to 
be historical resource(s) for purposes of CEQA pursuant to PRC 15064.5(a) and the 
determination(s) is/are still valid.  

Howard-Ralston Eucalyptus Tree Rows (P-41-002191): One NRHP-listed resource (listed in 2011) 
is located within the project area: two young elm trees that contribute to the Howard-Ralston 
Eucalyptus Tree Rows (P-41-002191). A third mature tree is located adjacent to the northern boundary 
of the project area. Although the Tree Rows within and around the proposed project area are noted to 
have poor integrity (Figure 4, Attachment A), it appears that younger trees/saplings that were planted to 
replace lost mature trees, and are considered contributors to the larger resource (see discussion in 
Section 4.1). The project proposes to remove one tree from the sidewalk planter within the Caltrans 
ROW so that it is not adversely affected during widening of the adjacent driveway. Following 
completion of construction activities, the tree will be replanted directly south of its current location, 
within the same sidewalk planter. SOIS and ESA Action Plans (Sections 7.2 and 7.3) have been prepared 
to reduce impacts to the Tree Rows below a level of significance.  

El Camino Real (P-41-002192): Listed in the NRHP in 1963, this resource is located directly adjacent 
to the proposed project area. While the larger resource is listed in the NRHP, the segment of El Camino 
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Real that is adjacent to the PAL (between Ray Drive and Peninsular Avenue) was previously evaluated 
and found not eligible for the NRHP due to a lack of integrity to the period of significance, and is 
considered a non-contributing portion of the larger resource (Kostura 1999). No mitigation is 
recommended for this property.  

5.3 Archaeological Resources  
No archaeological resources were identified within the project site or immediate vicinity as a result of the 
CHRIS records search or Native American coordination. In addition, both surface and subsurface deposits 
in the area have been heavily disturbed through construction of the existing building occupying the site. 
However, it is always possible that intact archaeological deposits are present at subsurface levels. Based on 
geomorphological evidence and known buried cultural deposits in the Bay Area, the project site should be 
treated as potentially sensitive for archaeological resources. The project site is situated within Quaternary 
Alluvial deposits (generally less than 11,000 years old), which are generally considered to have formed too 
recently to support the presence of paleontological deposits. Management recommendations to reduce 
potential impacts to unanticipated archaeological and paleontological resources and human remains during 
construction activities are provided in Section 7.2.  

Unanticipated Discovery of Archaeological Resources 

All construction crew members should be alerted to the potential to encounter sensitive archaeological 
material. In the event that archaeological resources (sites, features, or artifacts) are exposed during 
construction activities for the proposed project, all construction work occurring within 100 feet of the find 
shall immediately stop until a qualified archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards, can evaluate the significance of the find and determine whether additional study is 
warranted. Prehistoric archaeological deposits may be indicated by the presence of discolored or dark soil, 
fire-affected material, concentrations of fragmented or whole marine shell, burned or complete bone, non-
local lithic materials, or the characteristic observed to be atypical of the surrounding area. Common 
prehistoric artifacts may include modified or battered lithic materials; lithic or bone tools that appeared to 
have been used for chopping, drilling, or grinding; projectile points; fired clay ceramics or non-functional 
items; and other items. Historic-age deposits are often indicated by the presence of glass bottles and shards, 
ceramic material, building or domestic refuse, ferrous metal, or old features such as concrete foundations or 
privies. Depending upon the significance of the find under CEQA (14 CCR 15064.5(f); PRC Section 21082), 
the archaeologist may simply record the find and allow work to continue. If the discovery proves significant 
under CEQA, additional work, such as preparation of an archaeological treatment plan, testing, or data 
recovery, may be warranted. 
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Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains 

In accordance with Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are found, 
the county coroner shall be immediately notified of the discovery. No further excavation or disturbance of 
the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains shall occur until the county 
coroner has determined, within 2 working days of notification of the discovery, the appropriate treatment 
and disposition of the human remains. If the county coroner determines that the remains are, or are 
believed to be, Native American, he or she shall notify the NAHC in Sacramento within 24 hours. In 
accordance with California Public Resources Code, Section 5097.98, the NAHC must immediately notify 
those persons it believes to be the most likely descendant from the deceased Native American. The most 
likely descendant shall complete his/her inspection within 48 hours of being granted access to the site. The 
designated Native American representative would then determine, in consultation with the property owner, 
the disposition of the human remains. 

Unanticipated Discovery of Paleontological Resources 

Paleontological resources are limited, nonrenewable resources of scientific, cultural, and educational value 
and are afforded protection under state laws and regulations (CEQA). Paleontological resources are explicitly 
afforded protection by CEQA, specifically in Section V(c) of CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, the 
Environmental Checklist Form, which addresses the potential for adverse impacts to “unique paleontological 
resource[s] or site[s] or . . . unique geological feature[s]” (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). Further, CEQA provides that, 
generally, a resource shall be considered “historically significant” if it has yielded or may be likely to yield 
information important in prehistory (14 CCR 15064.5 [a][3][D]). 

In the event that paleontological resources (silicified shell, bone, or other features) are exposed during 
construction activities for the proposed project, all construction work occurring within 100 feet of the find 
shall immediately stop until a qualified paleontologist can evaluate the significance of the find. This analysis 
should comply with guidelines and significance criteria specified by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. 
If the discovery proves significant under CEQA, additional work, such as preparation of an archaeological 
treatment plan, testing, or data recovery, may be warranted.  
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6 LIST OF IDENTIFIED HISTORICAL RESOURCES 
None of the following resources meet the criteria for inclusion in the NRHP, CRHR, or local designation, 
and are not historical resources under CEQA. The complete evaluation of 1431-1433 El Camino Real on 
DPR forms is provided in Attachment D: 

Name Address/Location Community 
OHP 

Status Code 
Map 

Reference # 
1431-1433 El 
Camino Real 

1431-1433 El Camino Real Burlingame 6Z n/a (see Figure 3. 
PAL)

 

The following resource(s) within the PAL previously were listed or determined eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places, previously determined to meet California Register of Historical 
Resources eligibility criteria, and/or previously determined to be historical resource(s) for purposes of 
CEQA pursuant to PRC 15064.5(a) and the determination(s) is/are still valid: 

Name Address/Location Community 
OHP 

Status Code 
Map 

Reference # 
Howard-Ralston
Eucalyptus Tree 

Rows (P-41-
002191) 

Borders both sides of El 
Camino Real (SR-82) for 1.76 
miles between Chapin Avenue 
and Rosedale Avenue. 

Burlingame, CA 1S/1D n/a (see Figure 3. 
PAL)

El Camino Real (P-
41-002192) 

Segment between Ray Drive 
and Peninsular Avenue_ 

Burlingame, CA 1CL (however the 
segment adjacent 
to the PAL is non-
contributing) 

n/a (see Figure 3. 
PAL)
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7 STATE-OWNED CULTURAL RESOURCES 
FINDINGS 

7.1 Finding of No Adverse Effect with Standard Conditions (FNAE -SC) 
Pursuant to PRC 5024(f) and PRC 5024.5 Caltrans and SHPO agree that in order to avoid adverse effects to 
state-owned historical resources, the Caltrans District may propose a finding of “No Adverse Effect with 
Standard Conditions” (FNAE-SC) when the appropriate standard conditions are imposed and the finding is 
documented in the HRCR.  

HRCR to CSO 

In consultation with Caltrans District 4, it was determined that a Finding of No Adverse Effect with 
Standard Conditions is appropriate for the proposed project. The documents required to support this 
finding include this HRCR with an attached SOIS and ESA Action Plan. The SOIS portion of the plan 
discusses the City’s commitment to replant the elm tree proposed for relocation within the same planter, 
and in line with the rest of the NRHP-listed resource. The ESA portion of the plan describes the actions 
that will be taken to protect the adjacent tree from adverse effects.  

Howard-Ralston Eucalyptus Tree Rows (P-41-002191) within the PAL 

Caltrans, in accordance with PRC 5024 Memorandum of Understanding Stipulation X.B.1.b. and 
Attachment 5, has determined a Finding of No Adverse Effect with Standard Conditions – SOIS is 
appropriate for this project/activity because the proposed work on following State-owned historical 
resources(s)—which have been determined eligible for or are listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places/as a California Historical Landmark(s), meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties. Caltrans is hereby notifying CSO of this finding, Samantha Murray, MA, 
who meets the Professionally Qualified Staff Standards in PRC 5024 Memorandum of Understanding 
Attachment 1 as Principal Architectural Historian has reviewed the documentation and determined that the 
proposed work meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 
[List the property(ies) and whether they are on the Master List, and include description of work below or 
indicate below the title of the HRCR attachment that contains the description; attach SOIS Action Plan 
(Attachment E). 

The Howard-Ralston Tree Rows along State Route 82, El Camino Real, in the cities of Burlingame 
and Hillsborough, San Mateo is a State-owned resource listed in the NRHP in 2011 under Criteria A 
and C, with a Period of Significance of 1873 to 1930. 
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Howard-Ralston Eucalyptus Tree Rows (P-41-002191) Adjacent to the PAL 

Pursuant to PRC 5024 Memorandum of Understanding Stipulation X.B.1.a, and Attachment 5, Caltrans has 
determined a Finding of No Adverse Effect with Standard Conditions - ESA, is appropriate because the 
following State-owned historical resource(s)—which have been determined eligible for or are listed in the 
National Register of Historic Place or for are eligible or are register as California Historical Landmark(s) — 
will be protected through the establishment of ESA(s). Caltrans is hereby notifying CSO of this finding. 
Samantha Murray, MA, who meets the Professionally Qualified Staff Standards in PRC 5024 Memorandum 
of Understanding Attachment 1 as a Principal Architectural Historian has reviewed the documentation and 
determined that the proposed ESA is appropriate (see Attachment F).  

The Howard-Ralston Tree Rows along State Route 82, El Camino Real, in the cities of Burlingame 
and Hillsborough, San Mateo is a State-owned resource listed in the NRHP in 2011 under Criteria A 
and C, with a Period of Significance of 1873 to 1930. 

7.2 SOIS Action Plan 
An FNAE-SC-SOIS is appropriate when a project or activity’s effects to a state-owned historical resource 
may be considered not adverse if the work is consistent with the SOIS, and is carried out in accordance with 
Attachment 5 of the MOU. 

When an undertaking’s activities include stabilization, maintenance, repairs, rehabilitation, or alterations, use 
of SOIS can avoid adverse effects to historic built-environment properties. The SOIS Action Plan 
(Attachment E) describes how the proposed project will comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties – Rehabilitation as described in Stipulation X.B.1.b of 
the Section 106 PA. To support a finding of No Adverse Effect with Standard Conditions-SOIS this 
document was prepared in accordance with Stipulation X.b.1 of the Section 106 PA and Attachment 5, and 
to ensure compliance with CEQA.  

The SOIS (36 CFR part 67.7) provide a general approach to historic preservation practices and the 
treatment of historic properties. Rehabilitation is defined as the act or process of making possible a 
compatible use for a property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or 
features which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values. 

Relocation of the northernmost elm tree (Figure 3, Attachment A) to the southern portion of the sidewalk 
planter area will ensure that the tree is not impacted by creation of a driveway on the northern side of the 
PAL. The new location will be in line with the rest of the historic Tree Rows and the relocated tree will 
continue to be a contributing element of the NRHP-listed resource. Implementation of the SOIS Action 
Plan (Attachment E) will ensure protection of the NRHP-listed resource throughout construction.  
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7.3 ESA Action Plan 
An FNAE-SC-ESA is appropriate when a project or activity’s effects to state-owned historical resources, or 
properties considered to be eligible pursuant to Stipulation VIII.C.3 or 4, will be avoided by designation and 
enforcement of ESAs as described in Attachment 5 to this MOU.  

The ESA Action Plan discusses the ESA methodology that will protect historic properties during 
construction, documents the protective measures required, identifies responsible parties and their 
appropriate tasks, outlines an anticipated schedule and process and how these ESAs will be implemented 
and enforced during construction. The ESA Action Plan also details how the ESA will be integrated into the 
final bid solicitation package and how the responsible parties will track and verify the successful 
implementation of the ESA Action Plan at the various phases of the project development process. Although 
the project has been designed to avoid adverse impacts to historic properties, it has the potential to affect 
adjacent trees that are not proposed for relocation. The ESA Action Plan has been established as a 
precautionary measure to protect the adjacent NRHP-listed Howard-Ralston Eucalyptus Tree Rows (P-41-
002191) during all project-related activities.  

The proposed project does not include work within the property footprint for the ESA; however due to the 
adjacent tree’s proximity to the proposed undertaking, it may be vulnerable during project construction. As 
such, avoidance measures must be taken to ensure the proposed project avoids this ESA. Prior to project 
construction, the ESA footprint will be clearly delineated on project plans, and will include notations as 
outlined in the Caltrans Standard Specifications (2010), stating: 1). Do not enter the ESA unless authorized; 
2). If the ESA is breached, immediately secure the area and stop all operations within 60 feet of the ESA 
boundary and notify the Engineer; 3). If the ESA is damaged, the Department determines what efforts are 
necessary to remedy the damage and who performs the remedy. 

The importance of maintaining and enforcing the ESA boundaries will be discussed during the pre-
construction meeting with construction personnel. During the meeting it will be stressed that no 
construction activity (including storage or staging or equipment or materials) should occur within ESA. At 
least one calendar week prior to the commencement of construction activities all responsibilities parties shall 
perform a field review of the ESA location to ensure that they are sufficiently familiar with the area. For the 
duration of the construction, the project Landscape Architect/Arborist will perform spot inspections to 
ensure that project personnel are fully aware of the ESA boundary and that the measures outlined in the 
plans are being followed. Following completion of project construction, the Local Agency Project Manager 
will inform the Caltrans Architectural Historian when work is finished.  

The ESA for the proposed project includes the young elms within the sidewalk planter and the adjacent 
mature eucalyptus tree to the north (adjacent to where the northern driveway is proposed). The ESA Action 
Plan table is included in Attachment F of this document.   
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Project Area Limits Map

1431 El Camino Real Project

SOURCE: Bing Maps (Accessed 2017)
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Page  1 of  16   *Resource Name or #: (Assigned by recorder)  1431-1433 El Camino Real                     
P1. Other Identifier:                                                                       ____ 

DPR 523A (9/2013) *Required information

State of California  The Resources Agency   Primary #      
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION   HRI #  
PRIMARY RECORD     Trinomial     

       NRHP Status Code 6Z 
Other Listings                                                          
Review Code  Reviewer                  Date                  

*P2. Location: � Not for Publication Unrestricted   
 *a.  County San Mateo  and (P2c, P2e, and P2b or P2d.  Attach a Location Map as necessary.)
 *b. USGS 7.5' Quad San Mateo          Date 1995 T 4S ; R 5W; � of � of Sec ; MD B.M.

c.  Address  1431-1433 El Camino Real       City  Burlingame           Zip  94010
d.  UTM:  (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources)  Zone 10S , 555325.17mE/  4160298.07 mN

 e. Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, decimal degrees, etc., as appropriate) APN 026-013-110. 
The subject property is located on the southwest side of El Camino Real where Mills Avenue 
intersects El Camino Real. 

*P3a. Description: (Describe resource and its major elements.  Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)
The subject property is a 4,102-square-foot multi-family residence constructed in 1947 and 
located within the City of Burlingame. The Minimal Traditional style building is situated 
on a mid-block lot with a similar setback to surrounding buildings. The multifamily 
residential building is two stories, roughly rectangular in plan, and has a multi-gabled roof 
that is clad in composition shingles. The exterior of the building is clad in stucco on the 
first story and horizontal siding on the second story. See Continuation Sheet
*P3b. Resource Attributes:  (List attributes and codes) HP3. Multiple Family Property                                                                     
*P4. Resources Present:  Building � Structure � Object � Site � District � Element of District � Other (Isolates, etc.)
P5b. Description of Photo: (view, date, accession #)   Overview of NW elevation; view to SE; acc#P9060002          

*P6. Date Constructed/Age and 
Source:  Historic  � Prehistoric 

� Both 
 1947 (San Mateo County 
Assessor)                        

*P7. Owner and Address:
                                                   
                                                   
                                                   
*P8. Recorded by: (Name, affiliation, and
address)S. Brewer and S. Corder
 Dudek: 38 N Marengo Avenue
        Pasadena, CA 91104
*P9. Date Recorded:  9/6/2017  
*P10. Survey Type: (Describe)
 Intensive                                   
*P11.  Report Citation: (Cite survey 
report and other sources, or enter "none.")
Historical Resources 
Compliance Report for the 
1431 El Camino Real Project, 
City of Burlingame, San 
Mateo County, California
(Dudek 2017)                     
_                                
____                             

*Attachments: �NONE Location Map Continuation Sheet Building, Structure, and Object Record 
�Archaeological Record �District Record �Linear Feature Record �Milling Station Record �Rock Art Record   
�Artifact Record �Photograph Record � Other (List):                                                   

P5a.  Photograph or Drawing  (Photograph required for buildings, structures, and objects.)



Page   2   of   16  *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder) _1431-1433 El Camino Real_________________       
*Map Name:  San Mateo, California   *Scale:  1:24,000 *Date of map: 1995         

DPR 523J (Rev. 1/1995)(Word 9/2013) *Required information

State of California  Natural Resources Agency  Primary #                                    
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI#                                       
LOCATION MAP     Trinomial                                    



*Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder)  1431-1433 El Camino Real           *NRHP Status Code   6Z           
Page  3 of  16   

DPR 523B (9/2013) *Required information

State of California  The Resources Agency  Primary #                                         
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#                                            
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD

B1. Historic Name:                                                                          
B2. Common Name:                                                                         
B3. Original Use:   Multi-family residence                B4.  Present Use:   Multi-family residence
*B5. Architectural Style:  Minimal Traditional                                                         
*B6. Construction History:  (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)
Constructed in 1947 (San Mateo County Assessor). The following building permits were also 
found for the property: repair of leak in the bedroom and check of the gas line from 1968 
(BBP# R445), alteration permit with no details from 1970 (BBP#S177), reroof in 1971 (BBP#T5),  
termite repair to the rear steps and a section of subflooring in 1973 (BBP#U946), wet 
sandblasting in 1976 (BBP#W522), dry rot and fungus repair in 1981 (BBP#3918), reroof with 
composition shingles in 1984 (BBP#8806), reroof in 1989 (BBP#1722), new water heater in 1989 
(BBP#8862), water damage repair to garage and upgrade of electrical service to 200 amps in 
1993 (BBP#9300886), reroof with composition shingles in 2005 (BBP#R05-0023), and service work 
performed by M.F. Electrical in 2014 (BBP#E14-0034). Observed alterations to the building 
(for which there are no associated building permits) include the following: replacement doors, 
replacement windows, replacement porch columns on main entry porch, replacement porch 
railings, addition of exterior lighting, and addition of a satellite dish.  
*B7. Moved?   No �Yes   �Unknown   Date:                     Original Location:                   
*B8. Related Features:

B9a. Architect:  Unknown                            b. Builder: H.L. Peterson Construction Company 
*B10. Significance:  Theme                                      Area                           

 Period of Significance                  Property Type                Applicable Criteria  N/A          
(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme, period, and geographic scope.  Also address  integrity.)

Historical Overview of Burlingame 

Prior to European settlement, the grasslands and oak forests of the City were home to the 
Ohlone Indian Tribe. Ohlone is a collective term used for multiple Native American groups 
that were living on the land between what is now Monterey and San Francisco prior to European 
settlement in the area. In the very early years, Ohlone buildings were constructed using reeds 
from the nearby bay and creeks. Shell mounds in the area also suggest that a large portion 
of their food supply came from the bay. The tribe primarily lived off shellfish from the bay, 
and they were known to be a peaceful tribe. Hunting camps were found in nearby San Bruno, 
but the shell mounds in the area suggest that hunting 
was likely a secondary source of food (Carey & Co. 
2008; Levy 1978). 

B11. Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)                                              
*B12. References: See Continuation Sheet 
B13. Remarks: 
*B14. Evaluator:  Sarah Corder and Samantha Murray                                                 

*Date of Evaluation:  9/6/2017                             

(Sketch Map with north arrow required.)

(This space reserved for official comments.)
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*P3a. Description (Continued):  
Entry points to the building are located on the side elevations (southeast elevation and 
northwest elevation), which are accessed by porches on these elevations. There is a driveway 
located to the southeast of the building that leads to a one-story, five-car garage structure 
at the rear of the parcel. Significant alterations to the building include the following: 
replacement windows, replacement doors, replacement porch railings, addition of exterior 
lighting, and the addition of classical style detailing on the main entry porch. 

Northeast Elevation: The northeast (street-facing) elevation features a somewhat regular 
fenestration that is interrupted by a large exterior end brick chimney offset to the east 
of center. All original windows on this elevation were replaced with vinyl horizontal sliding 
windows. The windows also have wooden shutters with diamond cutout designs. While there is 
no entry point located on this elevation, there is a small staircase with a decorative metal 
railing that currently exists on the north corner of the building that provides access to 
the side (northwest) elevation. . Like all other elevations of the building, the northeast 
elevation is clad in stucco on the first story and horizontal siding on the second story (see 
Figure 1). 

Southeast Elevation: The southeast elevation features the three main entry points for the 
building’s rental units. Like the other elevations, the elevation is clad in stucco on the 
first story and horizontal siding on the second story. The elevation features a two-story, 
central entry porch accessed by two steps from the driveway along the southeast elevation. 
The porch is configured with three entry points, two side entry points that feature original 
six-paneled doors, and a main entry door that features a replacement four-paneled door with 
a divided fanllight that features a classical style door surround, which are not original 
to the building. While the configuration of the porch and its location appear to be original, 
there have been multiple alterations to it over the years, including replacement of the entry 
door for unit 1433, the addition of classical style detailing in the porch columns and door 
surround, and replacement of the original railings with metal railings. Fenestration on this 
elevation is irregular, and all windows on this elevation were replaced with vinyl horizontal 
sliders. This elevation also features faux balconies under the second-story windows, which 
appear to be original to the building (see Figures 1, 2, and 3). 

Southwest Elevation: The southwest (rear) elevation features a somewhat regular fenestration 
that is interrupted by a large exterior end brick chimney offset to the east of center. All 
original windows on this elevation were replaced with vinyl horizontal sliding windows. While 
there is no entry point located on this elevation, there is a small staircase providing access 
to the northwest elevation located on the west corner of the building. Like all other 
elevations of the building, the southwest elevation is clad in stucco on the first story and 
horizontal siding on the second story (see Figure 3). 

Northwest Elevation: The northwest elevation features side entry points for the building’s 
rental units. Like the other elevations, this elevation is clad in stucco on the first story 
and horizontal siding on the second story. The elevation features a large two-story projecting 
porch with access on the first and second floors to the rental units. The porch is accessed 
from both the northeast and southwest elevations of the house. The majority of the porch 
appears to be original and the woodwork features angular notching and Y-bracing. Fenestration 
on this elevation is irregular, and all windows are replacement vinyl horizontal sliders. 
Another change to the elevation is the small porch on the northern corner. It appears to have 
been added after original construction and is distinguished by the use of a metal railing, 
similar to the metal railing added to the main entry porch (see Figures 4 and 5). 

Garage Building: There is a one-story garage located to the rear of the property. The garage 
features a low-pitched roof and is clad in stucco. The five-bay garage likely provides parking 
and storage for the residents of the apartment building to the front of the lot (see Figure 
6).
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Identified Alterations 

As detailed in the construction history discussion (see DPR section B6), the following 
exterior alterations have been made to the building: 

• Replacement windows  
• Replacement doors  
• Replacement porch features and balustrade on southeast elevation  
• Replacement porch features on the northwest elevation  
• Reroofed  
• Addition of exterior lighting  
• Addition of satellite dishes  

*B10. Significance (Continued): 
European expansion into the region began in 1765 with the funding of an expedition to settle 
California requested by Visitor-General José de Gàlvez. The request for an expedition was 
granted in an effort to secure a portion of California for imperial rule under Spain. In 1769, 
Captain Gaspar de Portolá led an expedition to Alta California. It was not until the De Anza 
Exposition in 1776 that civilian settlement took off in the area under the leadership of Juan 
Bautista de Anza. Early settlers in this expedition were predominately peasants from Spanish, 
Mexican, and indigenous backgrounds that camped in an area to the north of Burlingame Creek 
(BHS 2013; Postel 2014).  

Although Spain was successful in the establishment of the mission system in the region, it 
was overtaken by the Mexican Empire in the 1820s. Once overtaken, the mission system became 
secularized and new ranchos emerged throughout the peninsula. Ranchos allowed the commercial 
transactions and functions once conducted by the missions to be privatized and split up among 
numerous individuals during the 1820s and 1830s. This created large tracts of land that could 
be used for agricultural goods and services, such as dairies and cattle grazing. Two examples 
of privatization and rancho development directly related to Burlingame are Rancho San Mateo 
and Rancho Buri Buri (BHS 2013).   

The story of the Rancho Buri Buri started in 1835 when Jose Antonio Sanchez Jr. and his family 
were granted ownership of the land by the Mexican government upon his retirement from the 
military after 45 years of service. The land grant was for approximately 15,000 acres and 
included land from South San Francisco to Burlingame. The Sanchez family constructed two 
identical adobes in present-day Millbrae. After Sanchez’s death in 1843, the rancho was 
divided among his family, who subsequently sold portions of the rancho to land speculators. 
Over time, the rancho was divided and developed into cities, including Burlingame (Postel 
2014).

The story of Rancho San Mateo began in 1822 when Mexican Governor Pio Pico granted the land 
to his secretary Cayetano Arenas. While given to Arenas, the land was not his for long and 
fell into the hands of William Davis Merry Howard and his business partner Henry Mellus. Howard
and Mellus were owners of a San Francisco-based mercantile shop at the time. However, Mellus’s 
retirement led to the ownership of the entire property by Howard until his death in 1856 (BHS 
2013). Following his death, the rancho was split into thirds going to three of the Howard 
family members: his wife Agnes, his son William Henry Howard, and his father-in law Joseph 
Henry Poett (BHS 2013). Following the division of the property, the chain of ownership is 
a little unclear with a variety of people involved in the property, including William Ralston 
(founder of Bank of California) and Darius Ogden Mills (president of Bank of California) (BHS 
2013; PR 2017).   

William Ralston began purchasing property in the Peninsula during the 1860s. Once he settled 
into his new estate and holdings, Ralston invited many famous people to visit his new home. 
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One such visitor was Anson Burlingame shortly after his appointment from President Lincoln 
to be minister to China. Burlingame was inspired by the developments in the area made by Ralston 
and purchased approximately 1,000 acres of Ralston’s estate that he planned to use following 
his service in China. Following the death of Anson Burlingame in 1870, Ralston named the early 
town after him. It is also interesting to note the Ralston was an advocate for planting rows 
of eucalyptus trees along newly laid out streets in the town as an effort to beautify the 
city (Carey & Co. 2008; COB 2017).  

Development of the area continued throughout the nineteenth century, including development 
of a Burlingame Country Club in 1893, followed by a post office, train station, and residential 
and commercial development. Transportation advancements and the establishment of the country 
club and train station in the 1890s made Burlingame a desirable and growing city, as evident 
by the first residential subdivision in 1896. The original 6,000-square-foot subdivision 
included 1,000 parcels. The City developed a series of residential and commercial areas on 
a grid system with tree-lined streets (Carey & Co. 2008; COB 2017). 

While development continued on an upward trajectory into the twentieth century, disaster 
struck in nearby San Francisco in 1906 with a massive earthquake. The earthquake caused 
numerous fires across San Francisco that lasted for 3 days and destroyed approximately 28,000 
buildings. The quake killed approximately 3,000 people and left 250,000 homeless. The massive 
homeless population led to a huge increase in housing requirements outside of the city, thus 
making cities like Burlingame, Millbrae, and San Bruno perfect spots for relocation and 
emergency housing. The influx of people following the earthquake in 1906 was one of many 
factors contributing to the decision to make the town of Burlingame official. In 1908, the 
Town of Burlingame was incorporated and was eventually reclassified as a city (Brown 2010; 
LAT 2016).  

One of the early additions to the City was the Easton Addition, which was made up of two 
1,500-acre properties owned by Ansel Easton and D.O. Mills. According to Burlingame 
Properties, the property was defined as follows: “The Easton estate extended from Sanchez 
Creek north to Mills Creek (near present day Adeline Drive) and the Mills estate extended 
from Mills Creek to El Portal Creek (near present day Mills Avenue)” (BP 2017).  

In the years following the incorporation of Burlingame in 1908, Ansel Easton’s son, Ansel 
Mills Easton, chose to subdivide his parents estate and develop the area. Development 
continued in the Easton Addition until World War I and resumed following World War I. Like 
other cities in the country, there was a housing boom in Burlingame to support returning 
soldiers (BP 2017).  

Burlingame continued to grow throughout the twentieth century with 35 additional subdivisions 
created between the years of 1912 and 1963. Evidence of this growth and development is clear 
when comparing the 1921 Sanborn maps to the 1949 Sanborn maps, as blocks went from having 
a couple of houses to there being only a couple of vacant lots on blocks. According to the 
Burlingame Downtown Specific Plan Inventory of Historic Resources, Burlington had the 
following by the mid-1930s: “4,000 single-family homes, 83 apartment buildings, 15 duplexes, 
and over 250 businesses. The town evolved into a mature city with fire and police departments, 
a new jail, several newspapers, six elementary schools, and one high school. Over fifty civic, 
religious, and social organizations had been established to serve the 13,000 residents” (Carey 
& Co. 2008). 

Prosperity and growth in Burlingame continued in the years of prosperity following World War 
II and by the time of the U.S. Census in 1960, there were 24,063 residents of the City. The 
1949 Sanborn map also shows a shift to more apartment buildings to handle the housing needs 
during this boom period. Neighborhoods that were generally single-family residences are 
represented in the 1949 map as being a mix of single-family and multifamily units (City 
Directory 1965; Sanborn 1921, 1949). 
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Historical Overview of 1431-1433 El Camino Real  

A review of historic maps and aerial photographs was conducted as part of the archival research 
effort for this property. Sanborn maps were available for the City in 1908, 1913, 1921, and 
1949. The section of El Camino Real, where the subject property is located, was not included 
on the 1908 and 1913 maps; however, it is included on the 1921 and 1949 maps. In 1921, the 
subject property is not present on the map, but the block in which is it located is on the 
map. The neighborhood is in its early stages of development at this time with only two buildings 
located on the side of the block where the subject property was constructed in 1947.  

The neighborhood as a whole developed slowly over time with single-family residences. However, 
by 1949, most of the blocks in the neighborhood feature dwellings and there are few vacant 
parcels. For instance, on the side of the block where the subject property is located there 
are only three vacant parcels. The 1949 map also shows the subject property in a similar scale 
and mass to the building that stands today. It is listed as a two-story building with four 
apartments and there is a one-story building located to the rear of the property. The apartment 
building is also sharing the parcel with a one-story single-family residence. Within the same 
block, there are three other multifamily units listed on the 1949 map.  

Historic aerial photographs from the following years were reviewed for the property: 1946, 
1956, 1968, 1980, 1987, 1993, 2002, 2005, 2009, 2010, and 2012. The property is not visible 
in the 1946 photograph, but is visible in the other years. The building does not show changes 
to the scale and massing over time, which is consistent with the building permits reviewed 
for the property. The aerial photographs also show that the buildings on the block are 
transitioning from small family homes to larger multifamily complexes. The neighborhood 
growth seen on the 1949 Sanborn map was the start of a continuous pattern of development in 
the area that led to heavy, higher-density development over time (NETR 2017; Sanborn 1921, 
1949).

A review of Burlingame Building Permit (BBP) records indicates that the original permit for 
new construction was filed in 1946 by Charles E. Markis for a new apartment building with 
H.L. Peterson Construction Company of San Francisco listed as the builder (BBP#E910), which 
is consistent with the 1947 date of construction provided by the San Mateo County Assessor. 
Numerous permits for alteration of the subject property were also identified (see DPR section 
B6). The building permit folder also contained multiple letters and reports pertaining to 
the property, including the following: an inspection report from Always Reliable Termite 
Control was also found in the property record folder for repairs pertaining to termite damage 
and fungus in 1960 (ARTC 1960), letter confirming special use permit being granted for the 
property to be used for a “Home for Aged Persons” in 1968 (COB 1968), letter regarding possible 
sale of property and continuation of rest home usage for the property in 1975 (COB 1975), 
and a letter pertaining to a request to return the building to a standard rental property 
instead of a rest home in 1985 (COB 1985).  

Building permit research found the following people listed as owners of the property:  

• 1946: Charles E. Markis  
• 1960: A. Plotkin  
• 1968–1971: Grace H. Duda  
• 1971–1976: Grace Strong  
• 1981: Gene Schrader  
• 1985–1986: Nellie Jimenez  
• 1989–1993: Francisca Arroyo  
• 2005–2006: Ken S. Leung  
• 2014: Jay Leupp    
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City directory research revealed that the property was used as a rental property with up to 
four separate rental units. There were a series of renters over the years and most of them 
were short-term rentals based on the available City directories. One of the more notable of 
the renters was Raymond MacDougall, a paint mixer, who lived at the property with his wife 
in 1956. An article from the San Mateo Times (SMT) in 1956 shows that MacDougall was involved 
in a traffic accident in which his vehicle struck an 11-year-old boy on a bicycle. The boy 
was treated at a nearby hospital and no charges were filed at that time against MacDougall 
(SMT 1956a). MacDougall’s issues continued on March 10 when he was shot and killed at the 
subject property. The SMT reported that MacDougall and his wife were part of a domestic dispute
involving MacDougall’s wife Mae’s ex-husband Edgar Brittain. Issues between the three appear 
to have been ongoing for months prior to the shooting. Brittain had a history of violence 
toward his wife during their marriage, and once divorced he continued to threaten her 
repeatedly according to the SMT. Brittain was tried and convicted for the murder and sentenced 
to life in prison (SMT 1956b–1956j). No other significant information was found about the 
renters of the property.   

City directory research indicates that the only owners to live at the property were Grace 
Duda and Grace Strong, which is likely due to their work with the property when it was a rest 
home for the elderly throughout the 1960s and 1970s. The conversion of the property into a 
rest home for the elderly started in 1968 when building owner Grace Duda filed for a boarding 
house license for the property (SMT 1968). A review of building permits and records show that 
the Duda’s intention was to convert a portion of the apartment building into a rest home for 
the elderly known as El Camino Rest Home. Based on information found during archival research, 
it appears that the conversion of the property was successful and at least the first floor 
of the building functioned as the El Camino Rest Home until at least 1977 first under the 
ownership of Grace Duda and then under Grace Strong for a maximum of five residents. A newspaper 
clipping from 1976 also suggests that the property continued after Grace Strong, under Bridie 
Nee, but there was no evidence to show if Bridie Nee owned the property or was just managing 
the El Camino Rest Home. In 1985, a letter was sent to owner Nellie Jimenez from the City 
regarding the conversion of the property from a rest home to its original configuration. Based 
on this letter, it appears that the building may have functioned as the El Camino Rest Home 
into the 1980s, but there was no additional evidence to support this scenario (Burlingame 
City Directories; COB 1968, 1975, 1985; SMT 1968, 1970, 1971, 1973, 1974a, 1974b, 1976).  

Architectural Style of 1431-1433 El Camino Real 

Minimal Traditional (c. 1935–1950)  

The Minimal Traditional architecture movement flourished during the 1940s in response to 
worker housing needs for World War II production facilities and to fulfill the housing needs 
for returning soldiers. The Minimal Tradition movement offered small, low-cost, and 
easy-to-produce housing forms. The Small House movement began after the Great Depression with 
the establishment of the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) and its guidelines for new homes 
that could be easily built and insured. The work of the FHA helped revive the housing industry 
in the United States during the Depression and for many years after. The FHA also provided 
guidance on how to design and build these small houses as further incentive for American 
families to participate in the Small House movement. The groundwork laid by the FHA’s emphasis 
on small houses got people into the housing market and helped to alleviate housing needs during 
the population booms before, during, and after World War II.  

Minimal Traditional homes were often part of planned communities, but there are also examples 
spread throughout older neighborhoods in the United States. One of the most famous planned 
communities employing the Minimal Traditional style was Levittown, New York. The ease of 
construction and cost-effective nature of the materials used to construct Minimal Traditional 
homes made them popular with land developers and government entities needing a lot of housing 
in a short period. In addition to ease of construction and cost-effective materials, the 
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following are characteristics of the Minimal Traditional style of architecture (McAlester 
2015):

• One to two stories in height  
• Gabled or hipped roofs with minimal overhangs  
• Double-hung, multi-lite windows  
• Minimal detailing at the roofline, including scalloped trim  
• Wooden shutters with cutout features  
• Mass-produced and cost-effective materials  
• Modern materials, including concrete and asbestos siding  
• Rectangular or L-shaped in plan  
• Emphasis on practicality in design; no overly designed features or elements  
• Typically built by builders and not architect-designed  
• Typically constructed as part of large tract developments in a variety of floor plans 
to provide choices for buyers 

NRHP/CRHR Statement of Significance 
In consideration of the project site’s history and requisite integrity, Dudek finds the 
subject property not eligible for listing in the NRHP or CRHR based on the following 
significance evaluation and in consideration of national and state eligibility criteria. 

Criterion A/1: Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history. 

Archival research did not find any associations with events that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of local or regional history. The subject property is one 
of many multifamily residences from approximately the same period of construction (1930s–
1950s), and no historical associations or patterns of development were identified. 
Residential development in Burlingame was based on housing booms caused by the advances in 
transportation, the San Francisco Earthquake of 1906, and post-war prosperity following World 
War I and World War II. Cities like Burlingame became a haven for those left homeless from 
the quake in 1906. Combined with reliable rail transportation to and from San Francisco, 
Burlingame became a desirable commuter town. Following World War I and World War II, housing 
was needed for returning service members who were ready to settle down and start families 
in Burlingame. These patterns of development were seen across the United States in the years 
leading up to and following World War II, when residential development became a priority to 
house a growing post-war population. Due to a lack of significant associations with events 
important to history, the subject property does not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria 
A/1. 

Criterion B/2: Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past. 

All owner and occupant names identified with the subject property were researched for possible 
significance. Archival research failed to indicate any associations with significant persons. 
For these reasons, the subject property does not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria 
B/2. 

Criterion C/3: Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, 
or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction. 

To support a rapidly growing population in the years surrounding World War II, builders in 
Burlingame turned to one of the popular architectural styles of the time, Minimal Traditional. 
The subject property was constructed in 1947 when Burlingame (and much of the United States) 
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was experiencing a residential boom in response to post-war prosperity. Although the subject 
property retains the most basic elements of the Minimal Traditional style (i.e., two-stories 
in height, minimal detailing at the roofline, wooden shutters with cutout details, 
mass-produced and cost-effective materials, variety of cladding, and rectangular in plan), 
the building exhibits substantial alterations that have compromised its integrity, including 
replacement windows, replacement doors, replacement porch elements and railings, replacement 
roofing, addition of classical detailing on main entry porch, and addition of exterior 
lighting. The result is a relatively altered and unremarkable example of a Minimal Traditional 
multifamily residence. Archival building permit research identified the original builder as 
H.L. Peterson Construction Company of San Francisco, which is consistent with the Minimal 
Traditional style of architecture being the choice of local building companies to construct 
homes during that era. For this reason, the property is not likely to be the work of a master 
architect or important creative individual. Finally, the subject property does not appear 
eligible as a contributor to a historic district since the surrounding buildings exhibit a 
variety of architectural styles and construction periods. For these reasons, the subject 
property does not appear eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criteria C/3. 

Criterion D/4: Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory 
or history. 

There is no evidence to suggest that this property has the potential to yield information 
important to state or local history, nor is it associated with a known archaeological resource. 
Therefore, the property is recommended not eligible under NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4. 

City of Burlingame Statement of Significance 
City historic resource designation criteria closely follow those of the NRHP and CRHR with 
regard to consideration of important events, people, and architectural merit. Based on the 
NRHP/CRHR criteria discussion above, the subject property is recommended as not eligible for 
listing under all City designation criteria as shown in City of Burlingame Municipal Code 
Ord. 1899 Section 2 (2014). 

Integrity Discussion 
Location: The building is sited on the original location of construction in its original 
orientation. Therefore, the subject property retains integrity of location.  

Design: The building has been subject to several alterations over time that have significantly 
compromised its integrity of design, including replacement windows, replacement doors, 
replacement porch elements and railings, replacement roofing, addition of classical detailing 
on main entry porch, and addition of exterior lighting. Therefore, the building does not 
maintain integrity of design. 

Setting: The subject property was originally built in a primarily single-family residential 
neighborhood based on the 1949 Sanborn map, however, over the years the single family 
properties were replaced by larger multi-family properties. Therefore, the subject property 
does not retain integrity of setting.  

Materials: Numerous alterations to the house have compromised the property’s material 
integrity, including replacement windows, replacement doors, replacement porch elements and 
railings, replacement roofing, addition of classical detailing on main entry porch, and 
addition of exterior lighting. All of these alterations introduced new materials to the 
subject property that were not part of the original design. Therefore, the building does not 
maintain integrity of materials.  

Workmanship: Similar to the issue with materials, the physical evidence of craftsman’s skills 
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in constructing the original building was compromised by the exterior alterations to the 
building. Therefore, the building no longer retains its integrity of workmanship. 

Feeling: The alterations made to the subject property do not significantly impact the 
building’s ability to correlate as a multifamily residence designed in the Minimal Traditional 
style of architecture. Therefore, the property retains its integrity of feeling. 

Association: The property has no direct links with important events or people. Therefore, 
the building does not have integrity of association. 

In summary, the subject property appears not eligible under NRHP and CRHR designation 
criteria. Further, the property no longer retains integrity of setting, design, materials, 
or workmanship. Consequently, the property does not maintain the requisite integrity to 
warrant listing in the NRHP or CRHR. 

Figure 1. Overview of Northeast Elevation (View To West) IMG #: P9060008
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Figure 2. Detail of First Story of Entry Point on Southeast Elevation (View to Northwest) IMG#: P9060009

Figure 3. Overview of Southwest and Southeast Elevations (View to North) IMG#: P9060014 
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Figure 4. Overview of the Northeast and Northwest Elevations (View to South) IMG #: P9060006 

Figure 5. Detail of First Story of Entry Point On Northwest Elevation (View to South) IMG#: P9060007
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Figure 6. Garage Located to Rear of Building (View to Southwest) IMG#: P9060012
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SOIS ACTION PLAN FOR THE 1431 EL CAMINO REAL PROJECT

STAGE
RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

*denotes primary 
responsibility

TASK DATE TASK
COMPLETED

Pre
Construction

Qualified Architectural Historian* 
Local Agency Project Manager 
Local Agency Engineer 

A Qualified Architectural Historian will ensure 
that SOIS requirements for the project are 
clearly described and illustrated in the plans, 
specifications and estimates (PS&E). 

Local Agency Project Manager* 
Local Agency Engineer Qualified 
Architectural Historian 

The Local Agency will submit the PS&E 
package to Caltrans for review at the 35%, 
65%, and 100% stages. 

Caltrans Architectural Historian* 
Caltrans Environmental Branch Chief 
Caltrans Local Assistance Engineer 

The Caltrans Architectural Historian will 
review for approval the PS&E package at the 
35%, 65%, and 100% stages to ensure that 
SOIS requirements for the project are clearly 
described and illustrated in the PS&E 
package. 

Caltrans Architectural Historian* 
Caltrans Environmental Branch Chief 
Caltrans Local Assistance Engineer 

Caltrans Architectural Historian will 
ensure the SOIS Action Plan is included 
in Environmental Commitment Record 
(ECR). 

Local Agency Project Manager* 
Local Agency Engineer Qualified 
Architectural Historian 

The Local Agency will notify the Caltrans 
Architectural Historian that construction is 
commencing two weeks prior to 
commencement. 

During 
Construction

Caltrans Environmental 
Construction Liaison* 

The Caltrans Environmental 
Construction Liaison will conduct spot 
inspections as needed to ensure the ECR 

Local Agency Project Manager* 
Local Agency Engineer Qualified 
Architectural Historian 

A Qualified Architectural Historian will review 
any proposed project changes to ensure 
changes are consistent with the SOIS. The 
Local Agency will submit any proposed 
project changes to the Caltrans Architectural 
Historian for review and approval. 

Caltrans Architectural Historian* 
Caltrans Environmental Branch Chief 
Caltrans Local Assistance Engineer 
Caltrans Environmental 
Construction Liaison 

The Caltrans Architectural Historian will 
review for approval any proposed project 
changes to ensure changes are consistent 
with the SOIS. The other consulting parties 
will be notified of approved changes. 



SOIS ACTION PLAN FOR THE 1431 EL CAMINO REAL PROJECT
Post 
Construction

Local Agency Project Manager* 
Local Agency Engineer Qualified 
Architectural Historian 
Caltrans Environmental 
Construction Liaison 

The Local Agency Project Manager will inform 
the Caltrans Architectural Historian when 
construction is complete. 

Responsible 
Parties as of
October 25, 
2017 

Caltrans Architectural Historian** TBD 
Caltrans Environmental Branch Chief TBD 
Caltrans Local Assistance Engineer  
Caltrans Environmental Construction Liaison TBD 
Local Agency Project Manager TBD 
Local Agency Engineer TBD 
Qualified Architectural Historian*** TBD 
**The Caltrans Architectural Historian must be a PQS Principal Architectural Historian. 
***The Qualified Architectural Historian is a representative of the Local Agency and must meet the Secretary of 
the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards for Architectural History or Historic Architecture. 
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ESA ACTION PLAN FOR THE 1431 EL CAMINO REAL PROJECT

STAGE
RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

*denotes primary 
responsibility

TASK DATE TASK
COMPLETED

Pre
Construction

Project Landscape Architect & 
Arborist* 
Caltrans District 4 Principal 
Investigator 

Project Landscape Architect & Arborist 
will ensure that the ESA for adjacent 
contributing trees is clearly described 
and illustrated on the work plan. 
Caltrans District 4 Principal Investigator 
will review and approve the work plan. 

Project Landscape Architect & 
Arborist* 

Project Landscape Architect & Arborist will 
identify an appropriate location within the 
Howard Ralston Tree Rows for a planting for 
relocating the impacted tree. 

During 
Construction

Project Landscape Architect & 
Arborist* 

Project Landscape Architect & Arborist will 
review for approval any proposed project 
changes to ensure changes are consistent 
with the ESA. The other consulting parties 
will be informed of approved changes. 

Post 
Construction

Project Landscape Architect & 
Arborist* 
Caltrans District 4 PQS Principal 
Investigator 
City of Burlingame, Community 
Development Director 

Project Landscape Architect & Arborist will 
inform Caltrans District 4 Principal 
Investigator and City of Burlingame when 
the project has been completed as per the 
ESA Action Plan. 

Project Landscape Architect & 
Arborist* 

Project Landscape Architect & Arborist will 
document the planting of the new elm. 

Responsible 
Parties as of 
October 25, 
2017

Caltrans District 4 PQS Principal Investigator TBD 
Local Agency Project Manager TBD 
Project Landscape Architect/Arborist TBD 
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