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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
This document is an Addendum to the Santa Margarita Ranch Project Final Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) (State Clearinghouse #2004111112; June 2008) prepared by the County of 
San Luis Obispo. The purpose of the EIR Addendum is to analyze and document additional 
evidence regarding the establishment of off-site mitigation fees for project impacts related to 
ozone precursor emissions. 
 
According to Section 15164 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, an 
addendum to a previously certified EIR or Negative Declaration is the appropriate 
environmental document in instances when “only minor technical changes or additions are 
necessary” and when the new information does not involve new significant environmental 
effects beyond those identified in the previous EIR. 
 
This Addendum has been prepared to evaluate and document additional evidence regarding 
the establishment of off-site mitigation fees for project impacts related to criteria pollutant 
emissions in light of the decision and Peremptory Writ of Mandate issued by the San Luis 
Obispo County Superior Court in North County Watch, et al. v. County of San Luis Obispo, et al. 
(Case No. CV098031). This Addendum evaluates that additional evidence, suggests a revised 
off-site mitigation fee for criteria pollutant emissions, and concludes that the revision will not 
result in any new significant impacts beyond those disclosed in the 2008 Final EIR. 
 

2.0 BACKGROUND 
 

2.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 
The 14,000-acre Santa Margarita Ranch property is located immediately east of U.S. Highway 
101, surrounding the unincorporated community of Santa Margarita. Of these 14,000 acres, 
3,778 acres are included in an Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, located southeast of 
the community of Santa Margarita and west of Pozo Road. 
 
The entire 14,000-acre Santa Margarita Ranch property is bordered to the north by agriculture, 
rural lands, residential suburban uses, including those within the Garden Farms community, 
and commercial retail development. Agriculture, rural lands, single-family residences, 
agricultural accessory structures, quarries, and portions of the Salinas River border the site to 
the east. To the south agriculture, recreational, and open space uses exist, as well as trails and 
the Los Padres National Forest. To the north are agricultural uses, rural lands and residences. 
The Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision area is located near the center of the Ranch, 
and is bordered by Pozo Road/Highway 58 to the north, Pozo Road to the east, and agricultural 
uses, vineyards and/or livestock grazing, and dry farming to the south and west. 
 
Local control of air quality management is provided by the California Air Resource Board 
(ARB) through County-level or regional (multi-county) Air Pollution Control Districts (APCDs). 
The ARB establishes air quality standards and is responsible for control of mobile emission 
sources, while the local APCDs are responsible for enforcing standards and regulating 
stationary sources. The ARB has established 14 air basins statewide. The Santa Margarita Ranch 
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is part of the South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB), which includes all of San Luis Obispo, 
Santa Barbara, and Ventura Counties. The San Luis Obispo County portion of the SCCAB is 
under the jurisdiction of the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (APCD). The APCD 
is required to monitor air pollutant levels to ensure that air quality standards are met and, if 
they are not met, to develop strategies to meet the standards. Depending on whether the 
standards are met or exceeded, the local air basin is classified as being in “attainment” or “non-
attainment.” The SCCAB is a non-attainment area for both the federal and state standards for 
ozone and particulate matter with a diameter of 10 micrometers or less (PM10). The SCCAB is in 
attainment for the state and federal standards for nitrogen dioxide, and for carbon monoxide. 
 

2.2  SANTA MARGARITA RANCH PROJECT 
 
The Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project involves 
development of 111 clustered home sites and one ranch headquarters unit on the 3,778 acres 
included in the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site. Total development area (lots 
and roads) would total 144 acres and the remaining 3,634 acres would be placed in agricultural 
conservation easements.  
 

2.3  SANTA MARGARITA RANCH PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT – AIR QUALITY IMPACT SUMMARY 

 
The 2008 Santa Margarita Ranch Project Final Environmental Impact Report (“2008 FEIR”) 
concluded that project impacts to air quality would be significant and unavoidable. The analysis 
in the 2008 FEIR was conducted consistent with the April 2003 APCD CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook (2003 Handbook), which was the most recent guidance from APCD available at the 
time that the 2008 FEIR was certified.1 
 
Regarding air quality, the 2008 FEIR concluded that the Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Subdivision would result in operational air pollutant emissions, primarily from vehicular 
traffic, which would exceed the daily San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 
(APCD) thresholds. The project would not exceed the annual thresholds. The 2003 Handbook 
required that all projects generating 25 or more pounds per day of any individual pollutant 
implement standard site design and energy efficiency measures, as well as all feasible 
discretionary site design and energy efficiency mitigation measures. In addition, in certain cases 
further mitigation measures were required for projects generating 25 or more pounds per day, 
including off-site measures, which were designed to offset emissions from large projects that 
could not be fully mitigated with on-site measures. Therefore, on-site and off-site mitigation 
measures were required for the Santa Margarita Ranch Project by the 2008 FEIR in accordance 
with APCD guidance in place at the time that the 2008 FEIR was certified. Of interest for this 
addendum is the off-site mitigation measure prescribed by the FEIR, which included the 
following: 
  

                                                      
1
 The APCD updated the Handbook in April 2012, and the current analysis and mitigation fee calculations rely on the most recent 

APCD guidelines. 
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Agricultural 
Residential Cluster 
Subdivision 
AQ-1(f) 

Off-Site Mitigation. Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant 
shall work with APCD to define and implement off-site emission 
reduction measures to reduce emissions to below Tier 2 levels. In 
accordance with APCD methodology, the excess emissions shall be 
multiplied by the cost effectiveness of mitigation as defined in the State’s 
current Carl Moyer Incentive Program Guidelines to determine the annual 
off-site mitigation amount. This amount shall then be extrapolated over 
the life of the project to determine total off-site mitigation. Off-site 
emission reduction measures may include, but would not be limited to: 

 Developing or improving park-and-ride lots; 

 Retrofitting existing homes in the project area with APCD-approved 
wood combustion devices; 

 Retrofitting existing homes in the project area with energy-efficient 
devices; 

 Constructing satellite worksites; 

 Funding a program to buy and scrap older, higher emission 
passenger and heavy-duty vehicles; 

 Replacing/re-powering transit buses; 

 Replacing/re-powering heavy-duty diesel school vehicles (i.e. bus, 
passenger or maintenance vehicles); 

 Funding an electric lawn and garden equipment exchange program; 
 Retrofitting or re-powering heavy-duty construction equipment, or 

on-road vehicles; 

 Re-powering marine vessels; 

 Re-powering or contributing to funding clean diesel locomotive 
main or auxiliary engines; 

 Installing bicycle racks on transit buses; 

 Purchasing particulate filters or oxidation catalysts for local school 
buses, transit buses or construction fleets; 

 Installing or contributing to funding alternative fueling 
infrastructure (i.e. fueling stations for CNG, LPG, conductive and 
inductive electric vehicle charging, etc.); 

 Funding expansion of existing transit services; 

 Funding public transit bus shelters; 

 Subsidizing vanpool programs; 

 Subsidizing transportation alternative incentive programs; 

 Contributing to funding of new bike lanes; 

 Installing bicycle storage facilities; and 

 Providing assistance in the implementation of projects that are 
identified in City or County Bicycle Master Plans. 

Plan Requirements and Timing. The applicant shall coordinate with 
APCD and implement off-site emissions reduction measures prior to 
issuance of grading permits. Monitoring. Planning and Building shall 
verify compliance prior to issuance of grading permits. 
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The 2008 FEIR was certified in December 2008 by the San Luis Obispo County Board of 
Supervisors. In addition, the Board adopted CEQA Findings of Fact for the significant 
environmental impacts identified for the Project and a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
for the eleven unavoidable significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR. Pursuant to 
Section 21081(a)(3) of the Public Resources Code, as described in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, the Board determined that the project’s social, economic, and policy benefits 
make infeasible the alternatives identified in the 2008 FEIR and the identified unavoidably 
significant impacts were thereby deemed acceptable because of specific overriding 
considerations. Pursuant to the intent of mitigation measure AQ-1 to provide for off-site 
mitigation for air quality impacts, the Board of Supervisors adopted a condition of approval 
stating that the off-site air quality mitigation fee to be paid by the project “shall be similar to 
and not exceed the South County Air Mitigation Fee”. This fee established a $204 per housing 
unit fee for projects that exceed air quality thresholds. In total, this would have required the 
applicant to pay $22,848 ($204x112=$22,848) as the applicable off-site air quality mitigation fee. 
 

2.4  SAN LUIS OBISPO SUPERIOR COURT JUDGMENT 
 
Following certification of the 2008 FEIR and approval of the Project, Petitioners North County 
Watch and the Endangered Habitat League filed suit challenging these actions in the San Luis 
Obispo Superior Court, North County Watch, et al. v. County of San Luis Obispo, Case No. CV 
098031. The trial court entered judgment in that action on June 18, 2013, and issued a 
Peremptory Writ of Mandate commanding the County to undertake certain tasks before tract 
map recordation, grading permit, or construction permit issuance. The judgment determined 
that the off-site air quality mitigation measure and associated fee was not appropriate for the 
project, and did not include substantial evidence as to its applicability for use by this specific 
project. The Writ of Mandate requires the County, in relevant part, to “Develop a record based 
upon substantial evidence supporting establishment of off-site air quality impact fee to mitigate 
the Project’s significant air quality impacts in compliance with CEQA,” and to “Recirculate the 
off-site air quality impact fee and the analysis of said fee and hold any hearings as may be 
required by law”. This Addendum is intended to supply substantial evidence supporting the 
establishment and calculation of the fee and will be circulated for comment from the public and 
interested parties in compliance with the Court’s order. 
 

3.0 DISCUSSION 
 
This section includes information regarding the calculation of an appropriate off-site mitigation 
fee using the Carl Moyer program, justification for use of the Carl Moyer Program, and an 
evaluation of off-site mitigation fees required for the project.  
 

3.1  CARL MOYER PROGRAM 
 
The Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment Program (Carl Moyer Program) 
provides grant funding for reductions in pollutant emissions in order to meet regulatory clean 
air requirements. Grants are awarded to individuals, private companies, and public agencies 
that reduce emissions beyond regulatory requirements. The Carl Moyer Program Guidelines 
(Guidelines) (2011) describe qualifying projects and how to determine emissions tonnage 
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reduced, project cost, and cost-effectiveness. As described in the Guidelines, a wide variety of 
emission reduction project categories are eligible for funding including: lawn and garden 
equipment replacement, accelerated light-duty automobile scrapping, or electrification or clean 
repowers of agricultural equipment or other off-road equipment (ARB, Carl Moyer Memorial 
Air Quality Standards Attainment Program, April 2014).  
 
Emissions reduction project grants are administered by local air districts. According to the 
Guidelines, air districts are afforded considerable flexibility in implementing the Carl Moyer 
Program. Projects funded through Carl Moyer Program must be “real, surplus, quantifiable, 
and enforceable,” and typically include replacement of in-use engines with cleaner engines, 
retrofitting existing engines with emissions control systems, fleet modernization, equipment 
replacement, and paying owners of older, more polluting vehicles to voluntarily retire them 
earlier than they would have otherwise. Administrative requirements are in place to ensure that 
emission reductions are enforceable and achievable. In its first 12 years, Carl Moyer Program 
funded projects collectively reduced approximately 100,000 tons of ozone precursor emissions 
(Carl Moyer Program Guidelines, 2011).  
 
The Carl Moyer Program uses a “cost-effectiveness” value to reflect the current cost per ton of 
emissions reduced. Per Statute, the ARB updates the cost-effectiveness rate annually. Therefore, 
emissions reduction costs reflect current conditions. On April 3, 2014, the State issued their 
annual revision to the Carl Moyer cost-effectiveness value. The current rate is $17,720 per ton 
(ARB, “Mail-Out #MSC 14-04: Carl Moyer Program: Review and Update of the Cost-
Effectiveness Limit and Capital Recovery Factors for 2014.” April 2014). Although this project is 
a vesting subdivision map and ordinarily subject to the rules in effect at the time the project 
application was deemed complete in 2004, the Subdivision Map Act allows the reviewing 
agency to impose new rules required by changes in state or federal law. The ARB’s revised “cost 
effectiveness” value is one such state law. 
 
According to Section 3.8.3 of the APCD’s CEQA 2012 Handbook, operational phase emissions 
from large development projects, such as residential subdivisions or commercial developments 
located far from the urban core, that cannot be adequately mitigated with on-site mitigation 
measures alone will require off-site mitigation in order to reduce air quality impacts to a level of 
insignificance. To mitigate emissions, the project proponent can pay a mitigation fee based on 
the amount of emissions reductions needed to bring the project impacts below the applicable 
significance thresholds. Off-site mitigation fees are calculated using the Carl Moyer Program 
cost-effectiveness value as a reference for the cost of emissions reductions. The APCD then uses 
these funds to implement a mitigation program to achieve the required reductions.  
 
Because air quality impacts related to criteria pollutants are basin-wide, and not confined to 
specific project sites or geographic regions within the SCCAB, off-site air quality mitigation can 
be used to reduce the impacts from criteria pollutant emissions associated with the project. Off-
site emission reductions can result from either stationary or mobile sources, but must relate to 
the impacts from the project to provide a proper nexus for the air quality mitigation under 
CEQA. For example, NOX emissions from increased vehicle trips from a large residential 
development could be reduced by funding the expansion of existing transit services in close 
proximity to the development project to reduce NOX emissions. The APCD’s 2012 Handbook 
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provides a list of potential off-site mitigation projects that can be considered to ensure equitable 
reductions are achieved. 
 
The required off-site emission reductions can only be achieved by securing the funding 
necessary to pay for equally off-setting emission reduction projects. Cost-effectiveness is a 
measure of the dollars provided to a project for each ton of covered emissions reduced 
(currently $17,720 per ton). In order to receive Carl Moyer Program funding, off-site mitigation 
projects must meet the specified maximum cost-effectiveness limit. Cost-effectiveness 
represents the cost per ton of emissions reduced by an off-site mitigation project. To calculate 
Carl Moyer Program cost-effectiveness for off-site mitigation projects, the project grant amount 
is annualized based upon the project’s life and an appropriate discount rate. This annual cost is 
divided by the project’s estimated emission reductions to determine the overall cost-
effectiveness. The value is updated annually to reflect current costs and is used to calculate 
funding for hundreds of clean-up projects across the state (ARB, “Mail-Out #MSC 14-04: Carl 
Moyer Program: Review and Update of the Cost-Effectiveness Limit and Capital Recovery 
Factors for 2014,” Appendix G, April 2014). Therefore, as described in the paragraphs above, 
this method is an accurate means for defining equitable off-site mitigation to bring project air 
pollutant daily impacts to a level of less than significant. The APCD has successfully used this 
emission cost reference to help compute CEQA based off-site mitigation costs for many years. 
 

3.2  OFF-SITE MITIGATION FEE EVALUATION 
 
The 2003 Handbook established separate significance thresholds that applied to ROG and NOX 
individually. The 2003 Tier 1 threshold for either pollutant was 10 pounds per day, the Tier 2 
threshold was 25 pounds per day, and the Tier 3 threshold was 25 tons per year. The APCD 
adopted an updated CEQA Air Quality Handbook in April 2012 (2012 Handbook). The 2012 
Handbook includes updated operational significance thresholds of 25 pounds per day or 25 
tons per year for both ROG and NOX combined. The 2012 Handbook combined the threshold 
for ROG and NOX because both are ozone precursors. It should be noted that this threshold is 
more restrictive than the thresholds from the 2003 APCD Handbook used in the 2008 FEIR. As 
noted above, the project would exceed the daily threshold but would not exceed the annual 
threshold. 
 
The following outlines the APCD’s methodology for calculating off-site mitigation fees for a 
project that exceeds APCD’s daily operational thresholds: 
 

1) Calculate the operational phase emissions for the project using the California Emissions 
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2013.2.2, accounting for mitigation where 
appropriate; 
 

2) Project emissions above the pounds per day threshold must be converted to tons per 
year and divided by the daily-to-annual equity ratio value of 5.5 to obtain an equivalent 
tons per year value. This step is conducted because the APCD benchmark mitigation 
rate is based on the annual threshold of 25 tons per year and mitigation rate based on 25 
pounds per day would be too high without an equitable de-rating factor; 
 

6

ATTACHMENT 2

Page 11 of 412



Off-Site Air Quality Mitigation Fee Assessment 
Santa Margarita Ranch Project EIR Addendum 

 
 

 

County of San Luis Obispo 
 

 

3) The excess tons per year emissions are then multiplied by the project life (50 years for 
residential projects) and the applicable cost-effectiveness value as approved for the Carl 
Moyer Program (currently $17,720). 

 
When a project exceeds the daily threshold but does not exceed the annual threshold, 
SLOAPCD recommends the use of the “5.5 equity ratio”. The daily-to-annual equity ratio value 
of 5.5 has been developed based on the ratio between SLOAPCD’s daily and annual emissions 
thresholds. The daily 25 pound per day threshold, converted to tons per year assuming 365 
days of impacts per year, is approximately 4.5 tons per year, which when compared to the 
established 25 tons per year threshold, is significantly more stringent. As a result, a project that 
exceeds the daily threshold but does not exceed the annual threshold is unfairly subject to more 
stringent emissions thresholds. Since the daily threshold is more stringent than the 25 ton per 
year annual threshold, there is a need to adjust off-site mitigation for a 25 pound per day 
threshold into an equitable scale relative to off-site mitigation due to an annual threshold 
exceedance. This is done by defining how much more stringent the daily threshold is relative to 
the annual threshold: 25 tons per year divided by 4.5 tons per year = 5.5. When determining off-
site mitigation, dividing the tons of project emission impacts that are above the daily threshold 
by 5.5 normalizes the daily mitigation rate to the annual rate. 
 
It should be noted that the previous daily-to-annual conversion methodology recommended by 
APCD did not include the equity ratio of 5.5 to obtain an equivalent tons per year value. 
Original fee estimates from 2008 were excessively high, in part, due to the absence of the 5.5 
equity ratio. Inclusion of the 5.5 equity ratio in the methodology allows fees to be calculated 
with more accuracy and “rough proportionality,” consistent with constitutional provisions. 
 
Operational emissions were calculated using CalEEMod version 2013.2.2. Projects with wood 
stoves require specific modeling methods to accurately predict daily project impacts over a 
given year. CalEEMod includes APCD-defined average wood stove usage rates for San Luis 
Obispo County. The County has a mild climate, and new homes are increasingly more insulated 
and efficient. Therefore, this analysis assumes that wood stoves in new construction will be 
used as supplemental heat and for ambiance. Based on APCD guidance, the average wood 
stove usage was estimated at 60 days per year with 2/3 of a cord of wood burned per year; 
therefore, this analysis estimates emissions for the 60-day portion of winter during which wood 
stoves would be most likely to be used, as well as the portion of winter during which wood 
stoves would not be likely to be used. This analysis assumes that there would be an average of 
one non-catalytic wood stove per residence (wood stoves are authorized as part of the project’s 
conditions of approval). 
 
Operational emissions for year 2016 (assumed operational year) associated with the 111 homes 
approved in the agricultural subdivision and one ranch headquarters unit (for a total of 112 
units) on 144 acres are summarized in Table 1. Emissions and exceedances during summer, 
winter with wood stoves, and winter without woodstoves are presented in pounds per day 
(lbs/day) and compared to the APCD’s 25 lbs/day threshold for ozone precursors to accurately 
estimate the change in exceedances during each period of the year. 
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Table 1 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, 2016 Emissions 

Emissions Calculations 2016 Emissions (lbs/day) 

  
CalEEMod's Worst Case 
Daily Winter Emissions w/ 

Wood Stoves 

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Winter 

Emissions w/o Wood 
Stoves 

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Summer 
Emissions w/o Wood 

Stoves 

ROG 35.64 41.29 13.06 12.59 

NOX 25.71 21.95 20.77 

Excess Impact Evaluation 2016 Emissions (lbs/day) 

ROG + NOX 61.36 67.00 35.01 33.35 

CEQA Sig. Threshold 25 25 25 

Excess ROG + NOX 36.36 42.00 10.01 8.35 

Applicable # of Days/yr 60 123 182 

Contribution to Annual Emissions  2,181.41 2,520.18 1,230.97 1,520.03 

Converted to Tons 1.09 1.26 0.62 0.76 

Tons of Excess ROG + NOX in 2016 2.47 2.64 

SLOCAPCD's Daily to Annual Equity Ratio 5.5 

Equivalent Annual Excess ROG + NOX Emissions in 2016 0.45 0.48

Carl Moyer Program Cost-Effectiveness Value $17,720 

Cost for 2016 Impacts $7,946 $8,491 

See Appendix A for complete emissions calculations, including operational years 2019, 2021, 2024, 2030, and 2035. 

 
As shown in Table 1, the project’s operational phase emissions for year 2016 would exceed 
APCD’s current daily threshold of 25 pounds per day for ozone precursors (ROG + NOX) for all 
scenarios (winter with wood stoves, winter without wood stoves, and summer without wood 
stoves). The exceedance is primarily due to emissions from mobile sources and wood stoves. 
Operational phase emissions for years 2019, 2021, 2024, 2030, and 2035 are shown in Appendix 
A. CalEEMod estimates indicate that mobile source emissions will drop off steadily over the 
course of the project’s lifetime, as fleet turnover introduces cleaner new car and fuel 
technologies. The emissions associated with wood stoves are not anticipated to change over 
time, and would continue to exceed APCD thresholds throughout the project’s lifetime. 
 
To accurately estimate the overall exceedance over the anticipated 50-year lifetime of the 
project, the annual exceedances of APCD’s threshold for ozone precursors was estimated based 
on CalEEMod runs for calendar years 2016, 2019, 2021, 2024, 2030, and 2035. These years were 
selected for the analysis, as they provide a reasonable estimate of the overall trend in 
operational emissions anticipated from the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
through 2035. Operational phase emissions for year 2016 is are shown in Table 1. Operational 
phase emission for years 2019, 2021, 2024, 2030, and 2035 are shown in Appendix A. CalEEMod 
does not predict emissions beyond 2035; therefore, emissions from 2035 are used as an estimate 
for emissions through 2065. As described above, actual emissions beyond 2035 are expected to 
continue to decrease over time as a result of cleaner new car and fuel technologies; therefore, 
this assumption provides a conservative and reasonable worst-case estimate of future ozone 
precursor emissions. To determine the project exceedance for calendar years 2016 (assumed 
operational year), 2019, 2021, 2024, 2030, and 2035, the simulation for each year was separated 
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into three periods: 60 days of winter emissions with wood stoves operating, 123 days of winter 
emissions without wood stoves operating, and 182 days of summer emissions without wood 
stoves operating. The daily exceedance for each period was multiplied by the number of days in 
the period. This sum of the exceedances for the three periods was converted to tons of excess 
ROG + NOX from the project for the given year. Between 2016 and 2021, the annual exceedances 
were primarily the result of both mobile and wood stove sources. Between 2022 and 2035 the 
annual exceedances were primarily the result of emissions from wood stoves. 
 
To determine the project exceedance for each of the interim years during the project lifetime, the 
exceedances for calendar years 2016, 2019, 2021, 2024, 2030, and 2035 were graphed against the 
calendar year, and the interim annual exceedances were determined based on a polynomial 
regression analysis, which fits a trend line to a non-linear relationship between two variables – 
in this case the annual exceedance and the year. In other words, the interim exceedances were 
determined by graphing a trend of emissions for the years 2016, 2019, 2021, 2024, 2030, and 
2035. The formula that describes the trend line allows interpolation of the exceedance for each 
year of the project lifetime based on the CalEEMod estimates for 2016, 2019, 2021, 2024, 2030, 
and 2035, and the reasonable worst-case assumption that 2065 emissions will be identical to 
2035 emissions (because emissions from wood stoves would not change). The period from 2014 
to 2021, during which the annual exceedances were primarily the result of both mobile and 
wood stove sources, is represented by one polynomial regression to graph the trend over time. 
The period from 2021 to 2035, during which the annual exceedances were primarily the result of 
emissions from wood stoves, is represented by a second polynomial regression. Figure 1 shows 
the equivalent annual exceedance of ozone precursor emissions in tons per year over the project 
lifetime, as well as the polynomial regression trend lines used to interpolate the exceedances for 
interim years not estimated in CalEEMod. 
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The annual exceedances for each year above the 25 tons/year threshold from 2016 through 2065 
were multiplied by the current Carl Moyer cost-effectiveness value of $17,720 per ton to 
determine the annual off-site mitigation fee for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision 
(refer to Appendix A for calculations). As shown in Table 2, the total calculated off-site 
mitigation fee for the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision if the project is permitted for 
operation in 2016 would be $130,901 $162,280, based on the current Carl Moyer cost 
effectiveness value. This includes the APCD’s 15% administrative fee. If the project is permitted 
for operation in years later than 2016, the applicable Carl Moyer fee shall be applied at that 
time, multiplied by the exceedance for that year, and the life of the project to determine the 
appropriate fee, using the methodologies contained herein, which would maximize the 
effectiveness of the mitigation fee. The operational year shall be determined based on the year 
in which the final occupancy clearance is issued. Payment shall be due to the APCD at that time. 
 

Table 2 
Off-Site Mitigation Fee Calculation With Operation Occurring by 2016 

Project Operational 
Year 

Project Lifetime Off-Site 
Mitigation Amount 

APCD Administrative 
Fee (15%) 

Total Off-Site Mitigation 
Fee 

2016 $113,827 $141,113 $17,074 $21,167 $130,901 $162,280 

 

4.0 CONCLUSION 
 
The 2008 Final EIR for the approved Santa Margarita Ranch Project determined that the project 
would exceed the APCD’s daily operational emissions threshold of 25 pounds per day for 
ozone precursor emissions (ROG + NOX) throughout the project’s lifetime. Therefore, off-site 
mitigation is still required to reduce impacts to below a level of significance. The 2008 EIR 
included Mitigation Measure AQ-1(f), “Off-Site Mitigation,” to reduce this impact to the 
maximum extent feasible. Based on the additional evidence and analysis included in this 
Addendum, Mitigation Measure AQ-1(f) would still mitigate the project’s impacts to a level of 
insignificance and does not need to change. The required off-site emission reductions are 
achieved by securing funding to pay for equally off-setting emission reduction projects. 
Consistent with the APCD methodology for calculating off-site mitigation fees, excess emissions 
over the life of the project are multiplied by the cost-effectiveness of mitigation as defined by 
the Carl Moyer Program (currently $17,720 per ton). Cost-effectiveness is a measure of the 
dollars provided to a project for each ton of covered emissions reduced. The Carl Moyer 
Program cost- effectiveness value is a proven measure of costs for emission reductions. Based 
on the current cost-effectiveness value, the off-site mitigation fee for the subdivision project if 
the project is permitted for operation in 2016 would be $130,901 $162,280. Payment of $130,901 
$162,280 would effectively mitigate air quality impacts of the Santa Margarita Ranch Project. As 
shown in Table 2, if project implementation is delayed beyond 2016, the applicable Carl Moyer 
fee shall be applied at that time, multiplied by the exceedance for that year, and the life of the 
project to determine the appropriate fee, using the methodologies contained herein, which 
would maximize the effectiveness of the mitigation fee. The operational year shall be 
determined based on the year in which the final occupancy clearance is issued. Payment shall 
be due to the APCD at that time. 
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5.0 DECISION NOT TO PREPARE SUBSEQUENT EIR 
 

In accordance with Section 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines (Addendum to an EIR or Negative 
Declaration), a lead agency shall prepare an addendum to a previously certified EIR if some 
changes or additions are necessary but none of the conditions described in Section 15162 calling 
for preparation of a subsequent EIR have occurred. The conditions described in Section 15162 
include the following:  
 

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the 
previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
significant effects;  

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is 
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or Negative 
Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or  

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have 
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was 
certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, shows any of the 
following:  

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR 
or negative declaration;  

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown 
in the previous EIR;  

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact 
be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the 
project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative; or  

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those 
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant 
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation 
measure or alternative. 

 

As described in detail in the discussion above, the evaluation of off-site mitigation for project 
ozone precursor emissions impacts would not result in new significant impacts or identify new 
mitigation measures that the project proponents decline to adopt. It is important to note that the 
project would not undergo any changes from the original approval; therefore, no new analysis 
is required to disclose potential impacts of any project changes. The purpose of this Addendum 
has been to disclose the revisions of mitigation measure AQ-1 in accordance with the Superior 
Court judgment. Accordingly, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164, an EIR Addendum 
is the appropriate level of supplemental CEQA review for the project. 
 

Based on these findings, substantial evidence has been provided to support the decision not to 
prepare a subsequent EIR pursuant to Section 15162 and, as such, this Addendum is the 
appropriate environmental documentation under CEQA. This Addendum has been prepared in 
accordance with relevant provisions of the CEQA of 1970 (as amended) and the State CEQA 
Guidelines. 
 

11

ATTACHMENT 2

Page 16 of 412



Off-Site Air Quality Mitigation Fee Assessment 
Santa Margarita Ranch Project EIR Addendum 

 
 

 

County of San Luis Obispo 
 

 

6.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
In accordance with § 15088 of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines, the County of San Luis Obispo, as the lead agency, has reviewed the comments 
received on the Addendum to the Santa Margarita Ranch Project Final EIR and has prepared 
written responses to the written comments received. The Draft EIR Addendum was circulated 
for a 30-day public review period, beginning July 31, 2014 and concluding September 1, 2014. 
 
Each written comment that the County received is included in this Comments and Responses 
section. Responses to these comments have been prepared to address the environmental 
concerns raised by the commenters and to indicate where and how the EIR Addendum 
addresses pertinent environmental issues. The comment letters included herein were submitted 
by public agencies, citizens groups, and private citizens. 
 
The Draft EIR Addendum and this Comments and Responses section collectively comprise the 
Final EIR Addendum for the Santa Margarita Ranch Project. Any changes made to the text of 
the Draft EIR Addendum correcting information, data or intent, including any minor 
typographical corrections or minor wording changes, are noted in the Final EIR Addendum as 
changes from the Draft EIR Addendum. This Comments and Responses section consists of this 
introduction (Section 6.1), and comment letters and responses to comments, including revisions 
to the Draft EIR Addendum (Section 6.2). 
 
The focus of the responses to comments is the disposition of environmental issues that are 
raised in the comments, as specified by § 15088 (b) of the State CEQA Guidelines. Detailed 
responses are not provided to comments on the merits of the proposed project. However, when 
a comment is not directed to an environmental issue, the response indicates that the comment 
has been noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and 
consideration, and that no further response is necessary. 
 

6.2 WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIR 
ADDENDUM AND REVISIONS TO THE EIR ADDENDUM 

 
Each written comment regarding the Draft EIR Addendum received by the County of San Luis 
Obispo is included in this section (refer to table below). Responses to these comments have been 
prepared to address the environmental concerns raised by the commenters and to indicate 
where and how the EIR Addendum addresses pertinent environmental issues. The comment 
letters have been numbered sequentially, and each issue within a comment letter has a number 
assigned to it. Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety with the issues of concern 
numbered in the margin. References to the responses to comments identify the specific 
comment (Response 2.3, for example, would reference the response to the third issue of concern 
within the second sequential comment letter). 
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Table 3 
Comment Letters Received on the Draft EIR Addendum 

Letter # Commenter Organization Date

1 Dennis Larson, Principal Krout & Associates August 26, 2014 

2 Ellison Folk Shute Mihaly & Weinberger LLP August 28, 2014 

3 

Aeron Arlin Genet, 

Planning & Outreach 

Division Manager 

San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 

(SLOAPCD) 
August 29, 2014 

4 David Blakely Private Citizen August 31, 2014 

 
This section presents clarification and modifications to information contained in the Draft EIR 
Addendum. Additions are underlined (underlined) where text is added and deletions are 
strike-through (strike-through) type. These revisions clarify or amplify the EIR Addendum and 
would not result in new significant environmental effects beyond those discussed in the Draft 
EIR Addendum. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(b), recirculation of the EIR 
is not required. 
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Letter 1 
 
Commenter: Dennis Larson, Principal, Krout & Associates 
 
Date: August 26, 2014 
 
Response: 
 
Response 1.1 
 
The comment notes that the commenter reviewed the Draft EIR Addendum on behalf of the 
owners of the Santa Margarita Ranch and provides comments to assist decision makers in 
complying with the Peremptory Writ of Mandate issued by the San Luis Obispo County 
Superior Court to prepare a complete record determining the appropriate air quality mitigation 
fee. The commenter lists the following subjects applicable to the public and decisions makers, 
which are addressed in further detail in subsequent comments and responses: 
 

 Effects from application of the April 2012 SLOAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook versus the 
April 2003 Air Quality Handbook; 

 SLOAPCD errors in calculating ozone precursor emissions; 

 SLOAPCD overestimation of the project’s off-site air quality mitigation fee; and 

 Evaluation of the relationship between project occupancy and amenities with the mitigation fee. 
 
Response 1.2 
 
The commenter notes that SLOAPCD updated the CEQA Air Quality Handbook in April 2012, 
including combining the threshold for reactive organic gases and nitrogen oxides and 
introducing the “equity ratio” for converting daily to annual emissions. Regarding the 
combination of the threshold for reactive organic gases and nitrogen oxides, the commenter 
notes that the updated threshold is more restrictive than the thresholds from the 2003 
Handbook used in the previous “Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster 
Mitigation Measures” memorandum, dated December 18, 2008 (2008 SLOAPCD Fee 
Memorandum), and results in a greater emissions exceedance than would be calculated under 
the 2003 Handbook methodology. The project emissions analysis in the EIR Addendum was 
prepared based on the updated 2012 SLOAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook methodologies; 
therefore, the calculated emissions exceedance and associated off-site mitigation fee is based on 
the most recent (and most restrictive) 2012 SLOAPCD guidance.  
 
The commenter notes that the daily-to-annual equity ratio is provided to normalize the daily 
and annual thresholds, which allows the calculation of the off-site mitigation fee based on the 
project’s annual emissions. As described in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR Addendum, since the 
daily threshold is more stringent than the 25 ton per year annual threshold, there is a need to 
adjust off-site mitigation for a 25 pound per day threshold into an equitable scale relative to off-
site mitigation due to an annual threshold exceedance. The calculation of the off-site mitigation 
fee in the Draft EIR Addendum includes the daily-to-annual equity ratio in order to provide 
greater accuracy and “rough proportionality” of the off-site mitigation fee. 
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Response 1.3 
 
The commenter states that the 2008 SLOAPCD Fee Memorandum did not provide the 
methodology used to derive the annual operational emissions for the project, but that the 
guidance from the 2008 SLOAPCD Fee Memorandum, the 2003 Handbook, and the Draft EIR 
Addendum provide the necessary methodology to replicate the calculated off-site mitigation fee 
from the 2008 SLOAPCD Fee Memorandum. The commenter provides the calculation from the 
2008 SLOAPCD Fee Memorandum, and states that the 2008 SLOAPCD Fee Memorandum 
contained errors, including inappropriately combining reactive organic gases and nitrogen 
oxides, application of the incorrect Tier 2 operational significance threshold, and misapplication 
of the 2003 Handbook methodology to account for seasonality. Each of the described three 
errors is discussed briefly in the following paragraphs. 
 
The commenter notes that the 2003 Handbook applied operational significance thresholds to 
reactive organic gases and nitrogen oxides emissions separately, rather than in combination (as 
described in Response 1.2, above), and that the 2008 SLOAPCD Fee Memorandum combined 
reactive organic gases and nitrogen oxides, overestimating the project’s exceedance of the 
applicable Tier 2 operating threshold.  
 
The commenter notes that the 2008 SLOAPCD Fee Memorandum used a threshold for ozone 
precursors of 24 lbs/day, which is lower than the 25 lbs/day threshold recommended in the 
2003 Handbook. The commenter notes that the Draft EIR Addendum correctly applies the Tier 2 
operational emissions threshold from the 2012 Handbook. 
 
The commenter notes that the 2008 SLOAPCD Fee Memorandum used the estimated winter 
results in calculating the project’s operational emissions, which is inconsistent with the 
methodology described in the 2003 Handbook. The commenter provides a recalculation of the 
project’s operational emissions using estimated emissions for winter and summer, and 
combining them based on the number of winter versus summer days per year. The calculation 
provided by the commenter is broadly similar to the approach used in the Draft EIR Addendum 
in that it correctly estimates annual emissions based on a combination of winter (with 
woodstove use) and summer (without woodstove use) emissions, and results in an estimate of 
operational emissions that is substantially lower than the emissions estimate from the 2008 
SLOAPCD Fee Memorandum. The commenter correctly notes that the use of winter results in 
the 2008 SLOAPCD Fee Memorandum overestimated the project’s estimated operational 
emissions. 
 
Response 1.4 
 
The commenter notes that fee methodology applied in the 2008 SLOAPCD Fee Memorandum 
assumed that air quality impacts would remain constant throughout the duration of the project, 
which would result in a higher lifetime emissions estimate than would be anticipated as a result 
of new regulations that would reduce emissions from fuels sold in California in future years. 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR Addendum correctly accounts for reduction in air 
quality impacts over the project lifetime as compared to the 2008 SLOAPCD Fee Memorandum. 
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Response 1.5 
 
The commenter notes that the Draft EIR Addendum includes estimates of project emissions for 
operational years 2016, 2019, 2021, 2024, 2030, and 2035, which demonstrate that emissions 
would be reduced for future operational years. This future reduction in operational emissions 
results from turnover in the vehicle fleet associated with long-term increased efficiency in 
project operations. The commenter also notes that the Draft EIR Addendum shows the project’s 
exceedance of the applicable ozone precursor threshold is the result of emissions from mobile 
sources and wood stoves. The commenter states that the Draft EIR Addendum allows for 
flexibility in the future fee calculation based on the year of project occupancy or changes in 
project amenities that would reduce ozone precursor emissions; in particular, exclusion of wood 
stoves. 
 
Response 1.6 
 
The commenter summarizes their conclusions in regard to the Draft EIR Addendum, and states 
that the methodologies used to calculate the off-site mitigation fee is appropriate and corrects 
overestimations in the 2008 SLOAPCD Fee Memorandum. The commenter supports the Draft 
EIR Addendum approach in estimating emissions for future years over the project’s anticipated 
lifetime. 
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Letter 2 
 
Commenter: Ellison Folk, Shute Mihaly & Weinberger LLP 
 
Date: August 28, 2014 
 
Response: 
 
Response 2.1 
 
The commenter notes that their comments on the Draft EIR Addendum are submitted on behalf 
of North County Watch, and states that North County Watch supports the County’s use of the 
Carl Moyer program to determine the appropriate mitigation fee for the air quality impacts 
associated with the project. The commenter describes the methodology used to calculate the off-
site mitigation fee, which involves determining the daily exceedance over the SLOAPCD’s 25 
lbs/day threshold, summing the excess emissions over one year to determine the annual 
exceedance in lbs/year, converting the annual exceedance from pounds to tons, dividing the 
annual exceedance by the daily-to-annual equity ratio of 5.5, and multiplying the result by the 
current Carl Moyer cost-effectiveness value ($17,720 per ton). 
 
The commenter further states that the use of the daily-to-annual equity ratio results in 
undercounting of the ozone precursor emissions associated with the project, and therefore, that 
the off-site mitigation fee does not mitigate the full amount of emissions over the significance 
threshold. The commenter adds that the SLOAPCD daily threshold is appropriate because it is 
designed to reflect the more immediate impacts of air pollution emissions, such as ozone, and 
references a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency document discussing the human health 
effects of ozone (referred to in the comment as “Exhibit A”). Note that the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency document is specifically addressed in Response 2.2; whereas this response 
addresses the appropriateness of the Draft EIR Addendum’s application of the daily-to-annual 
equity ratio.  
 
Section 3.8.3 of the APCD’s 2012 Handbook describes the methodology for determining the 
emissions requiring off-site mitigation fees, which is consistent with the methodology applied 
in the Draft EIR Addendum, and described by the commenter. This methodology includes 
multiplying the annual exceedance by the daily-to-annual equity ratio of 5.5. This step is 
necessary to the off-site mitigation fee calculation, because the APCD benchmark mitigation 
rate is based on the annual threshold of 25 tons per year and a mitigation rate based on the daily 
threshold of 25 lbs/day would be too high (i.e., not roughly proportional to the impact) without 
an equitable de-rating factor. As described in the Draft EIR Addendum, the daily-to-annual 
equity ratio value of 5.5 has been developed based on the ratio between SLOAPCD’s daily and 
annual emissions thresholds. The daily 25 pound per day threshold, converted to tons per year 
assuming 365 days of impacts per year, is approximately 4.5 tons per year. Since the daily 
threshold is more stringent than the 25 ton per year annual threshold, there is a need to adjust 
off-site mitigation for a 25 pound per day threshold into an equitable scale relative to off-site 
mitigation due to an annual threshold exceedance. This is done by defining how much more 
stringent the daily threshold is relative to the annual threshold: 25 tons per year divided by 4.5 
tons per year = 5.5. When determining off-site mitigation, dividing the tons of daily project 

39

ATTACHMENT 2

Page 44 of 412



Off-Site Air Quality Mitigation Fee Assessment 
Santa Margarita Ranch Project EIR Addendum 

 
 

 

County of San Luis Obispo 
 

 

emission impacts that are above the daily threshold by 5.5 normalizes the daily mitigation rate 
to the annual rate. When determining off-site mitigation, dividing the tons of project emission 
impacts that are above the daily threshold by 5.5 normalizes the daily mitigation rate to the 
annual rate. As a result, this approach does not “undercount” emissions relative to applicable 
thresholds, rather it adjusts the emissions results to correct for the daily to annual conversion 
differences. In addition, emissions have been calculated and disclosed in accordance with 
approved methodologies, which include, in part, use of the California Emissions Estimator 
Model (CalEEMod). Therefore, the Draft EIR Addendum correctly applied the off-site 
mitigation fee calculation consistent with SLOAPCD guidance in the 2012 Handbook.  
 
Response 2.2 
 
The commenter provides a document from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency website 
describing the human health effects of ozone, which include respiratory symptoms such as 
coughing, throat irritation, pain, burning, or discomfort in the chest when breathing deeply, 
chest tightness, wheezing, or shortness of breath, as well as decrements in lung function and 
inflammation of airways. Groups most sensitive to ozone include children, the elderly, people 
with respiratory disorders, and people who exercise strenuously outdoors. Exposure to ozone 
occurs when breathe air containing ozone, with cumulative exposure being a function of the 
rate and duration of exposure. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency document also 
describes how ozone reacts in the respiratory tract, acute physiological and symptom effects, 
effects of ozone at the cellular level, variance in response among individuals, the effects of 
ozone on short- and long-term mortality, the exposure levels at which health effects are 
observed, and the effects of recurrent or long-term exposure to ozone. 
 
The project is located within the South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB), and is within the 
jurisdiction of SLOAPCD. SLOAPCD is required to monitor air pollutant levels to ensure that 
air quality standards are met and, if they are not met, to develop strategies to meet the 
standards. Depending on whether the standards are met or exceeded, the local air basin is 
classified as being in “attainment” or “non-attainment.” The SCCAB is a non-attainment area 
for both the federal and state standards for ozone and PM10. The Basin is in attainment for the 
state and federal standards for nitrogen dioxide, and for carbon monoxide (SLOAPCD, August 
2013). SLOAPCD operates a network of nine ambient air monitoring stations throughout the 
SCCAB. ARB operates two additional stations in the SCCAB, one in Paso Robles and the other 
in San Luis Obispo (ARB, February 2013). The purpose of the monitoring stations is to measure 
ambient concentrations of the pollutants and determine whether the ambient air quality meets 
the California and federal standards. The air quality monitoring station located nearest to the 
project site is the Atascadero-Lewis Avenue monitoring station, located approximately 8 miles 
north of Santa Margarita Ranch. The second closest station is the San Luis Obispo- 3220 South 
Higuera Street station in San Luis Obispo, located approximately 10 miles south of Santa 
Margarita Ranch. The third closest station is the Morro Bay Boulevard monitoring station in 
Morro Bay, located approximately 14 miles west of Santa Margarita Ranch. 
 
The table below indicates the number of days that each of the standards has been exceeded at 
the closest three monitoring station to the project area. 
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Table 4 
Ambient Air Quality Data 

Pollutant 2011 2012 2013

Atascadero-Lewis Avenue station 

Ozone, ppm - Worst Hour  0.073 0.083 0.073 

 Number of days of State exceedances (>0.09 ppm) 0 0 0 

 Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.12 ppm) 0 0 0 

Ozone, ppm - Worst 8 Hours 0.064 0.070 0.070 

 Number of days of State exceedances (>0.07 ppm) 0 0 0 

 Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.075 ppm) 0 0 0 

San Luis Obispo- 3220 South Higuera Street station 

Ozone, ppm - Worst Hour  0.078 0.070 0.067 

 Number of days of State exceedances (>0.09 ppm) 0 0 0 

 Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.12 ppm) 0 0 0 

Ozone, ppm - Worst 8 Hours 0.066 0.057 0.061 

 Number of days of State exceedances (>0.07 ppm) 0 0 0 

 Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.075 ppm) 0 0 0 

Morro Bay Boulevard station 

Ozone, ppm - Worst Hour  0.067 0.059 0.067 

 Number of days of State exceedances (>0.09 ppm) 0 0 0 

 Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.12 ppm) 0 0 0 

Ozone, ppm - Worst 8 Hours 0.062 0.052 0.056 

 Number of days of State exceedances (>0.07 ppm) 0 0 0 

 Number of days of Federal exceedances (>0.075 ppm) 0 0 0 

Source: California Air Resources Board, 2011, 2012, 2013 Annual Air Quality Data Summaries available at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/topfour/topfour1.php 

 

As shown, the ozone concentration did not exceed state or federal standards in 2011, 2012, or 
2013 at any of the three closest monitoring stations of the project area. 
 

With implementation of the off-site mitigation fee program described in Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1(f), operation of the project would not exceed the applicable SLOAPCD emissions 
threshold for ozone precursors, and would therefore not cause San Luis Obispo County to 
experience additional exceedances of state standards for criteria pollutants, including ozone. 
Because project operation would not increase the number of exceedance days, human health 
effects resulting from criteria pollutant emissions would be less than significant. 
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slo couNTY I

apco
Air Pollution Control District

San Luis Obispo County

August29,2014

Rob Fitzroy

San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning and Building

County Government Center

San Luis Obispo, CA 93408-2040

SUBJECT: APCD Comments Regarding the Addendum to the Final Environmental lmpact Report

for the Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision (SMRAC;

s0301 1 5U)

Dear Mr. Fitzroy,

Thank you for including the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) in the

environmental review process. We have completed our review of the above identified Addendum

which was circulated for public review as a result of litigation and the Peremptory Writ of Mandate

issued by the San Luis Obispo County Superior Court in North County Watch, et al. v. County of San

Luis Obispo, et al. (Case No. CV098031).

The Addendum was prepared to evaluate and document additional evidence regarding the

establishment of off-site mitigation fees for impacts of the SMRAC related to criteria pollutant

emissions; specifically reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx), both of which are

ozone precursors.

Based on APCD's review, the Addendum uses the correct method to refine both the projecfs lifetime

ozone precursor impact analysis and the off-site mitigation necessary to reduce those impacts to a

level of insignifi cance.

However, the APCD recommends one change to the air quality modeling input parameters to ensure a

reasonable worst case CEQA evaluation. The Addendum states that the representative wood stove

type used in the CalEEMod land use model for this project was non-catalyzed. Catalyzed wood stoves

would need to be selected in order to provide reasonable worst case emissions because the U.S. EPA

AP-42 based catalyzed wood stove emission rates used in CalEEMod are greater than those of non-

catalyzed wood stoves.

The APCD recommends that the Addendum modeling be revised using catalyzed wood stoves to
ensure that the off-site air quality mititation provided by the applicant ensures that the
SMMC project reasonable worst case lifetime impacts are mitigated to a level of insignificance.

r 805.781.5912 r 805.781 .1002 w slocleanair.org 3433 Roberto Court, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
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APCD Commena for the SMRAC Finol EIR

August 29, 2014

Page 2 of 2

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. lf you have any questions or

comments, feelfree to contact me at 781-5912.

Sincerely,

\$#tur
Aeron Arlin Genet

Planning & Outreach Division Manager

AAG/arr

Cc: Santa Margarita Ranch Headquarters

h :\pl a n\ceqa\p roj ect-revi ew\2(D0V800U803-l awsuit\2803{. docx
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Letter 3 
 
Commenter: Aeron Arlin Genet, Planning & Outreach Division Manager, San Luis Obispo 

County Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD) 
 
Date: August 29, 2014 
 
Response: 
 
Response 3.1 
 
The commenter states that SLOAPCD has reviewed the Draft EIR Addendum, and that the 
Draft EIR Addendum uses the correct method to calculate the off-site mitigation necessary to 
reduce impacts from criteria pollutant emissions to a level of significance. 
 
Response 3.2 
 
The commenter recommends that the air quality modeling input parameters be revised to 
assume catalyzed wood stoves to provide a reasonable worst-case estimate of ozone precursor 
emissions because U.S. EPA AP-42 based catalyzed wood stove emission rates used in the 
CalEEMod model are greater than those of non-catalyzed wood stoves. The commenter notes 
that assuming catalyzed wood stoves in the emissions modeling would ensure that the off-site 
air quality mitigation would reduce criteria pollutant emissions below a level of significance. 
 
In response to this comment, the emissions calculations for the “winter with wood stoves” 
portions of the project were recalculated assuming catalyzed wood stoves. The revised 
emissions calculations for 2016 are shown in Table 1: 
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Table 1 
Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision, 2016 Emissions 

Emissions Calculations 2016 Emissions (lbs/day)

 

CalEEMod's Worst Case Daily 
Winter Emissions w/ Wood 

Stoves 

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Winter 

Emissions w/o Wood 
Stoves 

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Summer 
Emissions w/o Wood 

Stoves 

ROG 35.64 41.29 13.06 12.59 

NOX 25.71 21.95 20.77 

Excess Impact Evaluation 2016 Emissions (lbs/day)

ROG + NOX 61.36 67.00 35.01 33.35 

CEQA Sig. Threshold 25 25 25 

Excess ROG + NOX 36.36 42.00 10.01 8.35 

Applicable # of Days/yr 60 123 182 

Contribution to Annual 
Emissions  

2,181.41 2,520.18 1,230.97 1,520.03 

Converted to Tons 1.09 1.26 0.62 0.76 

Tons of Excess ROG + NOX in 2016 2.47 2.64 

SLOCAPCD's Daily to Annual Equity Ratio 5.5 

Equivalent Annual Excess ROG + NOX Emissions in 2016 0.45 0.48

Carl Moyer Program Cost-Effectiveness Value $17,720 

Cost for 2016 Impacts $7,946 $8,491 

See Appendix A for complete emissions calculations, including operational years 2019, 2021, 2024, 2030, and 2035. 

 
See Appendix A for the complete revised emissions calculations, including operational years 
2019, 2021, 2024, 2030, and 2035. 
 
In addition, Section 3.2, Of-Site Mitigation Fee Evaluation, was revised to reflect the updated 
annual exceedance of ozone precursor emissions and the updated total calculated off-site 
mitigation fee, as shown in Figure 1 and Table 2: 
 

Table 2 
Off-Site Mitigation Fee Calculation With Operation Occurring by 2016 

Project Operational 
Year 

Project Lifetime Off-Site 
Mitigation Amount 

APCD Administrative 
Fee (15%) 

Total Off-Site Mitigation 
Fee 

2016 $113,827 $141,113 $17,074 $21,167 $130,901 $162,280 

 
These revised calculations clarify the correct value of the off-site mitigation fee, but do not 
represent a new impact not described in the Draft EIR Addendum, as payment of the fee would 
mitigate impacts to a less than significant level. 
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Rob,

Please enter my comments into the record on the project­ Addendum to the Final Environmental Impact Report for Santa 

Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision.

I have concerns with this document on three points.

1. The threshold for determining a “level in operational air pollutant emissions, primarily from vehicular traffic, 

which would exceed the daily San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) thresholds.” The 

threshold is set at 25  Lbs./day.  This project is estimated to produce 27.47 lbs./day.  This is 2.47 lbs./ in excess of 

the threshold.   The concern that I have is that the fee established to mitigate this impact is only on the 2.47 

lbs./day and not on the entire 27.47 lbs./day.  Therefore this mitigation mitigates the excess air pollution but does 

nothing to mitigate the 25 lbs./day that are estimated to be produced every day.  That amounts to over 9000 

lbs./year or 4.5 ton/year of unmitigated air pollution.  It is my opinion that the proposed mitigation does not 

mitigate the air pollution from this project but on partially mitigates it.  I would hope that the mitigation would 

mitigate all the air quality problems associated with this project.

2. There is no discussion of cumulative impacts on air quality from this project. This is an additional concern I have 

with the use of the 25 lbs./day threshold in determining significance.  There is no discussion of cumulative impacts 

of this project on air quality.  Yes, there was some discussion in the original EIR but there is no evidence that the 

cumulative impacts have been discussed given the recommended mitigations articulated in the Addendum.  There 

I believe this document is inadequate in that there is no discussion of the CEQA required cumulative impacts of 

this project on air quality given the recommended mitigations and the lack of mitigation of the base 25 lbs./year. 

A lack of this discussion weakens this document and opens it to challenge.

3. There has recently been granted some additional uses at the Santa Margarita Ranch Assistencia.  A permit was 

issued for the Savor the Central Coast event.  Has the additional impacts of air quality  of this new permit been 

adequately addresses in the Addendum or the original EIR.

Pax Vobiscum,

David Blakely

Addendum to final EIR for the Santa Margarita Ranch
David Blakely 
to:
rfitzroy
08/31/2014 11:35 AM
Hide Details 
From: "David Blakely" <dn@dbnb.us>

To: <rfitzroy@co.slo.ca.us>

Page 1 of 1

9/2/2014file:///C:/Users/rfitzroy/AppData/Local/Temp/notesD30550/~web1896.htm
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Letter 4 
 
Commenter: David Blakely 
 
Date: August 31, 2014 
 
Response: 
 
Response 4.1 
 
The commenter notes that the project’s operational phase emissions would exceed SLOAPCD’s 
current daily threshold of 25 pounds per day for ozone precursors (ROG + NOX), and that the 
Draft EIR Addendum calculates the off-site mitigation fee for the Agricultural Residential 
Cluster Subdivision based on the emissions in excess of the SLOAPCD threshold. The 
commenter states the opinion that the mitigation fee should be calculated based on the project’s 
total operational phase emissions, rather than the emissions in excess of the SLOAPCD 
threshold. However, CEQA requires that feasible mitigation measures reduce significant 
environmental impacts identified in an EIR below applicable thresholds to a level of less than 
significance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4). Relative to air quality, the applicable 
thresholds are those established by SLOAPCD. Emissions below threshold are considered less 
than significant because the emissions would not impact air quality. Emissions in excess of the 
threshold are required to be mitigated below applicable thresholds. The off-site mitigation fee, 
as described in the Addendum, is appropriately calculated to provide mitigation that reduces 
the project’s operational phase emissions to below the SLOAPCD’s threshold. 
 
Response 4.2 
 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR Addendum does not include a discussion of 
cumulative impacts on air quality. The commenter notes that cumulative impacts were 
discussed in the Final EIR for the Santa Margarita Ranch Project, but states that cumulative 
impacts should be addressed separately in the Draft EIR Addendum. As described in the EIR 
Addendum, the purpose of the EIR Addendum is to evaluate and document additional 
evidence regarding the establishment of off-site mitigation fees for project impacts related to 
ozone precursor emissions in light of the decision and Peremptory Writ of Mandate issued by 
the San Luis Obispo County Superior Court in North County Watch, et al. v. County of San Luis 
Obispo, et al. (Case No. CV098031). The off-site mitigation fee was originally required for the 
project pursuant to Mitigation Measure AQ-1(f) of the Final EIR. Cumulative impacts associated 
with air quality are discussed in the certified Final EIR for the project. With payment of the off-
site mitigation fee, cumulative impacts associated with air quality would be reduced; however, 
as described in Section 3.2.2(d) of the Final EIR, cumulative impacts would remain significant 
and unavoidable, because the project would independently exceed operational thresholds, and 
is potentially inconsistent with the Clean Air Plan. The modification to Mitigation Measure AQ-
1(f) analyzed in this Addendum does not alter the conclusions in the Final EIR concerning 
cumulative air quality impacts.  
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Response 4.3 
 
The commenter states that additional uses have recently been granted at the Santa Margarita 
Ranch Asistencia, including the Savor the Central Coast event, and asks whether the air quality 
impacts of these uses have been addressed in the Draft EIR Addendum or the Final EIR. The 
Santa Margarita Ranch Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision Project addressed in the 
Final EIR involves development of 111 clustered home sites and one ranch headquarters unit on 
144 acres of the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site. The remaining 3,634 acres of 
the Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision site would be placed in agricultural 
conservation easements. The project considered in this Draft EIR Addendum is unchanged from 
the project as analyzed in the certified Final EIR. The project does not include events held at the 
Santa Margarita Ranch Asistencia event barn, and does not propose any changes to the event 
schedule or location.  
 
The cumulative impact analysis for air quality in the Final EIR considers the incremental air 
quality impacts of the proposed project in addition to the air quality impacts of other regional 
projects. As described in Section 3.2.2(d) of the Final EIR, in San Luis Obispo County, a project 
that does not exceed SLOAPCD thresholds and is consistent with the 2001 Clean Air Plan 
would have a less than significant cumulative impact on the airshed. Conversely, a project that 
exceeds the SLOAPCD significance thresholds or is found to be inconsistent with the CAP 
would result in significant cumulative impacts. With payment of the off-site mitigation fee, the 
project would not exceed SLOAPCD Tier 2 thresholds; however, cumulative impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable, as the project would independently exceed operational 
thresholds, and is potentially inconsistent with the Clean Air Plan. 
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Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision ‐ 2016 Emissions

Emissions Calculations
CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Winter 
Emissions w/ Wood 

Stoves

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Winter 
Emissions w/o 
Wood Stoves

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Summer 
Emissions w/o Wood 

Stoves

ROG 35.6437 13.0589 12.5864

NOX 25.7131 21.9490 20.7654

Excess Impact Evaluation
ROG + NOX 61.3568 35.0079 33.3518

CEQA Sig. Threshold 25 25 25

Excess ROG + NOX 36.3568 10.0079 8.3518

Applicable # of Days/yr 60 123 182

Contribution to Annual Emissions  2181.4080 1230.9717 1520.0276

Converted to Tons 1.0907 0.6155 0.7600

2.4662

5.5

0.4484

$17,720

$7,946

Carl Moyer Program Cost‐Effectiveness Value
Cost for 2016 Impacts

2016 Emissions (lbs/day)

2016 Emissions (lbs/day)

Tons of Excess ROG + NOX in 2016
SLOCAPCD's Daily to Annual Equity Ratio

Equivalent Annual Excess ROG + NOX Emissions in 2016

L:\ESP\SLO Co\13‐01475 SLO Co, Snta Mrgrta Rnch AQ Mit Assmnt\Report\EIR 
Addendum\SMR_OffSiteMitigationCalcs_Appendix.xlsx
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Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision ‐ 2019 Emissions

Emissions Calculations
CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Winter 
Emissions w/ Wood 

Stoves

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Winter 
Emissions w/o 
Wood Stoves

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Summer 
Emissions w/o Wood 

Stoves

ROG 34.0828 11.4980 11.1757

NOX 20.8928 17.1287 16.2410

Excess Impact Evaluation
ROG + NOX 54.9756 28.6267 27.4167

CEQA Sig. Threshold 25 25 25

Excess ROG + NOX 29.9756 3.6267 2.4167

Applicable # of Days/yr 60 123 182

Contribution to Annual Emissions  1798.5360 446.0841 439.8394

Converted to Tons 0.8993 0.2230 0.2199

1.3422

5.5

0.2440

$17,720

$4,324Cost for 2019 Impacts

2019 Emissions (lbs/day)

2019 Emissions (lbs/day)

Tons of Excess ROG + NOX in 2019
SLOCAPCD's Daily to Annual Equity Ratio

Equivalent Annual Excess ROG + NOX Emissions in 2019
Carl Moyer Program Cost‐Effectiveness Value
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Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision ‐ 2021 Emissions

Emissions Calculations
CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Winter 
Emissions w/ Wood 

Stoves

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Winter 
Emissions w/o 
Wood Stoves

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Summer 
Emissions w/o Wood 

Stoves

ROG 33.5504 10.9656 10.6868

NOX 17.5020 13.7379 13.0009

Excess Impact Evaluation
ROG + NOX 51.0524 24.7035 23.6877

CEQA Sig. Threshold 25 25 25

Excess ROG + NOX 26.0524 0.0000 0.0000

Applicable # of Days/yr 60 123 182

Contribution to Annual Emissions  1563.1440 0.0000 0.0000

Converted to Tons 0.7816 0.0000 0.0000

0.7816

5.5

0.1421

$17,720

$2,518

Carl Moyer Program Cost‐Effectiveness Value
Cost for 2021 Impacts

2021 Emissions (lbs/day)

2021 Emissions (lbs/day)

Tons of Excess ROG + NOX in 2019
SLOCAPCD's Daily to Annual Equity Ratio

Equivalent Annual Excess ROG + NOX Emissions in 2021
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Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision ‐ 2024 Emissions

Emissions Calculations
CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Winter 
Emissions w/ Wood 

Stoves

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Winter 
Emissions w/o 
Wood Stoves

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Summer 
Emissions w/o Wood 

Stoves

ROG 32.9859 10.4011 10.1644

NOX 14.8886 11.1245 10.5308

Excess Impact Evaluation
ROG + NOX 47.8745 21.5256 20.6952

CEQA Sig. Threshold 25 25 25

Excess ROG + NOX 22.8745 0.0000 0.0000

Applicable # of Days/yr 60 123 182

Contribution to Annual Emissions  1372.4700 0.0000 0.0000

Converted to Tons 0.6862 0.0000 0.0000

0.6862

5.5

0.1248

$17,720

$2,211

Carl Moyer Program Cost‐Effectiveness Value
Cost for 2024 Impacts

2024 Emissions (lbs/day)

2024 Emissions (lbs/day)

Tons of Excess ROG + NOX in 2024
SLOCAPCD's Daily to Annual Equity Ratio

Equivalent Annual Excess ROG + NOX Emissions in 2024
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Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision ‐ 2030 Emissions

Emissions Calculations
CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Winter 
Emissions w/ Wood 

Stoves

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Winter 
Emissions w/o 
Wood Stoves

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Summer 
Emissions w/o Wood 

Stoves

ROG 32.3658 9.7810 9.5870

NOX 12.8204 9.0563 8.6048

Excess Impact Evaluation
ROG + NOX 45.1862 18.8373 18.1918

CEQA Sig. Threshold 25 25 25

Excess ROG + NOX 20.1862 0.0000 0.0000

Applicable # of Days/yr 60 123 182

Contribution to Annual Emissions  1211.1720 0.0000 0.0000

Converted to Tons 0.6056 0.0000 0.0000

0.6056

5.5

0.1101

$17,720

$1,951

Carl Moyer Program Cost‐Effectiveness Value
Cost for 2030 Impacts

2030 Emissions (lbs/day)

2030 Emissions (lbs/day)

Tons of Excess ROG + NOX in 2030
SLOCAPCD's Daily to Annual Equity Ratio

Equivalent Annual Excess ROG + NOX Emissions in 2030
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Agricultural Residential Cluster Subdivision ‐ 2035 Emissions

Emissions Calculations
CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Winter 
Emissions w/ Wood 

Stoves

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Winter 
Emissions w/o 
Wood Stoves

CalEEMod's Worst 
Case Daily Summer 
Emissions w/o Wood 

Stoves

ROG 32.0521 9.4673 9.2895

NOX 11.8659 8.1017 7.7185

Excess Impact Evaluation
ROG + NOX 43.9180 17.5690 17.0080

CEQA Sig. Threshold 25 25 25

Excess ROG + NOX 18.9180 0.0000 0.0000

Applicable # of Days/yr 60 123 182

Contribution to Annual Emissions  1135.0800 0.0000 0.0000

Converted to Tons 0.5675 0.0000 0.0000

0.5675

5.5

0.1032

$17,720

$1,829

Carl Moyer Program Cost‐Effectiveness Value
Cost for 2035 Impacts

2035 Emissions (lbs/day)

Tons of Excess ROG + NOX in 2035
SLOCAPCD's Daily to Annual Equity Ratio

Equivalent Annual Excess ROG + NOX Emissions in 2035

2035 Emissions (lbs/day)
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Equivalent Annual Excess ROG + 
Nox Emissions (tons)

Equivalent Annual Excess ROG + 
Nox Emissions (tons)

Annual Exceedence Off‐site 
Mitigation Amount ($)

Project Lifetime Off‐site Mitigation Amount 
(2016) APCD Admin Fee 2016 Total Off‐Site Mitigation Fee

2016 0.448400664 2016 0.448401156 $7,946 $113,827 $17,074 $130,901

2019 0.244041773 2017 0.373421229 $6,617

2021 0.142104 2018 0.305301599 $5,410

2024 0.12477 2019 0.244042267 $4,324

2030 0.110106545 2020 0.189643232 $3,360

2035 0.103189091 2021 0.142104495 $2,518

2065 0.103189091 2022 0.135917752 $2,408

2023 0.131187897 $2,325

2024 0.126833556 $2,247

$/Ton Rate = $17,720 2025 0.122854729 $2,177

2026 0.119251416 $2,113

2027 0.116023618 $2,056

2028 0.113171333 $2,005

2029 0.110694563 $1,962

2030 0.108593306 $1,924

2031 0.106867564 $1,894

2032 0.105517336 $1,870

2033 0.104542621 $1,852

2034 0.103943421 $1,842

2035 0.103719735 $1,838

2036 0.103719735 $1,838

2037 0.103719735 $1,838

2038 0.103719735 $1,838

2039 0.103719735 $1,838

2040 0.103719735 $1,838

2041 0.103719735 $1,838

2042 0.103719735 $1,838

2043 0.103719735 $1,838

2044 0.103719735 $1,838

2045 0.103719735 $1,838 trendline formula: y=ax^2‐bx+c
2046 0.103719735 $1,838

2047 0.103719735 $1,838 Trendline 1: Exceedence due to Mobile & Woodstoves

2048 0.103719735 $1,838 a = 0.003430149

2049 0.103719735 $1,838 b = 13.90876999

2050 0.103719735 $1,838 c = 14099.52591

2051 0.103719735 $1,838

2052 0.103719735 $1,838 Trendline 2: Exceedence primarily due to wood stoves
2053 0.103719735 $1,838 a = 0.000187757

2054 0.103719735 $1,838 b = 0.764207035

2055 0.103719735 $1,838 c = 777.7209358

2056 0.103719735 $1,838

2057 0.103719735 $1,838

2058 0.103719735 $1,838

2059 0.103719735 $1,838

2060 0.103719735 $1,838

2061 0.103719735 $1,838

2062 0.103719735 $1,838

2063 0.103719735 $1,838

2064 0.103719735 $1,838 Operational Year Project Lifetime Off‐Site Mitigation Amount APCD Admin Fee Total Off‐Site Mitigation Fee
2065 0.103719735 $1,838 2016 $113,827 $17,074 $130,901

y = 0.0034x2 ‐ 13.9088x + 14,099.5259
R² = 1.0000

y = 0.0002x2 ‐ 0.7642x + 777.7209
R² = 0.9910
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Figure 1
Agricultural Residential Cluster Excess Ozone Precursor Emissions

Exceedence due to Mobile & Woodstoves

Exceedence primarily due to wood stoves

Beyond CalEEMod's Furthest Modeling Year

50 Years of Exceedence

Poly. (Exceedence due to Mobile & Woodstoves)

Poly. (Exceedence primarily due to wood stoves)

L:\ESP\SLO Co\13‐01475 SLO Co, Snta Mrgrta Rnch AQ Mit Assmnt\Report\EIR Addendum\SMR_OffSiteMitigationCalcs_AppendixREV.xlsx
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