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IV. RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS
A. INTRODUCTION

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) states that “The lead agency shall evaluate comments
on environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a
written response. The lead agency shall respond to comments that were received during the noticed
comment period.” In accordance with these requirements, this Section of the Final EIR provides
responses to each of the written comments received regarding the Draft EIR. Responses are also
provided for comments presented at the Planning Commission Meeting of November 29, 2005 and
the Public Works Commission Meeting of December 12, 2005. Table 3, which starts on page 120,
provides a summary of the issues raised in response to the Draft EIR.
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IV.A. Introduction

Written Comments Summary
Draft EIR

Table 3

LETTER No.

SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

1. SUMMARY

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

III.LA. OVERVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

III.B. CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT

IV.A. LAND USE AND PLANNING

IV.B. VISUAL RESOURCES

IV.C. TRAFFIC, CIRCULATION AND PARKING

IV.D. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

IV.E. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

IV.F. SURFACE WATER AND QUALITY

IV.G. AIR QUALITY

IV.H. NOISE

IV.I.1. FIRE PROTECTION

IV.1.2. POLICE

IV.1.3. SCHOOLS

IV.I1.4. PARKS AND RECREATION

IV.1.5. LIBRARIES

IV.J.1. WATER SUPPLY

1V.J.2. WASTEWATER

1V.J.3. SOLID WASTE

V. ALTERNATIVES

VI. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS

VII. REFERENCES

VIII. LIST OF PREPARERS

APPENDICES

COMMENTS

STATE

1

Cheryl J. Powell

IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
Regional Transportation Planning
Department of Transportation
District 7, Regional Planning

100 So. Main St.

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Terry Roberts

Director, State Clearinghouse

State of California

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

1400 Tenth Street

P.O. Box 3044

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

The letter is procedural in nature and contains no
substantive comments on the EIR.

REGIONAL

3

Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

Brian Wallace

Associate Regional Planner

Intergovernmental Review

Southern California Association of Governments
818 West Seventh Street

12th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

The letter acknowledges that SCAG has reviewed
the Draft EIR and that the Draft EIR addresses
SCAG’s policies and forecasts appropriately, and
explains how the Project meets and supports
regional goals
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County

5

Ron Takiguchi, P.E.
District Engineer
County of Los Angeles Building and Safety Division

Kelvin Kasai

Environmental Health Specialist 111

Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Program
County of Los Angeles Department of Health Services
Public Health

5050 Commerce Drive

Baldwin Park, CA 91708

Barbara Herrera

Chief, Planning Division

County of Los Angeles Fire Department
1320 North Eastern Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90063-3294

Ruth I. Frazen

Engineering Technician

Finance & Property Management Section

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
1955 Workman Mill Road

P.O. Box 4998

Whittier, CA 90607

City

OF CARSON

John Cottrell
Public Works Commissioner
CCJ Const. Co.

10

Margaret Hudson

Planning Commissioner

Member, MTA South Bay Sector Governance Council
24518 Panama Avenue

Carson, CA 90745

Carson Marketplace,

LLC

PCR Services Corporation
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Margaret Hudson
Planning Commissioner
24518 Panama Avenue
Carson, CA 90745

12

Jan Schaefer
Public Works Commissioner
jischaef@comcast.net

OTHER CITIES

13

Jeffery W. Gibson

Community Development Director
Carolyn Chun

Senior Planning Associate

Redevelopment, Housing and General Plan
City of Torrance
3031 Torrance Boulevard
Torrance, CA 90503

INDIVIDUALS

14

Rita R. Boggs, Ph.D.
21328 Island Ave.
Carson, CA 90745

15

Judith L. Davenport
117 East 229th Place
Carson, CA 90745

Supports a Wal-Mart locating at the Project site.

16

Lenora Dewood

Carson Rtrmnt Center
345 E. Carson St. #37
Carson, CA 90745-2709

Opposed to a Wal-Mart locating at the Project site.

17

Sylvia A. Diaz
128 E. 228th St.
Carson, CA 90755

Opposed to a Wal-Mart locating at the Project site.
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—_—

Dr. Gerry Gee, O.D.
22015 South Avalon Boulevard, Suite A
Carson, CA 90745

Opposed to a Wal-Mart locating at the Project site.

19

Raymond W. Johnson, Esq. AICP
Principal Planner
Planning/Environmental Solutions LLC
26785 Camino Seco

Temecula, CA 92890

20

Dianne Johnson-Wheeler
18635 Milmore Ave.
Carson, CA 90746

Opposed to a Wal-Mart locating at the Project site.

21

Jack Lardy
22109 Bonita St.

Supports a Wal-Mart locating at the Project site.

22

Robert Lesley
19919 Alonda Dr.
Carson, CA 90746

23

Paul Rollins

Opposed to a Wal-Mart locating at the Project site.

24

Michael Spaeth
463 E. 230th St.
Carson, CA 90745

Opposed to a Wal-Mart locating at the Project site.

25

Joan Terrell
P.O. Box 4864
Carson, CA

Opposed to a Wal-Mart locating at the Project site.

26

Anonymous

Opposed to a Wal-Mart locating at the Project site.
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Also addressed non-CEQA topics, such as funding

and finances.

Emphasis on Site Accessibility.
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IV. RESPONSES TO WRITTEN COMMENTS
B. COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR
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: Letter No. 1

DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING
IGR/CEQA BRANCH

100 SC. MAIK ST.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

PHONE (213) 887-6536

PAX  (213) 897-1337

E-Mail:NerassYerjamangddorca.gov Flex '

Be energy efficient!

Mr. Ronsld E. Winkler

Ecoromic Development Ganeral Manager

Carson Redevelopment Agency

1 Civic Plaze Drive, #200

Carson, CA. 90745
IGR/CEQA# 051101/NY
DEIR/Carson Marketplace
LA/405/11.22

December 14, 2005
Dear Mr. Winkler:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Carson Marketplace Project which includes:;

1,550 residentia} units, 8 300-room hotel, 1,995,125 square feet of commercial space, and 11
81,125 square feet of restaurant use.

Based on the review of the Traffic Analysis submitted in the Draft Eavironmental Impact
Repont (DEIR) we have the following commens:

The proposed project is located immediately adjacent to the San Disgo Freeway
(1-405). We are very concerned that the eavironmental document for the project does
not offer any mitigation to offcet impacis fo the state transpontation facilities. Volume 1,
page 21-- shows an estimaied 68,950 projest generated tips, mcluding 2510 AM and
5770 PM peak hour tips. These additional trips will result in significant impacts to
Freeways 1-110 and 1-405. Page 29 of the document states, “No feasible mitigation
measures are availsble to the Applicant to mitigate the Project’s significant impacts on I-
110 and 1405 freeways.” The last paragraph of Page 30 says “— the Project’s impact
on freeway service levels would be significant and pnavoidable.” Our review of the
project documents indicase there will be significant impacts to the freeways, and these
impacts will need 1o be mitigated.
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Mr. Winkler December 14, 2005

Existing Levels of Service are “E™ and “F o SR-91, §-110, 1-405 and }-710 (Voljume 1,
Page 225). Per Page 233, tem 3 (a), the documents says analysis of potential impacts to
the four (4) freeways are conducted in accordance with transportation anplysis procedures
outlined in the Los Angelos County Congestion Management Program (CMP). Caltrans
has jurindiction for State facilities, which supercedes the LA County CMP anslysis
procedures. We are requeating that the Freeway Traffic Analysis portion of the .
environmenial document be re~evalnated, to more comprehensively show impacts to the
state transportasion facilitics. We recommend that you reference Caltrans Traffic impact
Study Guide for more information.

We would like to partner with the City to idemsify solutions to offet the project’s traffic
impacts on the 1-110 and 1-405 freeways. An exsmple of a mitigation measure the City
could consider, would be constraction of anxiliary lanes in both directions of the
freeways. Other mitigation messures may also be considered to help reduce trips. The
City can require the project applicant to confribute an equitsble share responsibility for
these improvements. The method for calculating an equitable share responsibilsy 1
described in the Caltrans Traffic Impact Study Guide. The “Equitabie Share”
caleulations allow the developer 1o pay only its pro-rata share.

The Dapartment encourages the City to also develop Smart Growth and Jobs/Housing
Balance srategies. Altemative strategics for trip reduction such as programs of
employer sponsored carpooling, vanpooling or monthly transit passes for employees
could be set up. We ask for contimeed planning and development of land use layout and
internal motorized and non-motorized travel facilities to facilitate localized trip making.

We invite the City 1o contact us &S your earliest convenience 1o set up a meeting to discuss these

issues further,

To schedule a meeting, or if you have any questions regarding this response, please feel free 1o
call me at 213-897-3747, or the Project Engineer/Coordinator Mr. Yerjanian at (213) 897-6536

and refer to IGR/CEQA # 05110INY.

Sincerely,
Cheryl J. Powell

IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
Regional Transportation Planning

"Cakroms improves mobility across Calffornia®
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTERNO. 1

Cheryl J. Powell

IGR/CEQA Branch Chief
Regional Transportation Planning
Department of Transportation
District 7, Regional Planning

100 So. Main St.

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RESPONSE 1-1

The description of the Project as set forth in this comment is correct and accurate. Specific
comments regarding the Agency’s review of the Draft EIR follow and are addressed in Response to
Comment Nos. 1-2 through 1-7.

RESPONSE 1-2

The comment restates and concurs with the Draft EIR conclusion that the Project would
have significant and unavoidable impacts on the freeway system. The commentor’s statement of
concern is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration of the public
and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.

RESPONSE 1-3

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. As
stated in Section IV.C, Traffic, Circulation and Parking, of the Draft EIR, the methods and criteria
used in the Draft EIR to assess the significance of Project impacts on the freeway system are the
methods and criteria established in the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program
(CMP). The CMP was developed by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (MTA) under state statute and has been adopted by the City of Carson. The CMP
provides reasonable methods and criteria for the assessment of incremental Project impacts on the
regional transportation system. As the CMP has the legal standing as the means by which freeway
facilities are administered, the City has no obligation under CEQA to analyze the Project’s potential
impacts on the freeway system via an alternative methodology, such as the one suggested by the
commentor.

RESPONSE 1-4

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. As

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
PCR Services Corporation January 2006
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

discussed in the Draft EIR Traffic Study (see Appendix D to the Draft EIR), there are no current
plans by Caltrans to provide additional capacity on the impacted segments of the I-110 and 1-405
freeways, implementation of freeway mainline improvements is beyond the ability of any individual
project to implement, and as such the Project’s incremental impacts on poor cumulative conditions
on the affected segments would be considered significant and unavoidable.

The commentor suggests that the City work with Caltrans to develop an auxiliary lane
system in this segment of the [-405 freeway and/or the City require the Project Applicant to
contribute an equitable share towards freeway system improvements. The City and Project
Applicant are willing to work with Caltrans on solutions that address the broader issue of mobility
and safety in this segment of the freeway beyond the impacts of the Project. However, in the
absence of a specific established program to collect funds for the implementation of specific
improvements, simply contributing funds towards an unspecified future improvement would not
constitute mitigation under CEQA, since there is no mechanism to ensure that any specific
improvements addressing the specific impacts are made.

RESPONSE 1-5

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The
Draft EIR addresses land use/growth issues in Section IV.A, Land Use and Planning. Table 10 of
that analysis on page 137 identifies City of Carson General Plan Policies pertaining to future land
use and growth. A considerable number of those policies directly pertain to smart growth and
jobs/housing balance. General Plan policies that most directly apply to this issue include Land Use
Element policies 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 8.3, 11.1, 15.1, 15.3 and 15.6. The adoption of such policies indicates
the City’s support of smart growth and jobs/housing balance. Table 10 also documents the Project’s
consistency with these policies.

The Draft EIR also identifies SCAG policies that support smart growth and jobs/housing
balance, and assesses Project consistency with those policies in Table 11 on page 156. As discussed
in Tables 10 and 11, the Project is consistent with smart growth and jobs/housing balance strategies
due to its following characteristics: (1) the Project is a mixed-use development with a range of
residential, shopping, entertainment, restaurant, and hotel uses; (2) the Project is a clustered
development located along major transportation corridors; and (3) the Project provides for
alternative modes of transportation with pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and linkages to existing
public transit systems.

RESPONSE 1-6

Given the retail commercial and residential nature of the Project, the majority of Project
trips would be generated by residents and by retail patrons of the commercial and entertainment

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
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uses. Historically, these types of trips are not affected materially by trip reduction measures such as
employer-sponsored carpooling, vanpooling, or monthly transit passes for employees. Given the
size of the proposed commercial components, however, there would nevertheless be a substantial
number of employees on the site.

The Draft EIR, in recognition of the importance of encouraging transit usage as one strategy
to address freeway, as well as general roadway, congestion, includes Mitigation Measure C-16,
which requires that the Applicant provide additional transit stops, including benches and shelters, in
and adjacent to the Project site. Furthermore, a mitigation measure has been added, Mitigation
Measure C-17, that requires the Applicant to provide a fair share contribution for the funding of
Carson North-South Shuttle operations (please see Section III, Corrections and Additions,
Subheading IV.C, of the Final EIR). Further, the Project would be subject to Part 6, Division 5 of
the City Zoning Code, which requires trip reduction programs similar to those mentioned in the
comment.

RESPONSE 1-7

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The Project
site plan is illustrative at present. Nevertheless, it is anticipated that internal facilities, including
roadways, bikeways and pedestrian paths, would be provided to facilitate localized tripmaking
between the various uses on the Project site. As such, the Carson Marketplace Specific Plan calls
for pedestrian paths and bicycle facilities both within and adjacent to the Project site, as well as
features supportive of public transportation (per Mitigation Measure C-16), as well as the trip
reduction programs (per the Zoning Code).

RESPONSE 1-8

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
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Arnold
Schwarzenegger
Governor

STATE QF CALIFORNIA

Governor’'s Office of Planning and Research

Letter No. 2

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

December 16, 2005

Ronald E. Winkler

Carson Redevelopment Agency
1 Civic Plaza Drive, #200
Carson, CA 90743

Subject; Carson Marketplace
SCH#: 2005051059

Dear Ronald E, Winkler:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The
review period closed on December 15, 2005, and no state agencies submitted comments by that date. This
letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

@J»,, 7
/ Al

Terry Raberts
Director, State Clearinghouse

v
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Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2005051058
Project Title  Carson Marketplace
Lead Agency Carson, City of
Type EIR Draft£IR
Description  The Carson Marketplace Project would develop a 168-acre site with some or all of the following uses:
neighborhocd commercial, regional commercial, commercial recreaticn/entertainment, restaurant,
hotel, and residential. Specifically, the applicant's propesal consists of a total of 1,550 residential units
{1,150 for-sale units and 400 rental residential units), and 1,895,125 square feet of commercial floor
area, inclusive of a 300 room hotel.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Ronald E. Winkler
Agency Carson Redevelopment Agency
Phone (310) 233-4800 Fax
email
Address 1 Civic Plaza Drive, #200
City Carson State CA  Zip 90745
Project Location
County Los Angeles
City Carson
Region
Cross Streets  Del Amo Blvd. / Main Street
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways |-405, |-110
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use Vacant/Regional Commercial {Design Overiay); Light Manufacturing (Design Overlay and Qrganic
Refuse Landfill Overlay) / Mixed Use - Business Park
Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Air Quality; Cumulative Effects; Economics/Jobs: Fiscal impacts; Geologic/Seismic;
Growth inducing; Landuse; Noise; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Sewer
Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste: Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Water
Quality; Water Supply
Reviewing Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4; Department of Parks and
Agencies Recreation; Native American Heritage Commission; Integrated Waste Management Board;

Department of Health Services; Office of Emergency Services; Department of Fish and Game, Region
5; Department of Water Resources; Department of Conservation; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans,
District 7: Department of Toxic Substances Control

Date Received

11/01/2005 Start of Review 11/01/2005 End of Review 12/15/2005
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTERNO. 2

Terry Roberts

Director, State Clearinghouse

State of California

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

1400 Tenth Street

P.O. Box 3044

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

RESPONSE 2-1

This comment acknowledges receipt of the Draft EIR by the State Clearinghouse and
acknowledges that the City has complied with State Clearinghouse review requirements, pursuant to
the California Environmental Act. No further response is required.

RESPONSE 2-2

This attachment is a detailed report regarding State review of the Draft EIR. As such, this
comment is addressed in Response 2-1. As indicated, the Draft EIR was distributed to twelve State
Agencies for review. No further response is required.
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Letter No. 3
South Coast

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178 P
s (909) 396-2000 + www.agmd.gov ; [“

RS

FAXED: DECEMBER 15, 2005 ) e HOHIC
Décetdber 18] 3603 RS

Mr. Ronald E. Winkler

Carson Redevelopment Agency
City of Carson

1 Civic Plaza Drive, # 200
Carson, CA 90745

Dear Mr. Winkler:

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
Carson Marketplace, November 2005

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comments
are meant as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated in the Final
Environmental Impact Report.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the SCAQMD with
written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final
Environmental Impact Report. The SCAQMD would be happy to work with the Lead
Agency to address these issues and any other questions that may arise. Please contact
Charles Blankson, Ph.D., Air Quality Specialist - CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if
you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely

ot
i - .

foon e e - ‘ L
L (N ; PR S AV S

Steve Smith, Ph.D.
Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

Attachment

SS: CB

LACOS1101-035
Control Number
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Ronald Winkler -1- December 15, 2005

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for
Carson Marketplace, November 2005

1. Applicable SCAQMD Rules:  Since site preparation may result in the

exposure of buried refuse, the third paragraph on page 387 should be revised
to state that the Applicant would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule
1150 — Excavation of Landfill Sites, in addition to SCAQMD Rule 1166 —
Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from Decontamination of Soil.

2. Project Impacts Mitigation:  SCAQMD recommends that the lead agency

revise the proposed mitigation measures as follows:

Revise Mitigation Measure G-5 to prohibit construction vehicles from
1dling in excess of five minutes to be consistent with state law.

Clarify Mitigation Measure G-6 to define low-sulfur diesel, consistent
with in SCAQMD Rule 431.2, which defines low-sulfur diesel as diesel
with sulfur content of 15 ppm by weight or less.

Revise Mitigation Measure G-7. because users are already required to use
coatings and solvents consistent with applicable SCAQMD rules and
regulations. Instead, Mitigation Measure G-7 should be revised to require
the project applicant to use coatings with a VOC content less than required
by applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations, and encourage water-based
coatings or other low-emitting alternatives, restrict the number of gallons
of coatings used per day, or where feasible, paint contractors should use
hand applications instead of spray guns.
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTERNO. 3

Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178

RESPONSE 3-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. As
requested, a copy of the Final EIR will be sent to the SCAQMD. Specific comments regarding the
Agency’s review of the Draft EIR follow, and are addressed in Response to Comment Nos. 3-2 and
3-3.

RESPONSE 3-2

The Applicant plans to generally maintain approximately five feet of cover soil on top of
waste to avoid waste and landfill gas exposure. In the unlikely event that waste exposure does
occur, SCAQMD Rule 1150 — Excavation of Landfill Sites compliance would be followed. Per
SCAQMD’s request, changes that identify the potential applicability of SCAQMD Rule 1150 to the
Project have been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please see Section III, Corrections and
Additions, Subheading IV.G, of this Final EIR. Furthermore, DTSC would require and approve a
community monitoring program that would be at least as stringent as the requirements established
under applicable SCAQMD Rules (e.g., Rule 403).

RESPONSE 3-3

Per the SCAQMD’s request, changes to the air quality Mitigation Measures have been
incorporated into the Final EIR. Please see Section III, Corrections and Additions, Subheading
IV.G, of this Final EIR.

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
PCR Services Corporation January 2006
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9 December 2005

Mr. Ronaid E. Winkler

Economic Development Manager AR
Carson Redevelopment Agency S bl
1 Civic Plaza Drive, #200

Carson, CA 80745

RE: Comments on the Notice of Completion of a Draft Environmental Report for
Carson Marketplace
SCAG No. 120050713

Dear Mr. Winkier:

Thank you for submitting the Notice of Completion of a Draft Environmental Report for the
above-mentioned project to SCAG for review and comment. As areawide clearinghouse for
regionally significant projects, SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans, projects, and
programs with regional plans. This activity is based on SCAG's responsibilities as a
regional planning organization pursuant to state and federal laws and regulations.
Guidance provided by these reviews is intended to assist local agencies and project
sponsors to take actions that contribute to the attainment of regional goals and policies.

SCAG staff has evaluated your submission for consistency with the Regionai
Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG), Regional Transportation Plan, and Compass
Growth Vision. The Draft EIR addresses SCAG’s policies and forecasts appropriately and
has provided sufficient explanation of how the project helps meet and support regional
goals. Based on the information provided in the EIR we have no further comments.

A description of the proposed Project was published in the MNovember 1-30, 2005
Intergovernmental Review Clearinghouse Report for public review and comment,

If you have any questions, please contact me at (213) 236-1851. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Brian Wallace
Associate Regional Planner
Intergovernmental Review

. pesolving
fe Challenges

DOCS # 116795v1
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTERNO. 4

Brian Wallace

Associate Regional Planner

Intergovernmental Review

Southern California Association of Governments
818 West Seventh Street

12th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

RESPONSE 4-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The
comment describes the Agency’s review of the Draft EIR and notes the Agency’s responsibilities as
a regional planning organization and concludes that the Draft EIR “... addresses SCAG’s policies
and forecasts appropriately and has provided sufficient explanation of how the project helps meet
and support regional goals.” No further response is required.

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
PCR Services Corporation January 2006
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Letter No. 5

December 15, 2005

TO: Ron Winkler
Economic Development General Manager

FROM: Ron Takiguchi
Building and Safety

CARSON MARKETPLACE DRAFT EIR
BUILDING AND SAFETY COMMENTS

The draft Environmental Impact Report submitted by PCR Services Corporation dated 5.1
November 2005 has been reviewed and found to have the following minor comments:

Volume |

e Page 7, Third bullet point from top of page.
Reference to “Building-reiated permits” shouid also include Grading permits. 5-2

e Page 101, Second bullet point from top of page.
Reference to “Building-related permits” should also inciude Grading permits.

+ Page 314, last paragraph.
Reference to Chapter 33 should read “Appendix Chapter 33”.

» Page 324, Figure 32. 5.3
Area of liquefaction within the project boundary does not match the State of
California Seismic Hazard Zones for the Torrance Quadrangle.

»+ Page 326, sub-paragraph c¢.(1)
Wording to be added to the end of the first sentence, “ . . . and the Seismic 4
Provisions for Structural Steel Buildings, of the American Institute of Steei 5-
Construction, Parts | and lll and Suppiement No. 2.”

Volume 2
5-5

» Page B-12, sub-paragraph VI.d).

Reference to the Uniform Building Code shall be the 1997 edition, not “1994"

If I may be of further assistance please contact me at (310) 952-1700, Extension 1374. 5.6

RTT/
wCarson Marketplaceidraft EIR Comments.doc
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTERNO.5

Ron Takiguchi, P.E.
District Engineer
County of Los Angeles Building and Safety Division

RESPONSE 5-1

This comment provides background on the letter, and does not raise environmental issues.
Specific comments regarding the Agency’s review of the Draft EIR follow and are addressed in
Response to Comment Nos. 5-2 through 5-6.

RESPONSE 5-2

The requested correction has been made; please see Section III, Corrections and Additions,
Subheading II, of the Final EIR.

RESPONSE 5-3

Figure 32 of the Draft EIR has been revised to reflect changes in the boundaries of the
designated liquefaction areas, to match those shown in the map of the State of California Seismic
Hazard Zones for the Torrance Quadrangle.

RESPONSE 5-4

The requested addition has been made; please see Section III, Corrections and Additions,
Subheading IV.E, of the Final EIR.

RESPONSE 5-5

The reference to the 1994 Uniform Building Code (UBC) occurs in an Initial Study check
list that comes from the State CEQA Guidelines. The check list item asks whether the site contains
expansive soils as defined by the UBC. Use of the 1997 UBC as a source for the definition would
not change the information presented in the Initial Study regarding nature of the soils on the Project
site. No further response is required.

RESPONSE 5-6

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
PCR Services Corporation January 2006
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Letter No. 6

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES

Public Health
THOMAS L. GARTHWAITE, M.D. e —_ —
Director and Chief Medical Officer ; r:"; G ,TJ L BOARD OF SUPERVISC
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES i _J i g_E; Lj} i -7 Glotia Moling
P *‘f ' | | First Distriet
JONATHAN E. FIELDING, M.D., M.P.H. j [ | P e P .
Director of Public Health and Health Officer — ULU 4 . ;_\ir\,'ﬂﬁ‘ L__/)I’vcmna Brathwaite By

Second District

Environmental Health

ARTURO AGUIRRE, R.E.H.5., M.A. e Third District
Birector of Environmental Health - L

5050 Commerce Drive Born Knobae
Baldwin Park, California 91708 Fourth District

TEL {626} 430-5100 _FAX (626) 813-3000

www.lapublicheaith.org

December 12, 2005

Mr. Ronald Winkler, Economic Development Manager
Carson Redevelopment Agency

1 Civic Plaza Drive, #200

Carson, CA 90745

Subject:  Comments on the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Cal
Compact closed landfill, Carson, CA.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments and/or suggestions for the proposed
development of the Cal Compact closed landfill. The focus of this department is outlined
in the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 27 section 21190. We acknowledge
that some of these concerns may have already been identified by other agencies and
reiterating them here may be redundant. in addition, we recognize that the current draft
EIR does address many of these requirements. In the interest of being brief, we would
suggest that you refer to Title 27, section 21190 of the CCR in order to meet
compliance requirements of our department. Please remember that plan approvals must
be obtained prior to commencement of operations. For your convenience, a copy of this
section is included with this letter.

[f you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact me at (626) 430-5569,
Tuesday through Friday.

Sincerely,

Kelvin Kasai
Environmental Health Specialist |1
Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Program
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Title 27

Solid Waste

§ 21190

(b) Gas monitoring and control shall be conducted during the closure
and postclosure maintenance period pursuant to Article 6, Subchapter 4
of this chapter.

(c) During the closure/posiclosure maintenance period, the owner/op-
erator shall ensure that leachate collection and conerol is done in a manner
which prevents public contact and controls vectors, nuisance and oders.

(d) In designing the L.LCRS to mee: the requirements under § 20340, the
owner/operator shall also assure that the LCRS neither:

(1) interferes with landfill gas controi; nor

(2) promotes landfill gas migration.

INOTE: Authority cited: Sections 40502 and 43020, Public Resources Code; and
Sectipn 66796.22(d), Government Cade. Reference: Section §6796.22(d), Gov-
ermment Code; and Sections 43103 and 44100, Public Resources Code.

HisTORY
L. New section filed 6—18-97; operative 7-18-97 (Register 97, No. 23).

§21170. CIWMB—Recording. (T14:517787)

(a} The owner or operator, upon completion of closure of the site, shall
file a detailed description of the closed site, including a map, with the Re-
corder of the County in which the site is located, with the EA and with
the local agency that has been selected to maintain the county integrated
waste management plan. The site description, upon completion of clo-
sure of the site, shall include but not be limited to the following:

(1) the date that closize was completed;

(2) the boundaries inctuding height and depths of the filled area. If the
site was closed in increments, the boundaries of each waste management
unit;

(3) the location where the closure and postclosure plans can be ob-
tained; and

(4) a statement that the future site use is restricted in accordance with
the postclosure maintenance plan,

NOTE: Autherity cited: Sections 40502 and 43020, Public Resources Code; and
Section 66796.22(d), Government Code. Reference: Sections 43103 and 44100,
Public Resources; and Section 66796.22{d), Government Code.

HISTORY
1. New section filed 6-18-97, operative 7-18-97 (Register 97, No. 25).

§ 21180. CIWMB—Paostclosure Maintenance. {T14:§17788)

[Water qualiry proteciion aspects for postclosure maintenance are ad-
dressed in §21090.]

(a) Postclosure maintenance for the purposes of reducing impacts (o
health and safety, shali be conducted to ensure the integrity of the final
cover and environmental control systems. The landfill shall be main-
tzined and monitored for a period of not less than thirty {30} years after
the completion of closure of the endre solid waste landfill. Any areas in
which final cover is placed prior to the closure of the entire landfill shall
be maintained in accordance with an approved postciosure maintenance
plan, but the thirty (30) year monitoring period shall not commence until
closure of the entire landfill is complete. Maintenance and monitoring
shall include, but not be limited to the following:

(1) site security:

(2) gas monitoring and control system maintenance as specified in the
final closure and postclosure maintenance plans.

(h) If nonliquid waste is exposed during postclosure maintenance acti-
vitles at a solid waste landfill, the waste may be returned 1o that landfill
provided that the integrity of the final cover is maintained.

{c) The operator shall provide to the CTWMB and the EA copies of the
maps and reports provided to the RWQCB pursuant to §21090{e)(2) de-
scribing the amount of differsntial settlement.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 40502 and 43020, Public Resources Code; and
Section 667%6(d), Government Code. Reference: Sections 43021 and 43103, Pub-
lic Resources Code; and Section 66796.22(d}, Government Code.

HisToRY
L. New section filed 6-18-97, operative 7-18-97 (Register 97, No, 25).

§ 21180, CIWMB—PFostclosure Land Use. (1'14:517796)'
(a) Proposed postciosure land uses shall be designed and maintained
to:
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{1) pratect public health and safety and preven: damage 1o structures,
roads, utilities and gas monitonng and control systems;

{2} prevent public contact with waste, landfill gas and leachate; and

(3} prevent landfill gas explosions,

(b} The site design shall consider one or more proposed uses of the sitz
toward which the operator will direct its efforts, or shall show develop-
ment a3 0pen space, graded to harmonize with the setting and landscaped
with native shrubbery or low maintenance ground cover.

(c) All proposed postclosure land uses, ather than non~irrigated open
space, on sites implementing closure or on closed sites shall be submited
to the EA, RWQCE, local air district and local land use agency. The EA
shall review and approve proposed pestclosure land uses if the profect in-
volves structures within 1,000 feet of the disposal arez, structures on top
of waste, modification of the low permeability layer, or irrigation over
waste.

(d) Construction on the site shall maintain the integrity of the final cov-
er, drainage and erosion control systems, and gas monitoring and control
systems. The owner or operator shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of
the EA that the activities will not pose a threart 1o public health and safety
and the environment. Any proposed modification or replacernent of the
low permeability layer of the final cover shall begin upon approval by the
EA, and the RWQCB.

{e) Construction of structural improvements on top of landfilled areas
during the postclosure period shall meet the following conditions:

{1} automatic methane gas sensers, designed to trigger an audible
alarm when methane concentrations are detected, shall be installed in all
buildings;

(2} enciosed basement construction is prohibited;

(3) buildings shall be constructed to mitigate the effects of gas accu-
mulation, which may include an active gas collection or passive vent sys-
tems;

(4) buildings and utilities shall be constructed to mitigarte the effects
of differential sertlement, All utility connections shall be designed with
flexible connections and utility collars;

(5) utilities shall not be installed in or below any low permneability lay-
er of final cover;

(6) pilings shall not be installed in or through any bottom liner unless
approved by the RWQCE;

(7) if pilings are installed in or through the low permeability layer of
final cover, then the low permeability layer must be replaced or repaired,
and

(8) periodic methane gas monitoring shali be conducted inside ail
buildings and underground utilities in accordance with §20933 of Article
6, of Subchapter 4 of this Chapter.

(f) The EA may require that an additional seil layer or building pad be
placed on the final cover prior to construction to protect the integrity and
function of the vartious layers of final cover.

{g) All on—site construction within 1,000 feet of the boundary of any
disposal area shali be designed and constructed in accordance with the
following, or in accordance with an equivalent design which will prevent
gas migration into the building, unless an exemption has been issued:

(1) a geomembrane or equivalent system with low permeability o
landfiil gas shall be instafled between the concrete floor slab of the build-
ing and subgrade; )

(2) a permeable layer of open graded material of clean aggregate with
a minimum thickness of 12 inches shall be installed between the gec-
membrane and the subgrade or siab;

(3) 2 geotextlle filter shall be utilized to prevent the introduction of
fines into the permeable layer;

(4} perforated venting pipes shall be installed within the permesble
layer, and shall be designed to operate without clogging;

{5) the venting pipe shail be constructed with the ability to be coa-
necied to an induced draft exhanst system;

{6) automatic methane gas sensors shall be installed within the perme-
able gas layer, and inside the building to trigger an aadible alarm when
methane gas concentrations are detected; and

Register 2003, No. % 2-28=-2003



§ 21154

BARCLAYS CALIFORNIA CODE OF REGULATIONS

Title 27

{7) periodic methane gas monitering shall be conducted inside all
buildings and underground utilities in accordance with Article &, of Sub-
chapter 4 of this chapter {§20920 et seq.).

INOTE: Autheriry cited: Sections 40502 and 43020, Public Resources Code: and
Section 66796.22(d), Government Code. Reference: Sections 43021, 43103 and
44103, Public Resources Code; and Section 66796.22(d), Government Code.

HisTORY
1. New section filed 6-18-97; operative 7-18-97 {Register 97, No. 25).

§21194. [Reserved by SWRCB]

§21200. CIWMB--Change of Ownership During Closure or

Postclosure Maintenance. (T14:§17792)

(a) Before the title to a disposal site is transferred to another person
during closure or posiclosure maintenance, the new owner shall be noti-
fled by the previous owner or his agent of the existence of these standards
and of the conditions and agreemenis assigned to assure compliance,

(b} The previous owner shall notify the EA of the change in title within
thirty (30) days and shall provide the name, firm, mailing address, and
telephone number of the new owner.

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 40502 and ¢3020, Public Resources Code; and

Section 66796.22(d), Government Code. Reference: Sections 43021, 43103 and

44003, Public Resources Code; and Section 66796.22(d), Government Code.,
HISTORY

L. New section filed 6-18-97; operative 7-18-97 (Register 97, No. 25).

Article 3. SWRCB-—Cleure Standards for
Units Qther Than Landfilis

§21400. SWRCB-—Closure Requirements for Surface
Impoundments. (C15: §2582)

(2) Remove Free Liquids—All free liquid remaining in a surface im-
poundment at the time of closure shall be removed and discharged at an
approved waste management unit (Unit). All residual liguid shall be
treated to eliminate free liquid.

(h) Options—Following removal and treatment of liquid waste, im-
poundments shail be closed in one of two ways, as approved by the
RWQCE,

(1) Mandatory Clean—Closure Attempt—Uniess the discharger dem-
onstrates, and the RWQCB finds, that it is infeasible to attempt clean—
closure of the impoundment, then all residual wastes, including sludges,
precipitates, settled solids, and liner materials contarninated by wastes,
shall be completely removed from the impoundment and discharged to
an approved Unit. Remaining containment features shall be inspected for
contamination and, if not contaminated, can be dismantled. Any natural
geologic materials beneath or adjacent to the ¢closed impoundment that
have been contaminated shall be removed for disposal at an appropriate
Unit. For surface impoundments that are successfully clean—closed, as
herein described, the RWQCE shall declare the Unit no longer subject to
the SWRCB-promulgated requirements of this title. If, after reasonabie
attempts to remove such contaminaied materials, the discharger demon-
strates that rernoval of all remaining contarnination is infeasible, the sur-
face impoundment shail be ciosed as a landfill or land treatment unit, as
appropriate, pursuant to J(b)(2}.

{2) Failback Closure Options—In cases where clean-ciosure [under
(L)1) is infeasible, the discharger shall propese for RWQCE approval
either:

{A) Closure As a Landfill—that all residual wastes, including sludges,
precipitates, settled solids, and liner materials, shall be compacted, and
the Uit shall be closed as a landfill pursuant to §21090, provided that the
closed Unit mests applicabie standards for landfill Units in Artictes 3 and
4 of Subchapter 2, Chapter 3, Subdivision 1 of this division {§20240 et
seq.), and further provided that the moisiure content of residual wastes,
including siudges, does not exceed the moisture—holding capacity of the
waste either before or after closure; or

Page 652

(B) Closure As an LTU—for surface impoundments which contain

only decomposable wasles at closure, that the Unit be closed as a land .

treatment unit under §21420(a)(2 - 4).
NOTE: Authority cited: Section 1058, Warer Code, Reference: Section 13172,
Water Code; and Section 43103, Public Resources Code.
HISTORY
1. New aricle 3 (sections 21400-21420}. and section filed 6-18-97, operative
7-18-97 {Register 7, No. 25).

§ 21410. SWRCB-—Closure Requirements far Waste Piles.
(C15: §2583) '

{a) Options—Waste piles shall be closed in one of two ways, as ap-
proved by the RWQCB.

(1) Mandatery Clean-Closure Attempt—Uniess the discharger dem-
onstrates, and the RWQCB finds, that it is infeasible to atempt clean—~
closure of the waste pile, then al! waste materials and any components of
the containment system which are contaminated by wastes shall be re-
moved from the waste pile and discharged to an appropriate Unit. Re-
maining containment features shall be inspected fer contamination and,
if not contaminated, can be dismantled. Any soil or other materials be-
neath the closed waste pile that have heen contaminated shall be rermoved
for disposal at an appropriate Unit. If, after reasonzble attempts to
achieve clean—closure (as herein described), the discharger demonstrates
that removal of all remaining contamination is infeasible, then the re-
maining portions ¢f the waste pile (including all contamirated portions
of the underlying and surrounding geologic materials) shall be closed as
a landfill pursuant to P(a)(2) and §21090.

(2} Fallback Options—In cases where clean—closure [under 4(a)(1)] is
infeasible, the discharger shall propose for RWQCB approval either of
the following options, as appropriate.

{A} Closure As a Landfill—A waste pile can be compacted, covered,
and closed as 2 landfill §21090, provided that the discharger has met the
requirements of §(2)(1), and further provided that the closed Unit either
meets applicable standards for landfill Units in Articles 3 and 4 of Sub-
chapter 2, Chapter 3, Subdivision 1 of this division (§20240 et seq.), or
contains only dry waste and was not required to have a leachate collection
and removal system under §20340(a).

(B) Closure As an LTU-—Waste piles which contain only decompos-
able wastes may be closed as a land treatment unit under §21420(2)(2 —
4).

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 1058, Water Code. Reference: Section [3172,
Water Code; and Section 43103, Public Resources Code,

HisTORY
1. New section filed 6-18-97; operative 7-18-97 (Register 97, Na. 25),

§21420. SWRCB—Closure Requirements for Land

Treatment Units {(LTUs). (C15: §2584)

(a) During the closure and post-ciosure period, the discharger shail:

(1) continue all operations necessary to maximize degradation, trans-
formation, or immobilization of waste constituents within the treatment
zone;

{2) continue all ground water and unsaturated zone momnitoring in com-
pliance with Article 1, Subchapter 3, Chapter 3, Subdivision 1 of this di-
vision {§20380 et seq);

{3) continue a]l operations in the treatment zone to prevent runoff of
wasle constifuents; and

{4) maintain the precipitation and drainage control systems.

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 1058, Water Code. Reference: Section 13172,
Water Code; and Section 43103, Public Resources Code.

HisToRY
1. New section filed 6~18-97; operative 7-18-97 (Register 97, No., 25).

Article 4. Standards for Composting
Facilities [Reserved]

§ 21430.
Page 143

CIWMB--Compost Facility Closure
Reguirements. [Reserved)

Register 2003, No. %; 2—28-2003
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTERNO.6

Kelvin Kasai

Environmental Health Specialist 111

Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Program
County of Los Angeles Department of Health Services
Public Health

5050 Commerce Drive

Baldwin Park, CA 91708

RESPONSE 6-1

As indicated in Section IV.D, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, DTSC,
pursuant to Health and Safety Code, Section 25260 et seq. (Assembly Bill 2061), has been
designated as the Administering Agency for the 157-acre former landfill (i.e., Development
Districts 1 and 2). As the Administering Agency, DTSC’s responsibilities include administering all
state and local laws that govern the site cleanup, determining the adequacy and extent of cleanup,
issuance of necessary authorizations and permits, and following a determination that an approved
remedy has been accomplished, issuance of a certificate of completion. A key part of the
Administering Agency’s role is coordinating input from other agencies that have jurisdiction over
cleanup activities at the site (e.g., Los Angeles County Department of Health Services), streamlining
the permitting and compliance requirements and eliminating regulatory duplication and overlap.
While the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) also regulates landfills, under
Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations (Title 27), the CIWMB has delegated its authority
under Title 27 to DTSC for this site.

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
PCR Services Corporation January 2006
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Letter No. 7

COUNTY OF 1.OS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320 NORTH BASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFOKRNLA J0063-1204
(323) 881-2301

P. MICIIAEL FREEMAN
FIRE CHILY .
FORESTER & FIRE WARDUN TRy

(RN

GRYELDOMERNT SE

Dccember 15, 2005

Mr. Ronald K. Winkler
Economic Development Manager
Carson Redevelopment Agency

1 Civic Plaza Drive, #200
Carson, CA 90745

Dear Mr. Winkler:
CARSON MARKETPLACE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The Lot Angcles County Fire Department's Planning Division has the following comments to the 7-1
subject KIR. Other divisions within the Firc Department will commcnt scparately.

Page 461, ™ paragraph: The CIR states, “A portion of Gencral Fund revenue may be used at the
County's discretion to address costs associated with demand for LACoFD operations and staffing. The
allocation of such revenue to a specific municipa! service is determined through the County’s
budgeting proccss by the County Board of Supervisors.” The LACOFD is a specaal district — the
Consolidated Fire Protection Disirict - which is a separate and distinct legal public agency from the
Los Angeles County General Fund. The City of Carson, not the Couaty of Los Angeles, 1s responsible
to provide adequate fire and emergency medical scrvices to its residents and busincsscs, and the City
has chosen to do so by being part of the Fire District. The City’s diversion of Fire District revenue io
its redevclopment agency adversely impacis the revenue available to the Fire District to fund scrvices 7-2
and facilities, and it is not accuratc to suggest that the County General Fund will fund the
insufficiency. These sentences should be deleted.

Page 462, 3™ paragraph: “The Project would pay a fair share contribution for new firc facilitics and,
with the occupancy of the proposed devclopment, the Project would generate annually recurring
revenue to the Los Angcles County General Fund in the form of taxes and other miscellaneous charges
(e.g., salcs tax, property tax, etc.). The same comments about funding responsibility made in the above
paragraph apply here. The Fire District receives no salcs fax, and when a property is in a

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATFED ARFAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CTTILS OF

ACH WA HILLS CALADASAS VLA MK NI HAR IDDEN (MLLS +.A MIRATIA MALIBU PIMAUINA SKINALTALL

ALTEMIA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LA PURNTE MAY WK} RANCHO PALES VERDES NOUTH KL MY
AZUSA CRERITUS TL MONTE INDUSTRY EAXEWOOTY NORWALK ROLLING ITILLS SOUTII GATE
HALDWINTARK  CLARBMONT FiARTIENA INGLLWOOR LANCASTER FALMDALD RULLING JTILLS prates ‘IEMPLE CITY

A¥EA CTIMMERCE GLENVM A IKWINISALD LAWNDIALE PALON VERDDS ESTATES ROSEME AR wal Nyt

OELL UARIHNN LOUVINA EEAWAILAN GARDHEMNY 1.k CANADA FLINTRIDGD LoMItA PARAMINT SAN DIMAS WEST HOLs Y Wik
HELLFLOWER CUnARY HAWTTIORNT LA BADRA LYNWOOD MCORIVERA NANTA CLARITA WOSTLAKE YILLAGE
KRADULRY WHITTIOR
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Ronald E. Winkler
December 15, 2005
Page 2

redevelopment area, the Fire District does not receive any additional property tax either. The scatence
should be rewritten as follows: “The Projcct would pay a fair share contribution for new fire facilities

or expansion of existing facilities and equipment as determined by the 1.LACoFD and the City of 7-2
Carson._ Mﬁewneyof-me-mqmdmmpwjm&m—gaw&mwmﬂw (Cont)
Wwﬁeﬁmﬂ@e&@e&%a&nﬁuﬁmﬂﬂwanﬂmﬂ

Page 466, Mitigation Mcasure 1.1-13: Please revisc this mitipation measure as follows: The Applicant
shall pay a fire share contribution for the improvement of fire service facilities and equipment that are 7-3
is required to off-set impacts of the Project, subject-to-approval-of-as determined by the County of Los
Angelcs Fire Department and the City of Carson.

Pleasc contact me at (323) 381-2404 should you need any additional information regarding our
comments. 7-4

Very truly yours,

B

BARBARA HERRERA, CHIEF
PLANNING DIVISION

BH:da

¢c: Acting Assistant Firc Chief Tripp
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTERNO. 7

Barbara Herrera

Chief, Planning Division

County of Los Angeles Fire Department
1320 North Eastern Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90063-3294

RESPONSE 7-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. Specific
comments regarding the Agency’s review of the Draft EIR follow, and are addressed in Response to
Comment Nos. 7-2 through 7-4.

RESPONSE 7-2

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. Per the
request of the Fire Department, the two paragraphs of the Draft EIR cited in the comment have been
edited to reflect the Department’s comments; see Section III, Corrections and Additions,
Subheading IV.I.1, of the Final EIR. (The first edited paragraph occurs, as noted on page 461 of the
Draft EIR; however, the second cited paragraph is actually the second paragraph on page 463).

RESPONSE 7-3

Per the request of the Los Angeles County Fire Department, the recommended changes to
Mitigation Measure 1.1-13 have been incorporated into the Final EIR. Please see Section III,
Corrections and Additions, Subsection IV 1.1, of this Final EIR.

RESPONSE 7-4

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
PCR Services Corporation January 2006
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WATER
REGLAMATION

% SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT J

Letter No. 8

1955 Workman Mill Road, Whittier, CA 90601-1400

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 4998, Whittier, CA 904074998
Telephone: {562} 699-7411, FAX: (562) 699-5422
www.lacsd.org

November 16, 2003

File No: 08-00.04-00

Mr. Ronald E. Winkler
Economic Development Manager
Carson Redevelopment Agency

1 Civic Plaza Drive, Suite 200
Carson, CA 90745

Dear Mr. Winkler:

Carson Marketplace

The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (Districts) received a Draft

Environmental Impact Report for the subject project on November 1, 2005, The proposed development is
located within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 8. We offer the following comments:

1.

2

RIF:xf

On page 519 under Regulatory Framework, the document incorrectly states that the Districts are
part of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works and that the City of Carson (City)
contracts with the Districts to maintain the trunk sewer lines within the City. The Districts are not
a part of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. The City contracts with the
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works to maintain the local sewer lines within the
City. The Districts own, operate, and maintain only the large trunk sewers that form the
backbone of the regional wastewater conveyance system.

A portion of the Del Amo Replacement Trunk Sewer is in a right of way north of Del Amo
Boulevard through the project area. Approval to construct improvements within a Districts’
sewer easement and/or over or near a Districts' sewer is required before construction may begin.
A copy of the Districts' buildover procedures and requirements is enclosed for your information.
For additional information regarding the buildover procedure, please contact Mr. Darrell Hatch at
extension 2766.

All other information concerning Districts' facilities and sewerage service contained in the
document is current.

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (562) 699-7411, extension 2717.

Very truly vours,

James F. Stahl

@-,:bl/' =) ,4\)\41:%

Ruth L. Frazen
Engineering Technician
Finance & Property Management Section

Enclosure

c:

D. Hatch Page 148
5649691

el
& Jd Recycled FPaper

COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

JAMES F. STAHL
Chief Engineer and General Manager
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——,

o e COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY
' 1955 Workman Mill Road / P.O. Box 4998 / Whittier, California 90607-4998 / (562) 699-7411

BUILDOVER PROCEDURES AND REQUIREMENTS

The Districts do not encourage the building of improvements over sewer easements as such encroachments may
result in limited access or damage to the underlying sewers. The Districts consider "buildover" proposals on a case-by-
case basis. The following explains the Districts' procedure for processing buildover requests.

A developer or property owner (applicant) desiring to construct an improvement over a Districts' sewer easement
is required to obtain a "Buildover Agreement" (BOA) from the Districts. Four (4) sets of the following information are
required from the developer or property owner in order for Districts’ staff to evaluate the proposal:

1. A vicinity map showing the general location of the proposed improvements in relation to the surrounding streets;

2. A grading plan* and site plan showing the location of the sewer easement, sewer line, and manholes in relation to
the proposed improvement. Include information regarding the removal and replacement of unsuitable soil along
with cut/fill depths;

3. The calculated footing** and/or traffic loadings resulting from the project, project-related activity, and post-
construction activity. A list of construction equipment to be used at the site and a soils report for the project are
also required; and

4. A foundation plan and a footing detail,** showing the elevations* and locations of the footings for the
improvement(s). Also include profile and/or cross section drawings showing the proposed improvement(s) in
relation to the sewer line.

NOTE: Your request will not be processed unless the above specified information is provided.*** j

This information is simultaneously forwarded to various departments within the Districts for review. Their
comments serve as the basis by which the Districts' acceptability of a proposed buildover case is determined.

Subsequent to the Districts' review of the proposed buildover request, the applicant will be advised in writing of
the Districts' decision. The applicant is then required to submit six (6) sets of plans that incorporate corrections, as
applicable. The submitted plans must include the following note:

No grading, soil removal, soil fill, or construction activity shall be performed within the Districts’
easement without on-site approval of the proposed activity by a Districts’ inspector. Contracior shall contact Mr.
Phil Friess, Sewerage System Manager, at (310) 638-1161, a minimum of two weeks prior to the start of
construction to make the necessary arrangements.

Upon receipt of the final plans, the Districts will mail a BOA detailing the conditions under which the proposed
improvement is acceptable to the Districts. It shall be the responsibility of the fee owner of the property to sign the BOA
(the signature must be notarized) and return it to the Districts. The BOA is subsequently executed by the Districts’ Chief
Engineer (or designee) and is submitted to the Los Angeles County Recorder's Office for recordation. After the recorded
BOA is received from the Recorder's Office, a copy of the document along with one set of final plans is returned to the
applicant.

Under normal conditions, approximately six to eight weeks are required for Districts' staff to properly evaluate a
buildover proposal. [t is recommended that the Districts be contacted as early as possible during planning of the project.
[f you have any further questions regarding Buildover Procedures and Requirements, please contact Darrell Hatch at (562)
699-7411, extension 2766, or by e-mail at dhatch@lacsd.org.

*All elevations must be based on U.5.G.5. datum.
**All plans must be prepared by a registered Civil/Structural Engineer in the State of California.

***For proposed minor surface improvements, contact the Districts prior to submittal, Some of the information reguiremenrs mav be waived.
s D T A - o T S e R P i B - N VT o P NP R 17 T R TS T T *
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTERNO. 8

Ruth I. Frazen

Engineering Technician

Finance & Property Management Section

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
1955 Workman Mill Road

P.O. Box 4998

Whittier, CA 90607

RESPONSE 8-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. Specific
comments regarding the Agency’s review of the Draft EIR follow and are addressed in Response to
Comment Nos. 8-2 through 8-4.

RESPONSE 8-2

This comment is noted and the information on page 519 of the Draft EIR has been corrected
to reflect the information provided in this comment. See Section III, Corrections and Additions,
Subheading IV.J.2, of this Final EIR.

RESPONSE 8-3

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.
Mitigation Measures J.2-1 and J.2-2 require that sewer improvements be designed to County of Los
Angeles standards, and that connection fees be paid per County procedures. As described on page
524 of the Draft EIR, “As a matter of course, the District reviews/re-reviews projects at the time
building permits are issued and new sewer connection permits [are] requested with payment of
fees.” The buildover procedures and requirements referenced in this comment would be
implemented at site plan review.

RESPONSE 8-4

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
PCR Services Corporation January 2006
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

RESPONSE 8-5

This attachment is a description of the County Sanitation Districts’ Buildover Procedures
and Requirements, and supports Comment No. 8-3. As such, this comment is addressed in
Response to Comment No. 8-3.

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
PCR Services Corporation January 2006
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Letter No. 9

FROM :J.COTTRELL CCJY CONST. CG, FAX NO, :310 324 2686 Dec. ©B 2035 B8:34AM Pt

b.e,lal: e —7OCEAS DRAFT

5 CARSON MARKETPLACE
F/lyt 372 €35 577 7 o RONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSIONER'S COMMENTS

Please submit any comments regarding the Carson Marketplace EIR on this form
and return it to Richard Garland ar Debbie Tomres.

This matter will be apen for discussion at the regular Public Warks Commission
meeting on December 12, 2005.

1. 4Fret Peie 9 Th Seerion oF Twer EIR
Tike, TeSTirlS Tidr T, WAN e A USGioted

2. Aerr-en B2 T THe PM&% Wbl 9-1
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4. @M E‘%& Qﬂm{', ~Tralld
(AT RMLMJ_M@_'L@ Aretthozte o
5. -~ - ot o 2]

- 8-ns"
mmissioner Signature Date
20 3a4-2604
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTERNO.9

John Cottrell
Public Works Commissioner
CClJ Const. Co.

RESPONSE 9-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.

RESPONSE 9-2

Requirements regarding the number and location of handicap parking spaces are set forth
within the Carson Municipal Code. The Project would comply with these as well as all other
applicable ADA requirements.

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
PCR Services Corporation January 2006
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Page 1 of 2

Letter No. 10

From: RWinkler@carson.ca.us

To: persicoplanning@earthiink.net

Cc: AKnechte@carson.ca.us; Srepp@carson.ca.us; b.lackow@pcrnet.com
Date:  11/22/2005 4:39:22 PM

Subject: FW: Carson Marketplace EIR: Pubiic Transportation

Mark:

Please review this with Bruce for our response to comments. Alice make certain a copy is placed on file.
Ron

----- Original Message--—-

From: MargHudn@aol.com [mailto: MargHudn@aol.com]

Sent: Tuesday, November 22, 2005 3:45 PM

To: rwinkler@carson.ca.us

Subject: Carson Marketplace EIR: Public Transportation

| found several errors regarding transit services in the IV.C. Traffic and Circulation analysis of the Carson
Marketplace EIR. These are my findings although this list may not be conclusive:

The analysis omitted the Carson North-South Shuttle which operates in both directions the portion Main
Street abutting the project site. Although it is a shuttle and travels in one direction on a fixed route, it
uses Main to reach and return from the northern part of its circuit, Victoria Street between Main and
Coleman Avenue. Unless this route has been canceled without my knowledge, it would be an important
part of transit access to the site.

MTA Line 205 does not operate on Carson Street. it goes north on Vermont Avenue to 182nd Street; it
then turns right and goes east to the Artesia Transit Center. After leaving the Center, it continues east
on 182nd (Albertoni) to Figure, turns right going south to Victoria. It operates on Victoria to Abalone,
turns right and goes south to Del Amo Boulevard. This is the only place where it is within 1/4 mile (or a
five minute walk) of the project.

| think 1/4 mile or a five minute walk is the commonly used distance to identify transit service to a
commercial site. However, the analysis includes MTA Line 550 which runs on Vermont in the vicinity of
the project. The portion of the route on Normandie ends at PCH where the bus tums right and goes east
to Vermont.

If the analysis includes transit on PCH, there should be mention of MTA Line 232, Torrance Lines 3 and
7, and at least one Gardena line. However, | do not expect the EIR to discuss transit options that far
away.

} think it might mention the Artesia Transit Center, a major transit hub that serves MTA, Torrance and
Gardena lines and is Jocated between Vermont Avenue and the 110 Freeway on the north side of 182nd
Street. When the project is completed, any new transit service would probably operate through that

center.
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Page 2 of 2

» The EIR consultants are probably unaware that the MTA Lines 446 and 447 will shortline in off-peak 10-7
hours at the Artesia Transit Center as of the first week of December 2005, They will continue to travel to
downtown Los Angeles in peak commuting hours only.

Please refer these comments to PCR Services Corporation or forward my e-mail.
Thank you for your help.

Margaret Hudson

Member, MTA South Bay Sector Governance Council

24518 Panama Avenue

Carson, CA 80745
(310) 835-6580
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTER NO. 10

Margaret Hudson

Planning Commissioner

Member, MTA South Bay Sector Governance Council
24518 Panama Avenue

Carson, CA 90745

RESPONSE 10-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. Specific
comments regarding the Draft EIR follow, and are addressed in Response to Comment Nos. 10-2
through 10-7.

RESPONSE 10-2

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The
Carson North/South Shuttle was inadvertently omitted from the local routes listed in the Draft EIR
and is hereby added to the list (Please see Section III, Corrections and Additions, Subheading IV.C,
of the Final EIR).

RESPONSE 10-3

The commentor correctly notes that MTA Line 205 does not operate on Carson Street. This
reference was a typographical error in the Draft EIR that has been corrected (see Section III,
Corrections and Additions, Subheading IV.C, of the Final EIR).

RESPONSE 10-4

The commentor correctly notes that a 4-mile radius is commonly used to represent a typical
walking distance for local transit service to a commercial site. MTA Lines 445, 446/447, and 550
were included in the analysis, however, in response to the CMP requirement that express lines
within a two-mile radius be included.

RESPONSE 10-5

MTA Line 232, Torrance Lines 3 and 7, and Gardena routes are local routes not within Y-
mile of the Project site and thus, in accordance with CMP requirements, were not included in the
analysis.

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
PCR Services Corporation January 2006
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

RESPONSE 10-6

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.

RESPONSE 10-7

The comment accurately describes the current status of MTA Lines 446 and 447. No
changes to the Draft EIR are required.

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
PCR Services Corporation January 2006
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Page 1 of |
Letter No. 11

From: RWinkler@carson.ca.us

To: b.lackow@pcrnet.com; persicoplanning@earthlink.net
Date: 12/15/2005 7:23:50 AM

Subject: FW: More Comments On Carson Marketplace EIR

More comments for your response.
Ron

From: MargHudn@aol.com [mailto:MargHudn@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, December 14, 2005 11:07 PM

To: rwinkler@carson.ca.us

Subject: More Comments On Carson Marketplace EIR

At the Planning Commission Workshop on November 29, 20005, the PCR consuitant indicated that he did not

thirik this hearing was an appropriate forum to discuss the methodology PCR used in preparation of the EIR for 11-1
Carson Marketplace. Therefore, | avoided asking methodology guestions. However, | noted two factual errors

in it.

1) In preparing the discussion of public transportation, the consuitant apparently did not contact the Los

Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, the lead agency for public transportation in the I 11-2
county. Bus route information was incorrect.

2} Also, in the discussion of the availability of public services to Alternative 4, the Shell property, the consultant

failed to identify the fire station that abuts the site and it is clearly shown on Page764 of the Thomas Bros. 11-3
Street Guide for Los Angeles County.

These errors concern me because | have no reason to think | found all of them. | wouid be more comfortable I 11-4
with the EIR if PCR routinely explained its methodology. )

On Page 92, The EIR states that there are six points of entry. Only five points of eniry are identified in Figure 7 I 11-5
on Page 90. Where is the sixth point of entry?

On Page 495, the EIR discusses a Class llf bike route, but the EIR never defines the term. Please describe the I 11-6

classification of bus routes.
If you have any questions about these matters, please contact me. I 11-7

Margaret Hudson
24518 Panama Avenue

Carson, CA 80745
(310) 835-6580
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTERNO. 11

Margaret Hudson
Planning Commissioner
24518 Panama Avenue
Carson, CA 90745

RESPONSE 11-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. Specific
comments regarding the Draft EIR follow and are addressed in Response to Comment Nos. 11-2
through 11-7.

RESPONSE 11-2

Information regarding transit services within the study area was obtained from the Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and from the City of Carson. Please
see Responses 10-2 through 10-7 regarding the bus route information presented in the Draft EIR.

RESPONSE 11-3

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The
discussion on page 592 of the Draft EIR has been amended to reflect the location of the fire station,
and its contribution to fire protection at the Alternative site; see Section III, Corrections and
Additions, Subheading V, of this Final EIR. The inclusion of this information does not materially
alter the analysis, as the analysis currently concludes that the availability of fire fighting resources is
superior at the Alternative Site in comparison to what is currently available to serve the Project site.

RESPONSE 11-4

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. As a
point of information, the methodology used in the analysis of potential Project impacts is provided
within the analysis of the individual environmental issues set forth in Section IV of the Draft EIR.
Additional questions regarding methodology may be addressed during continued public hearings by
the City Commissions and City Council.

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
PCR Services Corporation January 2006
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

RESPONSE 11-5

The Project, as presented the Draft EIR has six access points. Those six access points are
portrayed on Figure 5 on page 86. The sixth access point, which was inadvertently not portrayed in
Figure 7 on page 90, is located at the northern edge of the Project site on Main Street. It includes
right turn movements from Main Street and onto Main Street at that location. In response to public
comments and further study of site access, a seventh access point has been added on the south side
of Del Amo Boulevard to improve traffic flows. Revised versions of Figures 5 and 7 have been
added to the Final EIR; see Section III, Corrections and Additions, Subheading II, of the Final EIR.

RESPONSE 11-6

Class III Bicycle Routes are bikeways that are designated through signage, but do not have
separate lanes for travel. In contrast, Class II Bike Lanes, as noted on page 495, have separately
designated lanes within the roadway. Class I Bicycle Paths or Trails provide travel for bikeways or
pathways that are separate from the lanes of motor vehicle travel. In response to this comment, the
text on page 495 of the Draft EIR has been edited to include the definition of Class III bike routes;
see Section III, Corrections and Additions, Subheading I'V.1.4,0f the Final EIR.

RESPONSE 11-7

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.
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\ Letter No. 12

DRAFT
CARSON MARKETPLACE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSIONER’S COMMENTS

Please submit any comments regarding the Carson Marketplace EIR on this form
and return it to Richard Garland or Debbie Torres.

This matter will be open for discussion at the regular Public Works Commission
meeting on December 12, 2005.

1. Signage: Extremely important at all exits. Signs need to clearly visible to
direct peaple to freeways at all exits. The Marketpiace might be easy to
find, but people may not leave at the same entrance/exit that they used to
enter. Since it is likely to attract customers from all aver the county it 12-1
would be important that it be easy for them to find their way back to the
freeway they used to get there. If this is difficult or confusing they might
not come back. Also, people who are lost add to traffic congestion.

2. No mention was made of service roads for deliveries, etc. Prabably need :
service roads at perimeters of the property. Ex: along the 405 and along 12-2
the fiood channel with entrancas from Main Street and Avalon Bivd.

3. It seems that the Marketplace needs more entrances/exits. Since it will be
a large, multiuse complex it wauld be easier to get to with more 12-3
entrances/exits, particularly from Dei Amo Bivd.

4. Regarding transit services: Please see attached email from Commissioner I 12-4

Margaret Hudson.

chaefe
%mmissioner Signature Date: 12/08/05

PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSSION CARSBON MARKETPLACE EIR
COMMENT FORM

Page 161


m.holmes
Text Box
Letter No. 12

m.holmes
Line

m.holmes
Rectangle

m.holmes
Rectangle

m.holmes
Rectangle

m.holmes
Text Box
12-1

m.holmes
Text Box
12-2

m.holmes
Text Box
12-3

m.holmes
Text Box
12-4


Page | of' |

i

Jan & Jim Schacfer S Dthgais - Audorm.
4

From: <Margt{udn@aol.com>

To: <jjschaef@comcast. net>

Sent: Wednesday, December 07, 2005 10.50 AM
Subject: Carson Marketplace EIR

Hara |5 3 copy of my e-mail o Ron Winkler. | Ihink that PCR did not contact all the tranaportation agencies providing service |n the ares, [t looka as If they missed I 12-5
MTA, the lsad agancy for tha County of Los Angeies.

| found several errors regarding transil services in the IV.C, Traffic and Circulation anafysis of the Carson Markeipiace EIR. These am my findings afthough this ¥st
may not be conciusiva:

« The analysis omitted the Carson Narth-Sauth Shuttle which operates In both directions the particn Main Street abuiting the project site, Although it 1= a
shuttle and travela in one direction on a fixed routa, it usas Main to ach and retum fram the northern pad of its crcult, Victoria Streat between M- and
Coleman Avenue. Uniass his routs has been cancelad without my knowledge, i would be an Impartant part of transit accass to the site.

+ MTA Line 205 does not oparats on Carson Strest. it goss north on Vesmont Avenue to 182nd Streat; it then turns 1ight and goas saet fo the Artesia
Transit Center. Afier leaving the Canler, i cantinuss east on 182nd (Albertoni) to Figure, turms right going eouth to Victoria, 1t operalas on Victarla to
Abalone, tums right and goss south to Del Amo Bouleverd, This is the anly place whare K (s within 1/4 mile (or & five minute walk) of the project,

« 1 think 174 mife or a five minule walk | the commionly used distance ta ldentify transit service to a commercial sile. Howaver, iho anslysia includee MTA
Line S50 witich runs an Viermont in the vicintty of the project. Tha partion of the routs on Normandie ends at PCH where Ihe bus turne tight and goes oasi to
Vemonl,

12-6

« [Ethe analysis includes transit on FCH, there should be mention of MTA Lins 232, Toance Lines 3 and 7, and at least one Gardens line. However, | do not
axpact the EIR to discuss transit options that far away. :

« tthink it ight mentian the Artesia Transit Canter, @ major tranalt hub that satvas MTA, Torvance and Gardena fines and ig located betwean Vermant
Avanue and the 110 Freeway on the north side of 182nd Strest. Whash the project is completed, any naw tranell earvics wouid probably operate through that
canter,

« The EIR consutiants sre probably unawars that the MTA Lines 446 and 447 will shartline in ofi-peak hours 3l Mo Ardesia Tranait Cantar a5 of the firat week
of Decembar 2005. They will continue to trave! 1o downtown Los Angeles in peak commuting hours only.

lease refer thana comments to PCR Sanices Corporation or farward my a«mail,

L Mo Kl Tala ¥4
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTER NO. 12

Jan Schaefer
Public Works Commissioner
jjschaef@comcast.net

RESPONSE 12-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. As of this
date, the exact signage for the Project has not been designed. However, the Specific Plan for the
Project establishes a Signage Program intended to announce the presence of the Carson Marketplace
and help users navigate the site. The Signage Program includes specific standards regarding the
number, size and design of on-site signage that balances the needs of the users of the Project as well
as to limit the visual impact of the signs when viewed from off-site residential locations. The
Specific Plan also presents a Conceptual Sign Location Plan and Illustrative Designs. Furthermore,
the Specific Plan allows for the provision of two freeway icon sites, ten freeway monument signs,
four primary entry monument signs, two entry arch signs, one Main Street Entry Monument sign,
and two North Del Amo entry monument signs. Freeway message board signs would require
further discretionary review. The Specific Plan’s Sign Program is described in Section II, Project
Description of the Draft EIR, and the impact of the potential signage on the visual quality of the area
is analyzed in Section IV.B, Visual Quality (see page 197 of the Draft EIR).

RESPONSE 12-2

The Project site plan is illustrative at present. Service vehicles would enter and exit the site
via the same access points as commercial patron and employee traffic, and would utilize the on-site
roads to access the various areas of the site. Access to individual loading docks would occur via the
parking lot drive aisles, with trucks traveling around to the rear of the building. The precise layout
and design of the service roadways would be approved by the City at the time detailed Project
development plans are submitted to the City for approval.

RESPONSE 12-3

The Illustrative Site Plan indicates six Project access points: three serving the development
district north of Del Amo Boulevard (a primary access point signalized on Del Amo Boulevard
opposite the Stamps Drive entrance to the Project site to the south, one unsignalized right-turn-
in/right-turn-out on Del Amo Boulevard, and one unsignalized right-turn-in/right-turn-out access
point on Main Street) and three serving the development districts south of Del Amo Boulevard
(Stamps Drive primary signalized access point on Del Amo Boulevard, Lenardo Drive signalized
access to Avalon Boulevard and [-405 freeway ramps, and Lenardo Drive signalized access to Main
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

Street). Subsequent to preparation of the Draft EIR, the Applicant has agreed to provide an
additional access point serving the development districts south of Del Amo Boulevard. This
seventh access point would be located west of Stamps Drive and would provide right-turn-in/right-
turn-out access to Del Amo Boulevard.

RESPONSE 12-4

The comment references an attachment that is an e-mail from Margaret Hudson of the
Planning Commission. The contents of that attachment are shown in Comment Nos. 12-5 and 12-6.

RESPONSE 12-5

This comment is an attachment provided by Margaret Hudson of the Planning Commission,
and is similar to one of the comments included in her letter (see Letter 11). As such, please refer to
Response to Comment Nos. 11-2.

RESPONSE 12-6

This comment is an attachment that was provided by Margaret Hudson of the Planning
Commission. The attachment was also submitted directly to the Lead Agency and is included in the
Final EIR as Letter No. 10. For responses to the points raised in this comment, see Response to
Comment Nos. 10-1 through 10-7.
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Letter No. 13

SR,

§ bt 4 CITY O F

C , TORRA —a e e

g?‘ = TORRANCE 7777~
SO ; = A B R

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

JEFFERY W. GIBSON e
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR S

November 4, 2005

Ronald E. Winkler

Economic Development Manager

Carson Redevelopment Agency

1 Civic Plaza Drive, Suite 200

Carson, CA 90745

Re: D-EIR Carson Marketplace

Dear Mr. Winkler:

Please accept the comments listed below from the City of Torrance pertaining to the D-
EIR for the proposed Carson Marketplace project. The potential impact of this project 13-1
on traffic conditions in Torrance is of concern given that the project site is served by
Carson Street and Torrance Boulevard. | We respectfully request that Kaku Associates’

Traffic Analysis be expanded as follows:

1. Take the east-west intersection analysis for Carson Street farther to the west to

show where the impact can be eliminated, and, 13-2
2. Take the east-west intersection analysis for Torrance Boulevard farther west to
Vermont Avenue (at minimum) to show no significance, and if necessary, take it
farther west to Normandie until the impact is dissipated.
Thank you for the opporiunity to review and comment on the D-ciR. Fiease do ol 13-3

hesitate to call me at 310.618.5990 if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Jeffery W. Gibson
Community Development Director

v
By_{ dUphoun—Che
Carolyn Chun'

Senior Planning Associate

Redevelopment, Housing and General Plan

X:\Planning\RCutting\EIR COMMENTS\CarsonMarketplace.tf  Page 165
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTER NO. 13

Jeftery W. Gibson

Community Development Director
Carolyn Chun

Senior Planning Associate

Redevelopment, Housing and General Plan
City of Torrance

3031 Torrance Boulevard
Torrance, CA 90503

RESPONSE 13-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The
comment provides background information regarding the letter and the City’s concerns. Specific
comments regarding the City’s review of the Draft EIR follow, and are addressed in Response to
Comment No. 13-2.

RESPONSE 13-2

The commentor expresses concern about the potential impact of the proposed Project on
traffic conditions in the City of Torrance and requests that additional traffic analysis be conducted
along Torrance Boulevard and Carson Street to address this concern. In response to this request,
additional analyses have been conducted to assess the potential for traffic impacts at the following
four intersections:

e Western Avenue & Torrance Boulevard,;
e Western Avenue & Carson Street;
e Crenshaw Boulevard & Torrance Boulevard; and

e Crenshaw Boulevard & Carson Street.

The Western Avenue intersections are located along the eastern boundary of the City of
Torrance and the Crenshaw Boulevard intersections are located wholly within the City of Torrance.

Existing count data for the Crenshaw Boulevard intersections was obtained from the Traffic
Study for the Draft Environmental Impact Report, Del Amo Fashion Center South Mall and
Residential Development Project (Kaku Associates, June 2004). Existing count data for the
Western Avenue intersections were obtained from the City of Los Angeles traffic count database.
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

All counts were factored up to 2005 existing base year conditions using a factor of 1% per year. For
the Crenshaw Boulevard intersections, 2010 cumulative conditions were forecast by factoring the
year 2008 cumulative projections from the Del Amo Fashion Center traffic study. For the Western
Avenue intersections, the 2005 base year volumes were grown to 2010 cumulative conditions.

Project traffic volumes were then assigned through the additional intersections. The Project
traffic assignment recognizes that the western portion of the Project trade area is expected to fall off
relatively quickly in Torrance due to competition from the Del Amo Fashion Center and other retail
uses along Hawthorne Boulevard.

Intersection capacity calculations with and without the Project were conducted using the
Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method of intersection analysis, consistent with both City of
Carson and City of Torrance requirements.

The City of Torrance considers a project impact at a signalized intersection to be significant
if the following conditions are met:

e The intersection operates at an undesirable peak hour level of service (LOS E or F); and
the project increases traffic demand by 2% of capacity, causing or worsening LOS E or
F.

Table 4 on page 168 summarizes the results of this analysis. As indicated in the table, the
Project is not expected to create significant traffic impacts at the analyzed intersections in the City
of Torrance. As a result, no further analysis is required.

RESPONSE 13-3

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

Table 4

Intersection Level of Service Summary
Additional Analysis Locations in City of Torrance

Cumulative
Existing Cumulative (2010) Plus
Conditions (2010) Base Project Project  Significant
Peak (2005) Conditions Conditions Increase Project
Intersection Hour VIC LOS VIC LOS VIC LOS inV/C Impact
Western Av & AM. 0.757 C 0.789 C 0.799 C 0.010 No
Torrance Bl P.M. 0.758 C 0.791 C 0.820 D 0.029 No
Western Av & AM. 0.947 E 0.989 E 0.998 E 0.009 No
Carson St P.M. 1.092 F 1.141 F 1.159 F 0.018 No
Crenshaw Bl & AM. 0.902 E 1.016 F 1.020 F 0.004 No
Torrance Bl P.M. 1.006 F 1.069 F 1.078 F 0.009 No
Crenshaw Bl & AM. 0.942 E 1.053 F 1.056 F 0.003 No
Carson St P.M. 1.035 F 1.158 F 1.170 F 0.012 No
Source: Kaku Associates, 2006.
Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
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Letter No. 14

21328 isiand Ave.
Carson CA 90745

05 DEC IS PH 4: 29 December 15, 2005

ENGINEERING SERVICES DEPT,
Ms. Sheri Repp-Loadsman e

-

Planning Department SN

City of Carson s
701 E. Carson St. Y (N

Carson CA 90745

S|

HEk

ER TV I8
CaT T

Re: Comments on Environmental impact Report for 168 acre™ -~
site

)
L

Dear Sheri:

Enclosed are my comments regarding Carson’s Environmental

Impact Report for what we commonly call the 168 acres: 141
Specific Plan
it would appear that the Specific Plan has been written using
equivalences in a way that makes evaluation of an appropriate
EIR almost impossible.

14-2

How can one identify traffic and air quality issues when the
project could either be mostly housing or mostly commercial.
Changes would be under the ministeriai review of the Planning
Manager.

Secondly according to the document, the Specific Plan will be
adopted by ordinance and will serve as zoning for the site.
There are few guidelines for such buildings as those over 50,000 | 14-3
sq ft. This is to say we would have no way of selecting or
rejecting such projects as a Walmart Superstore.

Affordabie housing — Owner Participation Agreement? (Page 30)
What are the terms of this? An agreement is not a substitute for | 14-4
affordable housing. S

) Post-It™ brand fax transmittal memo 7671 ] vorpages » &/
Environmental impact ™ Don Winlbaz ™=
Co.

Co.

233 - gl s
Fax #

Fax ¥
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P. 6 - Issuance of bonds by the Redevelopment Agency. How
much? Who would buy given the risk? Voters need to have the
opportunity to vote on this. The approval of the issuance of
bonds, the development agreement, a General Plan amendment,
etc. should be separately approved and not automatically
approved with the specific plan. What happens if this proposal
does not work, and, for example, methane is found within the lel
and uel in the garage? What happens when someone gets our
of his car and lights a cigarette? Can the whole project be
insured, just in case?

P. 10 - How much money is available in the State’s remediation
fund for this site?

P. 22 - With an estimated 68,950 daily trips, including
approximately 2,510 am and 5,770 pm peak hour trips, how can
we later say that the traffic LOS is only slightly affected? Ata
later point, one of the pluses of the project is said to be that
people can live and work at the same site, eliminating
commuting trips. If this is the case, then why are there 68,950
daily trips? Why do we need over 13,000 parking spaces? Turn
lanes will not do the trick. It states that “no feasible mitigation
measures are available to the Applicant to mitigate the Project’'s
significant impacts on the i-110 and 1-405 freeways”. It would
appear that, if this is the case, the project needs to be
redesigned.

| am concerned about the liquefaction problem on the site,lthe 6
million yards of solid municipal waste, the 2.6 million barrels of
industrial liquid waste Ithe emission of carbon monoxide almost
10 times the AQMD threshold value, the emission of the oxides
of nitrogen (NOX) over ten times the threshold vailue, generation
of particulate, PMy,, five times the threshold value, and the
emission of reactive organic compounds five times the
threshold (page 390, Table 38).

| believe that a housing density of 60 units/acre is fotally absurd
on this property. Even if the housing is built on a stab whose
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corners are driven down, | don’t helieve this will support‘such a
structure of this density. 1fear we will re-invent the leaning
Tower of Pisa.

p. 277 upper operable unit air: 0.0809 ppm benzene. The
contaminants listed in Table 27 are contaminants to be taken
very seriously.

p. 288 Groundwater level is rising in the area. The statement is
made that “While the groundwater level is rising in the area,
where the waste is in contact with the groundwater there is
evidence that the contaminants are not downmigrating into the
groundwater”. How do we know this? Over what time period is
this being measured? At what point did the waste start coming
into contact with the groundwater? This issue is a very
important one and cannot be ignored.

p. 292 Current Deed Restrictions

Bans such uses as residential, hospitals, schools, and day care
centers.” “Deed restrictions would need to be modified”. Ata
city meeting recently, when a school was suggested for the site,
the developer's agents made it immediately clear that the land
would not be able to get approval for that. If the environment is
bad for children and seniors, who will live there? Only people
between 20 and 40, who agree not to have children? Doesn’t
make sense!

p. 293 Anomaly?

The July 05 groundwater samples do not show evidence of
contamination. These results differ from the April 05 results in
which very low leveis of perchiorate in two of the three wells
were detected. The April 05 sampiing also showed some
phthalate detections. The April 05 results may be an anomaly.
Have readings been taken since then to determine if this is an
anomaly? Since this site was a landfill, one can expect
differences test point to test point. There are reaily no
anomalies.

p. 302
Development District 3 - Uncontaminated?
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Five shallow soil samples were analyzed. The detected metals
concentrations were within general background levels with the
possibie exception of barium. Only 4,4’ DDE, a pesticide, was
detected in one soil sample. Soluble barium salts are poisonous
and cause death.

Finally, the vibration which would occur. This may undo the
leveling of the coaches at the nearby mobile home park. There
must be some arrangement whereby the developer and/or city
agrees to pay for releveling if it occurs.

There are several mobile home parks on the southern boundary.
The one which shares a significant amount of land at the
southern boundary is Imperial Avaion, a senior park. As such |
believe it qualifies as a sensitive receptor.

{ am not convinced that the remediation proposed is sufficient to
atlow housing on the site.

| beliove this project is a classic case of environmental injustice.
The city is predominantty minority. Where else have they put
housing at a density of 80 units/acre on a heavily contaminated
site? Or maybe, the health and survival of the minority
population is not important! | beg to differ with that point of
view.

Secondly, | would like to know if there are any sites of similar
size within the U.S. with comparable contamination and where
remediation similar to that proposed has been used
successfully. If so, for how long has this or these gites been so
‘remediated?

Sincerely,

Q22 A e, >

Rita R. Boggs, Ph.D.
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTER NO. 14

Rita R. Boggs, Ph.D.
21328 Island Ave.
Carson, CA 90745

RESPONSE 14-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. Specific
comments regarding the Project follow and are addressed in Response to Comment Nos. 14-2
through 14-22.

RESPONSE 14-2

The Project’s Equivalency Program is described on page 95 of Section I1.D.2.a.(2) of the
Draft EIR. As described on page 95:

“The Equivalency Program would provide flexibility for modifications to land uses and
square footages within the Project site. This is achieved via a framework within which
permitted land uses can be exchanged for certain other permitted land uses, so long as the
limitations of the Equivalency Program are satisfied and no additional environmental
impacts occur. As such, increases in permitted land uses can be exchanged for
corresponding decreases of other permitted land uses under the proposed Equivalency
Program. The conversion rates at which land uses can be exchanged with one another is
limited so as not to exceed the level of impacts identified in this EIR. In addition, under the
Equivalency Program, a maximum of 1,550 residential uses can be developed and pP.M. peak
hour trips can not exceed 5,770..... A complete listing of the environmental impact
thresholds including the trip conversion rates is provided in Appendix C.”

As indicated, the Equivalency Program includes limitations on the development that can
occur, so that impacts would not be greater than those analyzed in the Draft EIR. For example, if
some of the residential development designated in the Applicant’s illustrative plan and analyzed in
the Draft EIR were replaced by commercial development, the number of traffic trips could not
exceed the number that would occur with the residential development. Conversion factors that
indicate how many square feet of commercial use may occur in exchange for each residential unit
without generating additional traffic are presented in Table 8 on page 96 of the Draft EIR, and
included for other uses in more detail in Table B of Appendix C of the Draft EIR. The conversion
factors have been calculated so that the conversion of uses is limited by not generating more trips,
than the most restrictive of day-time trips, P.M. inbound trips, or P.M. outbound trips. Therefore, the
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

exchanged uses can not exceed the impacts identified in Section IV.C Traffic and Circulation of the
Draft EIR. Further, with these traffic restrictions, Air Quality and Noise impacts that are caused by
the number of automobile trips also can not be exceeded. Table A of Appendix C establishes
additional thresholds that can not be exceeded with the exchanged uses pertaining to grading
limitations, and impacts on Air Quality and Ultilities. Table A also limits the maximum number of
residential units to 1,550, the number analyzed in the Draft EIR. This assures that impacts that
occur as a result of residential population, e.g. impacts on schools or parks, would not exceed those
analyzed in the Draft EIR.

RESPONSE 14-3

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.

The comment is correct in noting that the Specific Plan would be adopted by ordinance and
would serve as zoning for the Project site. However, the Specific Plan includes extensive guidelines
and standards for development. (In some cases, where the Specific Plan does not establish new
standards for the Project, it incorporates the standards set forth in the Carson Municipal Code). For
example, the Specific Plan specifies all allowable uses, and establishes standards regarding the
massing and location of buildings. Refer, in particular to Table 4 - Permitted Uses, Table 5 -
General Development Standards, and Table 6 - Building Height Development Standards of the
Draft EIR. The Draft EIR provides a comparative analysis of the features of the Specific Plan in
contrast to those of the Carson Municipal Code in Subsection 3.c.(2).(a).iii, Zoning, of Section
IV.A. The Draft EIR concludes that the Specific Plan “provides protections that are generally
equivalent to, or more protective of, the environment than the existing zoning. Therefore, the
proposed Project would be compatible with the City’s Zoning ordinance” (page 155 of the Draft
EIR).

The Draft EIR also provides an analysis that addresses all of the development that could
occur pursuant to the Specific Plan’s, guidelines and standards. These impacts are identified by the
uses and building types, not tenants. For example, the Visual Analysis in Section IV.B of the Draft
EIR is based in part on the height limits that would be allowed. Table 6, Building Height
Development Standards, indicates that for a commercial building of 40,000 sq.ft. to 60,000 sq.ft.
(the range inclusive of 50,000 sq.ft.), the maximum base building height would be 28 feet, and
increases would be allowed for architectural features of 34 feet along 30% of the frontage, and 44
feet along 30% of the frontage. Likewise, building height limits are established for commercial
buildings of 60,000 sq.ft. to 100,000 sq.ft., commercial buildings greater than 100,000 sq.ft.,
residential buildings and other specialized uses such as hotels and theaters. The Draft EIR analyzes
the maximum building heights that could occur, regardless of tenant, based on the limitations set
forth in the Specific Plan. Therefore, the illustrative building sections and elevations in Figures 18
through 20, on pages 188 through 190, and the shading diagrams in Figures 22 through 24, on pages
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210 through 212 show the greatest visual impacts that could occur. These figures serve as a basis
for the conclusions regarding visual impacts. Likewise, all of the analyses of the environmental
topics in Sections IV.A through 1V.J.3 address the development that could occur pursuant to the
uses and standards of the Specific Plan. Therefore, all environmental impacts have been addressed
pursuant to CEQA.

RESPONSE 14-4

The comment refers to a statement on page 30 of the Specific Plan stating that “...the
Redevelopment Agency will be responsible for affordable housing production in accordance with
the Redevelopment Plan and applicable law. The Agency will address affordable housing for this
project through an Owner Participation Agreement.” Under State law, the provision of affordable
housing within designated redevelopment areas is the responsibility of the Carson Redevelopment
Agency (CRA). As such, affordable housing must be provided pursuant to Section 33413 of the
California Health and Safety Code. Section 33413 establishes requirements for the number of
housing units required, and their distribution amongst very low, low and moderate income
households. This obligation would be met through actions of the CRA. Therefore, affordable units
that would be built pursuant to requirements associated with the proposed Project would be
implemented in a manner consistent with State law. The CRA is determining the most effective
manner of providing the housing, and therefore will enter into an Agreement with the Applicant for
their fair share contribution. Such housing may be located within the Project site, or at an off-site
location. If such housing were to be located at an off-site location, additional CEQA review would
be required.

RESPONSE 14-5

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. It is
anticipated that the Project would be funded by the developer. The remediation of the former
landfill on the 157-acre portion of the Project site will be funded with financial support via Tax
Increment Bonds issued by or on behalf of the Carson Redevelopment Agency (CRA) and/or
Community Facility Bonds issued by the City of Carson in accordance with their standard
procedures. The issuance of bonds by the CRA and/or City would occur subsequent to the current
entitlement process.

With regard to methane, as discussed in Section IV.D, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of
the Draft EIR, Subsection (e) of Section 21190 of Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations
requires a number of structural improvements for development on top of landfilled areas during the
postclosure period that would promote successful implementation of DTSC’s approved Remedial
Action Plan (RAP). These requirements include the following: automatic methane gas sensors;
prohibition of enclosed basement construction; construction so as to mitigate the effects of gas
accumulation and differential settlement; and periodic methane gas monitoring inside all buildings.
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In addition, the RAP that would be implemented requires the installation of an active landfill gas
control system under the landfill cap in order to remove the landfill gases. The active landfill gas
control system would consist of horizontal and vertical, perforated piping that would be installed
above and within the refuse, respectively (but below the landfill cap). Based on the size of the
landfill site and the likely need for perimeter landfill gas control, the RAP assumes that the landfill
gas treatment would require the construction of a flare unit including related collection headers,
blowers, and gas sampling and processing components. The RAP also requires that for building
safety, additional landfill gas venting or monitoring features be considered. These features include:

e Open ventilation provided by open parking structures or passive surface vent pipes to
monitor or release methane from accumulating beneath the buildings. As applicable, the
vent pipe will be constructed with the ability to be connected to an induced draft exhaust
system,;

e A pile sleeve system to seal the synthetic geomembrane to the building piles; and

e A landfill gas monitoring and alarm system for landfill gas under the buildings.

The RAP indicates that these features would be designed in detail during the remediation
system and/or building construction/design phase and would be part of the ongoing operation and
maintenance activities. Also, the Project would include multiple layers of protection and fail-safe
features to protect future occupants and the surrounding community. As a consequence,
simultaneous failure of the multiple protection systems would have to happen before a true upset
scenario would occur. Nevertheless, for purposes of analysis, potential individual operation-related
upset scenarios were identified as follows:

e Failure of landfill gas extraction wells or conveyance piping;

e Failure of landfill gas vacuum system;

e Failure of landfill gas flare, blowers, or make-up gas;

e Failure of electrical power;

e Failure of landfill gas system instrumentation, data logger, or data transmitter;

e Failure of landfill gas alarms;

¢ Synthetic geomembrane system (landfill cap) puncture, tear, or seam separation;

e Failure of building protection system’s impermeable geomembrane attached to slab;

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
PCR Services Corporation January 2006

Page 176



IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

e Failure of methane detection sensors;
e Failure of groundwater injection or extraction wells or conveyance piping; and

e Failure of groundwater treatment and discharge system.

Each of the potential individual upset scenarios above has a low likelihood of occurring.
Due to the redundancy of the systems, multiple and simultaneous failures would have to occur to
create the potential for impacting human health or the environment. The likelihood of such
multiple, simultaneous, and complete system failure is very low.

Finally, as part of the Remedial Design (RD) process, upset scenarios that could impact
human health and the environment, during either the Remedial Action (RA)/construction phase or
the operation phase of the Project, would be further evaluated and refined. Based upon that
evaluation and refinement, design elements, engineering controls, and monitoring and contingency
plans would be developed and incorporated into the remedial designs and specifications to minimize
the potential for upset events and to establish plans for protection of human health and the
environment should an upset event occur. DTSC review and approval of such design elements,
engineering controls and monitoring and contingency plans would be a component of DTSC’s
review and approval of the final remedial designs and specifications for the Project.

Further, DTSC would review and approve all financial assurance documents provided by
the Applicant for all remedial systems. The Applicant would be required to provide financial
assurances to guarantee the long-term operations and maintenance of the remedial systems.

RESPONSE 14-6

There is approximately 7 to 8 million dollars in the fund for the remediation of the Project
site. The disbursement of these funds would occur under DTSC’s oversight.

RESPONSE 14-7

Regarding impact of the proposed Project on traffic levels of service, the Draft EIR
concluded that the Project would have a significant impact on operating conditions at 12
intersections and proposed mitigation measures at each of these locations.

The potential for interaction between the different land uses proposed on the site and thus a
reduction of external trips to and from the site was considered in the Draft EIR traffic study as part
of development of the trip generation estimates for the Project (see discussion of internal trip
reduction credits on pages 230 through 233 of the Draft EIR). Such internal interaction could take
the form of both internal commute trips between residential and commercial components of the
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Project, internal commercial patron trips between the residential and commercial components of the
Project, and internal trips between various commercial components on the site.

The Draft EIR determined that over 13,000 parking spaces would be required for the Project
if the City’s General Development Standards were to be applied (see Table 24 on page 256 of the
Draft EIR). The General Development Standards, however, apply to each component of the Project
without regard to potential internal interaction between different land uses or shared use of parking.
A shared parking analysis taking these interactions into consideration was also conducted as part of
the Draft EIR (See Section IV.C, Traffic, Circulation and Parking). The shared parking analysis
projected a peak demand for 11,123 parking spaces on the peak Saturday afternoon in the peak
December shopping season, and less during other times of the year (see Table 23 on pages 254 and
255 of the Draft EIR). The Specific Plan contains provisions for the implementation of a shared
parking program if it can be demonstrated that the peak parking demand would be less than the
parking required under the City’s General Development Standards.

RESPONSE 14-8

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.

RESPONSE 14-9

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.
Potential liquefaction impacts are addressed in Section IV.E., Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure E-2, which states the following, would assure that the
Project is designed to meet all standards for the protection of buildings within liquefaction zones.

“Due to the classification of portions of the Project site as a liquefaction zone, the Applicant
shall demonstrate that liquefaction either poses a sufficiently low hazard to satisfy the
defined acceptable risk criteria, in accordance with CDMG Special Bulletin 117, or (b)
implement suitable mitigation measures to effectively reduce the hazard to acceptable levels
(CCR Title 14, Section 3721). The analysis of liquefaction risk shall be prepared by a
registered civil engineer and shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the City Building
Official.”

RESPONSE 14-10

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. As
indicated in Section IV.D, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, during the life of the
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landfill, approximately 6 million cubic yards (cy) of solid municipal waste and 2.6 million barrels of
industrial liquid waste were received at the landfill.

RESPONSE 14-11

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The
comment is based on information presented in Table 39; the threshold percentages of the Project
emissions are provided by the commentor and are extremely rough approximations. The exceeding
of the thresholds has been identified in the Draft EIR as a significant, unavoidable impact of the
Project.

RESPONSE 14-12

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The
impacts of the Project’s housing at the proposed densities are addressed throughout all of the
environmental topics in Section IV of the Draft EIR. In particular, Section IV.A, Land Use,
addresses the relationship of the Project densities to existing General Plan policies and zoning
regulations, and concludes that the proposed densities would be compatible with the existing
regulations. Also, Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, evaluates the Project’s potential impacts
regarding the ability of the site to support the proposed buildings. Specifically, Mitigation Measure
E-1 of that Section requires the following:

“In accordance with City of Carson Municipal Code, the Applicant shall comply with site-
specific recommendations set forth in engineering geology and geotechnical reports
prepared to the satisfaction of the City of Carson Building Official, as follows:

— The engineering geology report shall be prepared and signed by a California
Certified Engineering Geologist and the geotechnical report shall be prepared
and signed by a California Registered Civil Engineer experienced in the area of
geotechnical engineering. Geology and geotechnical reports shall include site-
specific studies and analyses for all potential geologic and/or geotechnical
hazards. Geotechnical reports shall address the design of pilings, foundations,
walls below grade, retaining walls, shoring, subgrade preparation for floor slab
support, paving, earthwork methodologies, and dewatering, where applicable.

— Geology and geotechnical reports may be prepared separately or together.

— Where the studies indicate, compensating siting and design features shall be
required.
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— Laboratory testing of soils shall demonstrate the suitability of underlying native
soils to support driven piles to the satisfaction of the City of Carson Building
Official.”

Implementation of this mitigation measure would require a demonstration that the buildings
can be supported, and that no significant impacts due to their construction would occur.

RESPONSE 14-13

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. As
shown in Table 27, the 0.0809 parts per million (ppm) stated in the comment is the concentration of
vinyl chloride in the air, rather than benzene. Benzene concentrations were detected in both the
groundwater and air at the Project site. The concentration range of benzene in the air is 0.0014 —
0.0573 ppm, while the concentration of benzene in the groundwater is <0.001 to 7.5 ppm. Remedial
Action Plans (RAP) have been approved by DTSC for the Upper and Lower Operable Units, which
would be implemented as part of the Project. With the implementation of these RAPS, DTSC has
concluded that implementation of the commercial uses on the former landfill site could occur
without posing a human health risk. The Applicant is seeking to extend this determination to
include on-site residential uses on the former landfill site. Such residential uses could only occur on
the former landfill site upon approval of such use by DTSC.

RESPONSE 14-14

The information provided regarding groundwater elevation, migration, and water quality
beneath the landfill are based on the data generated from the monitoring wells that have been
installed at the landfill site. Statements about regional changes in groundwater elevation are based
on discussions with and review of documents produced by the Water Replenishment District
(WRD) and the United States Geological Survey (USGS).

Beginning in 1990, 35 groundwater monitoring wells were installed along the perimeter of
the former landfill. Twenty two wells within the Upper Bellflower Aquitard (UBF), five within the
lower portion of the UBF Aquitard and the upper portions of the Middle Bellflower (MBFB/C)
Aquitard, five in the lower portions of the MBFB/C Aquitard, and three in the upper Gage Aquifer.
Groundwater elevations have been measured in the available monitoring wells around the site since
1990. Based on the reported monitoring data, the groundwater elevation at the site rose an average
of approximately 9 to 10 feet since 1990. Groundwater elevation of the middle upper Bellflower
Aquitard in June 2005 ranged from approximately 6 to 15 feet below mean sea level (MSL). The
bottom of the waste in the five waste cells reportedly ranges from 12 to 44 feet below MSL.

It has been reported by the WRD that groundwater has been rising in the basin since
management of the resource was initiated in the 1960s. Groundwater model projections by the
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USGS indicate the regional groundwater levels are likely to continue to rise in the future another 15
to 20 feet before stabilizing near sea level. The proposed remediation systems for the Carson
Marketplace development would be designed, constructed, and operated to account for potentially
rising groundwater levels in the future.

As stated above, groundwater monitoring at the site began in 1990. It would appear
groundwater was in the deepest of the waste prisms at that time, when the groundwater first
contacted the waste is unknown.

The Final (DTSC approved) RAP for the Upper OU requires that groundwater monitoring
and sampling of all wells initially be conducted on a quarterly basis for one year. Currently, the
DTSC has approved semi-annual groundwater sampling after reviewing the data collected to date.
The samples would be analyzed for 34 VOCs in the Target Compound List (TCL) using approved
methodologies. After one year, the frequency and analyses to be performed would be re-evaluated
and modified as appropriate. Furthermore, DTSC would enter into an operations and maintenance
agreement with the Applicant and require that an operations and maintenance plan be implemented.
This plan would require continuous monitoring of the former landfill site until such time that DTSC
determines that monitoring is no longer necessary. At a minimum of every five years, DTSC would
complete a comprehensive review of the effectiveness of the remedial systems and make sure that
conditions at the site meet the safety standards in effect at the time of the review. Modifications to
the remedial systems would be implemented, if needed.

With regard to the downmigration of contaminants, as indicated in Section IV.D, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, the Final RAP for the Lower OU addresses the potential
impact of groundwater contamination in the Upper OU on the Lower OU. Based on groundwater
monitoring and chemical fate and mobility modeling data, in conjunction with remedial actions for
the Upper OU, the risk posed to the Lower OU is considered to be minimal. The Final RAP for the
Lower OU concludes that while additional remedial investigation of the Lower OU is not currently
warranted since no VOCs are present at detectable concentrations in the Gage aquifer (Lower OU),
the selected remedy for the Lower OU requires groundwater monitoring of the Lower OU. The
monitoring would be conducted on a quarterly basis for a period of two years, followed by semi-
annual monitoring for an additional two years, and annual monitoring every third year thereafter for
up to 50 years. If any VOC is detected in the Lower OU during that period, the monitoring events
would be increased to quarterly for a period of two years.

RESPONSE 14-15

There are no deed restrictions that currently apply to the Project site. In the 1995 DTSC-
approved RAP, residential scenarios were not evaluated. Therefore, at that time it was anticipated
that deed restrictions would be put in place that would preclude residential use. As residential use is
now proposed, DTSC would establish appropriate land use restrictions based on applicable data,
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information and analysis, including, but not limited to, a post-remedial health risk assessment. Prior
to occupancy, a deed restriction would be established precluding those land uses deemed
inappropriate for the Project site by DTSC.

A school is not being pursued as part of the Project. Nevertheless, the existence of soil and
groundwater contamination does not preclude the site from being used as a school. DTSC’s School
Property Evaluation and Cleanup Division is responsible for assessing, investigating and cleaning-
up proposed school property sites. The Division ensures that selected properties are free of
contamination or, if the properties were previously contaminated, that they have been cleaned-up to
a level that protects the students and faculty who will occupy the new school. All proposed school
sites that receive State funding for acquisition or construction are required to go through a rigorous
environmental review and cleanup process under DTSC’s oversight. DTSC would not allow a
school to be constructed on the Project site unless the agency determined that any potential
unacceptable risks were adequately addressed.

RESPONSE 14-16

As indicated in Section IV.D, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, the Final
RAP for the Lower OU requires that groundwater monitoring be conducted on a quarterly basis for
a period of two years, followed by semi-annual monitoring for an additional two years, and annual
monitoring every third year thereafter for up to 50 years. The monitoring of the Lower OU began in
January 2005. The data presented in the EIR was the information that was available at the time of
the preparation of the Draft EIR. Since the release of the Draft EIR, the next quarterly monitoring
reports have become available. The most recent groundwater monitoring report (dated November 2,
2005) indicates non-detect for all but naturally occurring metals. The concentrations of these
naturally-occurring metals are considered to be within the likely range of normal background
concentrations. Therefore, the detection of low levels of perchlorate and some phthalates reported
in the April 2005 report were likely an anomaly. As indicated, the expanded database that will be
created as a result of future RAP-required monitoring will yield a more thorough assessment of the
groundwater quality in the Gage Unit aquifer. DTSC will oversee this monitoring and evaluate the
database.

RESPONSE 14-17

As indicated in Section IV.D, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, a
screening-level risk evaluation of these data indicates that there are likely no unacceptable risks
associated with either the barium or 4,4’DDE or the low levels of VOCs either individually or on a
combined basis.
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RESPONSE 14-18

Potential construction vibration impacts were thoroughly analyzed in Section IV.H, Noise,
of the Draft EIR. As concluded in the Draft EIR, potential impacts related to deep dynamic
compaction (DDC) to be less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures H-2
and H-3. Further, while the pile driving is considered to have a significant noise impact (due to the
frequency of occurrences, rather than the extent of the noise levels), the vibration from pile driving
activities would also be less than significant. Specifically, residential land uses, including, but not
limited to, the nearby mobile home parks would be located at a sufficient distance (greater than 75
feet) from any potential pile driving activity so that vibration from such activities would be below
the peak particle velocity threshold of 0.2 inch/sec. In addition, the vibration associated with pile
driving would be substantially reduced due to the lower density of material on site (i.e., waste with
soil cover versus compact soils with rock) and the intervening Torrance Lateral (i.e., impeding
transmission of surface waves and higher-amplitude motion from pile driving).

To further protect off-site sensitive land wuses, the Draft EIR recommends the
implementation of a pilot program regarding DDC operations, which has been included as
Mitigation Measures H-2 and H-3 in the Draft EIR. These measures have been revised to also
address vibration impacts from pile driving; see Section III, Corrections and Additions, Subheading
IV_H, of the Final EIR. The purpose of the pilot program, as amended via the Final EIR, is to assure
that less than significant vibration impacts to oft-site uses and/or facilities would occur. Under the
pilot program the Applicant would install vibration monitors at the following locations: (1) along
the Project’s fenceline opposite the off-site residential uses located to the south and southwest of the
Project site (i.e., within the Project site), and (2) along the far side of the Torrance Lateral Channel
in line with the monitors placed within the Project site itself. Monitoring of construction vibrations
would occur at the onset of development activities. Based on an initial set of testing, limits would
be established on the level of vibration causing activities. With the implementation of this program,
vibration levels near the western and southern boundaries of the Project site would not exceed the
0.2-inch-per-second PPV significance threshold for fragile structures, such as the off-site mobile
homes, and a less than significant short-term vibration impact to the existing mobile home
residences along the Project site boundary would occur.

Notwithstanding, a Condition of Approval has been established for the Project which would
hold the developer responsible for any damage that may occur to off-site residential uses, including
the nearby mobile homes from Project construction activities.

RESPONSE 14-19

The City concurs that the mobile home parks on the southern boundary are considered
sensitive receptors and Section IV.G, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR evaluated potential localized
impacts for these sensitive receptors as a result of the proposed Project. As concluded in the Draft
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EIR, the construction of the proposed Project would result in short-term localized PM,o impacts for
sensitive receptors in close proximity to the project site.

RESPONSE 14-20

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The
DTSC is responsible for evaluating potential risks related to the presence of hazardous materials at
the Project site and ensuring that human health and the environment are adequately protected. This
includes, but is not limited to, assuring that elevated residential uses on the former landfill site
would only be permitted if all human health concerns are appropriately addressed. The DTCS-
approved Remedial Action Plan (RAP) for the Upper OU was completed at a time when residential
uses were not contemplated. Deed restrictions would be established to preclude those land uses
deemed by the DTSC to be inappropriate based on applicable data, information and analysis,
including, but not limited to a post-remedial health risk assessment. As such, the site would be
remediated to a level that would provide health and safety protection for future residents.

In addition, since the release of the Draft EIR, a Human Health Risk Evaluation Report
(HRE) has been prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc. and submitted to DTSC for review. The HRE
generally describes how anticipated construction controls, remediation systems, monitoring, and
corrective actions would be used to protect construction workers, the surrounding community and
future occupants and sets forth a proposed approach and methodology for evaluating potential risks.
Among other things, the proposed approach includes collection of additional data and preparation of
a post-remedial risk assessment. Following completion of the remediation, DTSC would review
and approve the post-remedial risk assessment. Furthermore, and most importantly, DTSC would
not allow occupancy to occur until it is satisfied that the end users are adequately protected from
potential risks. In addition, the submittal of the HRE is a clear demonstration that the Applicant is
moving forward to obtain DTSC approval of the requested modifications and the development of
elevated residential uses on the portion of the site that was previously used as a landfill.

RESPONSE 14-21

The proposed remediation of the Project site is intended to reduce the existing hazardous
conditions on the Project site and provide a benefit to all members of the community, including off-
site residents of the City. As described in Response to Comment No. 14-12, the inclusion of
housing at 60 dwelling units per acre is not expected to cause a significant impact. In fact, the
remediation and sequential development of the site would replace a blighted site within the City
with a new development with many community amenities, e.g. entertainment opportunities that
would serve all residents of the City. Further, housing developments with such densities are
commonly provided in all communities. As described in Response to Comment No. 14-20, the
Project would not have significant impacts resulting from its location on top of a former land fill
site.
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RESPONSE 14-22

There are thousands of former landfills across the United States similar to the former Cal
Compact Landfill. Based on available data and historical information, the waste and contamination
present at the Project site likely pose low human health risks. The reason for this is that
groundwater contamination concentrations are relatively low and are generally confined on-site to
the upper fine-grained sediments; the groundwater system appears to be naturally degrading
groundwater contaminants; and the existing and temporary soil cover appears to have blocked
noteworthy landfill gas releases during the last ten years.

During approximately the last 10 to 15 years, numerous landfills across the country have
undergone remediation to further protect human health and the environment and to allow for
redevelopment of the land, particularly in urbanized areas where land is scarce and in high demand.
Because it is often impractical to relocate waste, landfill remediation usually focuses on containing
or blocking exposure to waste and potential contaminants. Containment is typically completed by
using either of the following or some combination thereof: low permeability soil, concrete or
asphalt; synthetic geomembranes; or vegetation. On-going groundwater and landfill gas removal,
treatment, and monitoring are usually required to protect human health and the environment.

As discussed in Section 1V., Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, the
proposed remediation refinement approach for the Project would be to contain the waste under a
synthetic geomembrane system (which would have a permeability less than the 10 required for
clay and other desirable physical properties) to block exposure of the waste, prevent water from
infiltrating into the waste prism, and to prevent gases from escaping. In addition, the remediation
would include a landfill gas collection and treatment system that would remove and treat landfill
gases under the landfill cap. Groundwater impacts currently are believed to be relatively low and
not significantly migrating offsite; however, remediation would be completed to remove and/or treat
contaminants to further ensure that migration offsite does not occur.

The following briefly summarizes other developments elsewhere in the country that have
been completed on top of former landfills. The examples below incorporated many elements being
considered for the Carson Marketplace development.

e The Colma California Home Depot Center was successfully built on the closed Junipero
Serra solid waste landfill in San Mateo County. Refuse depths within the landfill varied
up to 130 feet. More than 8 years later, the development is considered a success.

e The $150 million Westport Office Park in Redwood City, California, was developed on
an 85-acre property formerly used as a municipal waste landfill from the 1940s until
1970. Today, Westport Office Park is a successful 20-building, 980,000 square feet
campus situated in a park-like setting.
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e The Jersey Gardens Mall in Elizabeth, New Jersey, is a large retail outlet center opened
in October 1999 developed in coordination with various state, county and local agencies.
Jersey Gardens Mall provides millions in annual tax benefits for the area and 5,000 job
opportunities at the 1.3 million square foot location. Jersey Gardens Mall is located on a
126-acre former municipal landfill that had been abandoned for 20 years. In addition to
municipal waste, the landfill contained polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), paint sludge,
and lead contamination that required remediation before redevelopment occurred.

e In October 2003, a developer in New Jersey unveiled a completed 92 unit luxury resort
community, The Tides at Seaboard Point in North Wildwood. Located on the former
Anglesea Beach municipal waste landfill, a 20-acre site, the project caps an inactive 30-
year-old, unsecured landfill to prevent water and air contamination. The project
required securing the landfill that was not properly closed when it became inactive 30
years ago. Clean dredge materials were spread over the top of the landfill as a low
permeability cap. The landfill was capped with a four-foot layer of clay, then topped
with a six-foot layer of sand that remained in place for six months, acting as a weight to
measure settling and compact the landfill. The waste itself was surcharged with fill to
mitigate the potential for differential settlement in the waste and underlying soft soils in
the roadways, parking areas, and the landscape areas. The high rise residential buildings
were constructed on piles.
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Ronald E. Winkler

Economic Development General Manager
One Civic Plaza Drive, #200

Carson, CA 90745

December 5, 2005 Eoo U

Dear Mr. Winkler,

I understand by the flyer I received in the mail (enclosed) that T am supposed to write to
you and say “NO to Wal Mart!”

Well, sorry to disappoint them, but...
Y »” A ’ T "

I hope we are gétting a WalMart Super Center on Main and Del Amo. It’s about time
Carson has a nice WalMart to shop at in this area. Come on! Everybody I know who
shops LOVES WalMart.

Good luck with your project — whatever it is — and I hope nobody stands in your way in
bringing our city of Carson up to date. We need more good restaurants also!

Sincerely,
i GavenporrT

Judith L. Davenport
Lifetime Citizen of Carson
117 East 229" Place

Carson, CA 90745

Email: judester53@aol.com
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LETTER NO. 15

Judith L. Davenport
117 East 229th Place
Carson, CA 90745

RESPONSE 15-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. As of
this date, Wal-Mart has not been identified as a potential tenant of the Project.
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,lease PLease note I think it is a bad
'idea to have a Wal Mart - Store in CArso
pray you do not succumb. t to this /:

t wsould Dbe a di aster

16-1

Lenora deWood 34 1CAR
c/o RETitement;ﬂQﬂe_{fCA.]
carson, Calif. 90745 B
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LETTER NO. 16

Lenora Dewood

Carson Rtrmnt Center
345 E. Carson St. #37
Carson, CA 90745-2709

RESPONSE 16-1

As of this date, Wal-Mart has not been identified as a potential tenant of the Project. The
comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration of the public
and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.
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LETTER NO. 17

Sylvia A. Diaz
128 E. 228th St.
Carson, CA 90755

RESPONSE 17-1

As of this date, Wal-Mart has not been identified as a potential tenant of the Project. The
comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration of the public
and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.
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Dr. Gerry Gee, O.D.
22015 South Avalon Boulevard, Suite A
Carson, CA 90745
(310) 830-7584 - M Ff i | T\ﬂ TN
Fax (310) 830-5856 . < o s e U .
\ !"_t“’fk?;? M0
December 2, 2005 e DR A 20t
cr R
Ronald Winkier e M cl o7 Ise, =
Economic Development General Manager -
One Civic Plaza Drive, #200
Carson, CA 90745
Re: Wal-Mart

Dear Mr. Winkler,

I was informed that there is a possibility of a Wal-Mart coming to Carson. [ would like
to let you know personally that it would impact my business as well as the business of my
other colleagues in this city. Wal-Mart uses the concept of loss leaders to attract patrons
and one of them is their contact lens business. That is a major part of my business and it
would be a tremendous detriment for the financial well being of my office. I have beena
business owner in Carson for 20 years now and have enjoyed the variety of ethnic
backgrounds and varying socio-economic levels. Wal-Mart would attract customers
looking for the lowest price only and with that kind of competition I could not stay in
business. Please do not allow Wal-Mart to enter the Carson marketplace. Thank you for
your,attention.
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LETTER NO. 18

Dr. Gerry Gee, O.D.
22015 South Avalon Boulevard, Suite A
Carson, CA 90745

RESPONSE 18-1

As of this date, Wal-Mart has not been identified as a potential tenant of the Project. The
comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration of the public
and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.
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g o
| i B ;.‘?& -\“TI
Planming / Environmente! Solutions LLC 1 _ﬁ i

ZLTEL TG SR00 ¢ TamaTllm SA YA

: Fax IR A0, LR
’ Qitice; J51.508.5825

December 15, 2005

Carson Redevelopnment Agency
One Civic Plaza Dr., Suite 200
Carson, CA 90745

Greetings:

This firm has been retained by a group of local residents to comnment on the DEIR for the Carson
Marketplace Specific Plan.

The DEIR states that there will be no impacts as a resuit of blighting from the construction of the
Carsont Marketplace project. This is unsupported by evidence in the record. The evidence
indicates that there wiil be significant impacts over the next 15 years but that these impacts will
go away by fifteen years. There still will be a significant impact for the first 15 vears.
Additionally, the analysis fails to consider the fact that during that 15 vear period that there wiil
be additional commerciai properties constructed, thus putting additional pressure on marginal
commercial facilities. The increased pressure will result in increased vacancies and visual
biighting as a result of closed facilities and reduced maintenance on marginal facilities.

There will be significant visual impacts to surrounding residential areas as a result of the
construction of the center. Placement of trees every 50 feet will be insufficient to break the view
of the large structures. Additionally, the rear of the center, with its trash and loading areas will
be presented to the adjacent residential areas. The aesthetic mitigation measures will not be
effective on the rear service areas of the buildings. Trees should be planted with a minimum
spacing ot 25 feet on the slope areas adjacent to the existing residential areas.

The DEIR states that there is no feasible mitigation for significant traffic impacts to 1-405 and I-
110. As mutigation, the project should provide a fair share contribution to the construction of
improvements sufficient to bring these two freeways up to an acceptable level of service.
Similarly, the center should provide subsidies to cover their fair share impact to the transit
system. The DEIR aiso improperly relies upon others to construct the interchange improvements
at Avalon & [-405. Mitigation measure C-14 is uncertain, in that there is no certainty that the
measure can be physically constructed. Measure C-15 is also ineffective in that it merely
prevents the construction of a larger facility than approved until after the intersection
improvements have been constructed. The full approved facility however exceeds the capacity
of the intersection as it is.
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The air quality analysis does not consider the impact of toxic air contaminants from I-405 and I-
110 on the restdential uses proposed for the site. Elemental carbon from trucks using the
freeways in addition to those serving the site must be considered. A health risk assessment
should be conducted.

Additionally, the use of a cogeneration facility should be considered as mitigation for the air
quality impacts. Such a facility would utilize the methane produced by the site and would help
offset emissions to produce electricity for the site.

According to the DEIR, there would be a significant noise impact to residentiai uses to the west
of the property. (Table 59) Mitigation measure H-7 is ineffective as it is only required if
feasible. There should be an absolute prohibition of deliveries between the hours of 10:00 p.m.
and 7:00 a.m. unless it can be conclusively proved that the deliveries will not exceed city noise
standards.

The Reduced Project alternative should be approved. It is an environmentally superior
alternative that is capable of meeting most project objectives and substantially reduces project
tmpacts.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

?/M@ ~

Raymond W. Johnson, Esq. AICP
Principal Planner
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTER NO. 19

Raymond W. Johnson, Esq. AICP
Principal Planner
Planning/Environmental Solutions LLC
26785 Camino Seco

Temecula, CA 92890

RESPONSE 19-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. Specific
comments regarding the review of the Draft EIR follow, and are addressed in Response to
Comment Nos. 19-2 through 19-12.

RESPONSE 19-2

This comment does not accurately portray the Draft EIR’s findings. Page 165 of the Draft
EIR states the following:

“While the Proposed Project’s economic activity would contribute to the overall
well being of the City and Region, it would contribute to a competitive market
framework which could potentially have an adverse economic effect at some
competitive retail locations. Such economic effects could result in secondary
impacts on the physical environment if they were to lead to abnormally high retail
vacancies, abandoned, non-maintained buildings and/or a general deterioration.
When this occurs, there can be affects on land use relationships in the area (i.e.,
aesthetics and security/safety). When these effects are substantial, they may
potentially cause conditions generally referred to by terms such as “blight” or “urban
decay.”

On page 166, the Draft EIR goes on to state “Project development would have a short-term
negative effect upon existing retail uses within the market area served by the proposed Project. An
adverse impact on vacancies and sales could occur, most likely in smaller, older retail centers.
However, this impact could be alleviated in the mid-term (i.e., by 2020) as the local market grows
and matures. The addition of the Project’s new retail activities would not likely cause any
widespread, prolonged urban decay.” It should be noted that the 2020 date is 10 years after the
2010 projected opening date of the Proposed Project (not 15 years as stated in the comment).

In short, the Draft EIR finds that the proposed Project could have an adverse economic
impact on one or more competitive retail locations and that these economic impacts could result in
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adverse secondary impacts on the physical environment. Such impacts could occur over the first 10
years after the proposed Project opens. If such impacts were to occur, they would likely occur in
smaller, older retail centers. Thus, the impacts would not likely be prolonged nor widespread.
These findings were based upon the results of the Retail Impact Study that was undertaken to
identify the proposed Project’s likely affects on commercial properties within the market area. This
study is presented in its entirety as Appendix J of the Draft EIR.

The report contains extensive evidence and analysis supporting its findings. The following
summarizes the key findings of the report:

The retail analysis takes two alternative approaches to estimating the maximum potential
impact of the proposed Project. The first is to estimate the impact that the proposed Project would
have on retail vacancy rates assuming that retail sales per square foot of store space remains
constant. The second estimates the change in retail sales per square foot that would occur assuming
that retail vacancy rates remain constant. The effect in the market place would likely be some mix
of the two effects.

The analysis assumes an equilibrium market currently exists (as supported by the survey of
current low vacancies) and estimates hypothetical changes from this equilibrium. The estimates
represent a maximum because some stores may be more or less profitable than others. This could
result in closures and land use changes (e.g., conversions from retail to residential or office uses).

In addition, due to the presence of regional and entertainment uses at the proposed Carson
Marketplace, a portion of visitors would likely come to the center from outside of the primary trade
area. The City of Carson’s retailers are primarily smaller, local serving stores distributed along
arterials such as Carson and Avalon Boulevards and elsewhere in the City without any major
concentrations of retail development, with the exception of the South Bay Pavilion, which is also
owned by the Project’s Applicant. While some competition would be expected from the Project and
existing businesses in the City, the proposed Project is more likely to compete with major
department stores and big-box retailers throughout the primary area (i.e., a five-mile radius of the
Project site). It is also very likely that the level of activity generated could benefit the City of
Carson by attracting shoppers for goods and services throughout the City.

Currently the market conditions are very strong for regional retailing in Carson and the
surrounding area. Historic growth and current levels of retail sales and per capita retail sales trends
are also strong. Over the period measured from 1995 to 2003, retail sales increased in the 5.0-mile
market area by an average annual rate of 2.6%; for Carson this rate was relatively higher at an
annual average rate of 5.0%. When viewed from the perspective of per capita retail sales, the
market area grew at an average annual rate of 1.8%; in comparison, Carson’s per capita retail sales
grew relatively faster at an average annual rate of 3.6%.
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Current retail vacancy rates in the primary trade area are very low, averaging about 1.5
percent overall in the 2.5-mile market area, representing 49 centers, and approximately 2.9 million
square feet of retail space. For the 2.5 to 5.0-mile ring, the economic consultants surveyed a sample
of 16 of the larger centers plus the two regional malls within this geographic area. This sample was
performed because of the very large number of centers identified in the primary trade area (245
centers). The sample of centers had a vacancy rate of 1.6 percent which is comparable to the retail
supply within the 2.5-mile ring. However, when the two regional malls in this geographic area (Del
Amo Mall and South Bay Pavilion) are excluded, the vacancy jumps to 5.12 percent. (In
comparison, when the South Bay Pavilion regional mall was excluded from the sample of stores
surveyed in the 2.5-mile market area, the vacancy rate only increased slightly from 1.5% to 1.8%).

The strength of the current market indicates that existing retailers can likely sustain some
loss of sales and still remain open and profitable. Retail demand is projected to continue to grow
significantly in the future. Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) official
projections show continued residential and population growth. This translates into growth in retail
expenditures by residents within the primary trade area. (Projected population growth also indicates
continued demand for new housing units.) Under worst case assumptions, the projected retail
vacancy rate would be 11.0 percent immediately after the opening of the proposed Project (2010).
(“Worst case” here includes assuming that new retail space would immediately replace existing
retail space—an unlikely outcome since, as described above, current retail conditions are strong.)
By 2020 (ten years later), the projected retail vacancy rate would fall to 6.0 percent, again under
worst case assumptions.

As a general rule of thumb, based on Stanley R. Hoffman Associates’ experience, a
commercial vacancy rate of around 5.0 percent is considered characteristic of a stable retail market
and is used as a comparative measure for evaluating impacts. The retail vacancy rate impact
scenarios are presented in detail within Appendix J of the Direct EIR (see Table 7-2, page 43 of the
study and further discussed below (from pages 43 and 44 of the Retail Impact Study):

Case 1: 2005 - 2010

la. Short-Term Impact of New Retail, Excluding Carson Marketplace

From 2005 and 2010, approximately 1,120,937 square feet of new retail space is under
construction or planned. This new retail supply will increase the existing market vacancy rate of 1.6
percent to a maximum of 3.5 percent by 2010.
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1b. Short-Term Impact of New Retail, Including Carson Marketplace

Including the proposed retail square footage for Carson Marketplace of 1,556,125
(excluding services, lodging and entertainment uses), the market vacancy rate in 2010 increases to
an estimated maximum of 11.0 percent.

Case 2: 2005 - 2020

2a. Long-Term Impact of New Retail, Excluding Carson Marketplace

Assuming only the planned 1,120,937 square feet of retail is added to the market the long-
term impact (to 2020) is a supply shortfall. The vacancy rate drops to -2.0 percent under this
scenario indicating that growth in retail demand in the 5.0-mile ring more than absorbs the estimated
increases in retail supply.

2b. Long-Term Impact of New Retail, Including Carson Marketplace

The cumulative impact of the addition of Carson Marketplace and all other planned retail
through 2020 is a vacancy rate of approximately 6.0 percent. This represents a decline of 5.0
percentage points from the 2010 vacancy rate and shows that the growth in demand reduces the
impact of the short-term vacancy increase, but remains above the current vacancy rate. However,
under this scenario, by 2020 the vacancy rate is relatively close to the 5.0-percent level and one
would not expect long-term, persistent vacancies leading to urban decay.

The impact of new additions to the retail supply on the expenditures per square foot has also
been examined over the same two periods (2005-2010 and 2005-2020), both including and
excluding the proposed Carson Marketplace as presented in Table 7-4, page 46 and also discussed
on page 46. The results and findings are very similar to the vacancy impact analysis discussed
above regarding an estimated maximum, worst-case decline of 11 percent on expenditures per
square foot in the 2005-2010 period and dropping to an estimated maximum, worst-case decline of
5.8 percent by 2020.

As discussed later in Chapter 8 of Appendix J, using case studies both in Carson and the
greater Southern California market area, the changing nature of the real estate markets is further
illustrated by examples that show the potential for older retail centers to successfully undergo
renovations and redevelopment to newer forms of retail, residential, office or mixed use.

As discussed on page 50 of Appendix J, the following are examples of projects in Carson
that have responded to changing conditions:
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e Plaza Avalon — This is a small neighborhood shopping center located on the west side of
Avalon Boulevard just south of Bayport Street. After experiencing a period of decline
and vacancy in the late 1980’s, the project was sold and underwent a redevelopment,
downsizing the retail space on the site and adding a residential component in the mid-
1990s.

e Avalon Boulevard & 231 Street — Just north of the Plaza Avalon project, a former retail
and church development was converted to a purely residential development of town
homes and single-family residences.

e Also, there are three projects in Carson at the intersection of Avalon Boulevard and East
Carson Street that are currently in the planning stages and expected to include some
replacement retail and possible mixed use.

Page 49 of Appendix J also cites several examples within the Los Angeles basin of the
conversion of older retail properties into mixed use or non-retail uses in response to real estate
market conditions. Many of these conversions involve replacing older retail with varying
combinations of newer retail, residential, office and entertainment uses. The projected high levels
of demand for new housing units in the Carson area would be expected to provide similar
opportunities for retail conversions. In other words, even if long-term vacancies were to occur in a
shopping center, it is unlikely that the property would remain vacant for a long period of time. A
rational landowner would seek to convert the property to another use or mixed use, particularly
since the market demand for residential properties is projected to remain strong.

RESPONSE 19-3

The economic consultants made a diligent effort to identify every significant existing,
planned or proposed retail project or property within the 5-mile primary trade area of the Proposed
Project. As shown in Appendix J, Table 6-13, page 39, an estimated 1.12 million square feet of
planned or under-construction retail developments were identified through a review of each city’s
website and field inspections in the primary trade area.

The economic consultants also contacted representatives from the City of Torrance, the City
of Compton, The Mills Company (Del Amo Fashion Center), and Hopkins Real Estate Group (who
is also currently renovating the South Bay Pavilion with a Target Store and inline shops). The
major regional supply changes identified will result from ongoing renovations of the nearby South
Bay Pavilion in Carson, the Del Amo Fashion Center in Torrance, plus a new Target store adjacent
to the South Bay Galleria in Redondo Beach. In addition, the proposed, mixed-use Gateway Towne
Center is planned in Compton and currently three alternative configurations are under consideration.
No other major competitive additions to the retail market were identified.
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For existing projects, vacancy and condition data were also compiled. A detailed inventory
of these projects is presented in Appendix A of the Retail Impact Study (Appendix J of the Draft
EIR). The comment calls for including speculation about other as yet unknown retail projects.
However, there is no rational basis for making such speculations about events not reasonably
foreseeable (CEQA Guidelines Section 15145).

RESPONSE 19-4

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The
Specific Plan for the Project requires a perimeter wall along the rear of the Project site, across from
the residential areas located to the south and southwest of the Project site. Further, the Specific Plan
requires that wall facades be varied and articulated, and that accessory facilities such as trash bins,
storage areas, etc. be covered and screened. The Draft EIR evaluated the aesthetic impacts of the
Project on the residential uses to the south and southwest of the Project site in Section IV.B, Visual
Resources, of the Draft EIR. (See in particular the discussion on page 195, as supported by Figure
19 on page 189). The analysis considers not only the design features noted, but also the location of
the Project buildings relative to the residential uses. The buildings would be located behind a
landscaped berm (of 8 feet to 17 feet, and consisting of a combination of native and adapted
drought-tolerant trees, shrubs and groundcovers) at a horizontal distance of 185 feet, thus reducing
the visibility of such activities. The recommendation may be considered further, but would not be
required to avoid a significant impact, pursuant to CEQA. While the preceding reflects conditions
under the Specific Plan as proposed, the Project’s landscaping plan would also be reviewed by
DTSC as there is a potential, depending on the root system of the vegetation selected, for the
proposed landscaping to have an adverse impact on the landfill cap (i.e., the root systems of the
landscaping may create a preferential pathway for gas migration). As such, DTSC’s review would
focus on the root system, rather than the quantity, of the landscaping proposed for areas south of Del
Amo Boulevard.

RESPONSE 19-5

With regard to mitigation of freeway impacts, the commentor suggests that the Project
should provide a fair share contribution towards freeway system improvements. There are no
current plans by Caltrans to provide additional capacity on the impacted segments of the I-110 and
[-405 freeways. In the absence of a specific established program to collect funds for the
implementation of specific improvements, however, simply contributing funds towards an
unspecified future improvement would not constitute mitigation under CEQA, since there is no
mechanism to ensure that any specific improvements addressing the specific impacts are made.

With regard to transit subsidies, a mitigation measure has been added that requires the
Applicant to provide a fair share contribution for funding of Carson North-South Shuttle operations.
Please see Section III, Corrections and Additions, Subheading IV.C, of the Final EIR.
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RESPONSE 19-6

The planning, design, and construction process for the proposed 1-405/Avalon Boulevard
interchange improvements is a process separate from the approval process for the Carson
Marketplace Project. The City of Carson is currently working with Caltrans with regard to the
design for the interchange improvements. In recognition of the fact that the interchange
improvements are required to provide adequate access to, and alleviate impacts of, the Carson
Marketplace Project, Mitigation Measure C-15 has been established which limits the level of
development on the Carson Marketplace site prior to completion of the I-405/Avalon Boulevard
interchange improvements.

RESPONSE 19-7

The comment restates a finding already in the Draft EIR, presented in the discussion of
Mitigation Measure C-14. The Draft EIR discloses that there is some uncertainty regarding the
implementation of Mitigation Measure C-14. In the event that Mitigation Measure C-14 is not fully
implemented, Project impacts would remain significant. However, if all improvements identified
under Mitigation Measure C-14 are implemented, Project impacts at the Avalon Boulevard/Carson
Street intersection would be reduced to less than significant.

RESPONSE 19-8

Mitigation Measure C-15 does not prevent the construction of a “larger facility than
approved until after the intersection improvements have been constructed.” Rather, it prevents
construction of the majority of the commercial development proposed as part of the Project (i.e., all
of the commercial development in District 2 plus any commercial development in Districts 1 and 3
beyond the Applicant’s Illustrative Plan for 1 and 3), and prevents such construction until such time
as the proposed I-405/Avalon Boulevard interchange improvements are constructed, and not simply
intersection improvements.

RESPONSE 19-9

Section IV.G, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, provides a complete and comprehensive
assessment of potential health risks attributable to freeway operations. As detailed therein, the
assessment followed SCAQMD recommended procedures and evaluated toxic air contaminant
emissions from sources within one-quarter mile of the proposed on-site residential locations (e.g.,
San Diego Freeway (I-405)). Interstate 110 is located more than one-quarter mile from the
proposed residential uses and was therefore excluded from further analysis.

The results of the analysis are provided in Table 42 on page 401 of the Draft EIR. The
probability of cancer risk from TAC sources within one-quarter mile of the proposed on-site
residential locations is above the 10 in one million threshold Freeway truck traffic is the largest
source (refer to Appendix F of the Draft EIR for further discussion). Following a conservative
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guideline for a receptor exposure scenario, which assumes that a resident would experience a 24-
hour/day, 365 days/year exposure outdoors (not indoors) at the same concentration over a lifetime
of 70 years, the resultant estimated probability of cancer risk is of up to 349 cases in one million for
the maximum on-site receptor scenario (i.e., the on-site receptor location where the highest
probability of cancer risk would occur). This conclusion is based on a very conservative set of
assumptions as to the extent of the exposure that would be experienced by an individual residing
within the Project site. While the assumptions are very conservative in their nature, they are
consistent with established protocols endorsed by the SCAQMD. It is important to note that most of
the City of Carson is located in an area where the estimated probability of cancer risk is between
500 and 750 cancers per million.® Thus, the health risk assessment performed for the Project site,
with respect to risks related to freeway operations, demonstrates that the Project site is also within
already existing risk levels. It is noteworthy that these results for a planned development near a
freeway in Southern California are not uncommon. Nevertheless, based on an analysis which
assumes constant 24 hours a day, 365 days a year of outdoor exposure, the Project would result in
locating sensitive receptors within an area of cancer risk in excess of the SCAQMD significance
threshold of 10 in one million. In response to this impact, mitigation measures are recommended.
Furthermore, it should also be noted that the cancer risk from Interstate 405 would not be
substantially different across the Project site and would exceed the SCAQMD 10 in one million
threshold regardless of a 500 foot buffer. In fact, the cancer risk would exceed the SCAQMD 10 in
one million threshold approximately 18,000 feet from the freeway.

Mitigation Measure G-25 recommends that the Project shall include air filtration systems for
residential dwelling units designed to have a minimum efficiency reporting value (MERV) of 12 as
indicated by the American Society of Heating Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Engineers
(ASHRAE) Standard 52.2. An air filtration system with a 12 MERV would reduce particles in the
range of 1 to 3 microns by a minimum of 80 percent. This mitigation measure would reduce the
probability of cancer risk to residential uses substantially, but impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable. The Applicant is performing further study to determine whether other feasible
mitigation measures might be available; e.g., the relocation of buildings, further enhanced air
filtration systems, etc.

RESPONSE 19-10

While use of a cogeneration facility was considered for production of electricity from on-site
landfill methane gas, due to the age of the landfill, the quantity and quality of methane gas was not
considered sufficient to efficiently produce electricity. Thus, a cogeneration facility would likely
not be economical and may produce more pollutant emissions per kilowatt generated due to the
inefficiency.

& http://Awww.arb.ca.gov/toxics/cti/hlthrisk/cncrinhl/riskmapviewfull.htm.
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RESPONSE 19-11

Deliveries to the project site generate noise from vehicles accessing the loading docks and
from loading dock activities (e.g., loading, refuse collection, cardboard compaction, etc.). Loading
dock activities would occur mainly at the rear of the proposed on-site structures and the Project
would implement standard design practices (all outdoor loading dock and trash/recycling areas
would be fully or partially enclosed, or screened with portions of the building, architectural wing
walls, and freestanding walls such that the line-of-sight between these noise sources and the noise
sensitive land uses would be obstructed). By blocking the sound transmission path between the
loading dock-area noise sources and nearby residential uses, noise levels would comply with City
standards.’

Vehicles accessing and positioning at the loading docks would generate a maximum L
noise level of 70 dBA at 50 feet or approximately 63 dBA at 250 feet. This noise level would not
exceed the 5-dBA hourly L significance threshold, or the 5-dBA CNEL significance threshold for
conditionally acceptable noise environments at any off-site or on-sensitive receptor. However,
maximum (instantaneous) noise levels could reach 85 dBA (Lnax) at 50 feet or approximately 79
dBA at 250 feet. While these noise levels would be consistent with daytime existing conditions and
would not be considered problematic during these hours, given the proximity of residential uses,
additional limitations for loading dock facilities were considered for activities occurring within 250
feet of residential uses.

Per the Commentor’s request, Mitigation Measure H-7 has been revised to more effectively
mitigate potential impacts to residential uses to the west of the property from loading dock activities.
Under the revised mitigation measure, truck deliveries within 250 feet of an off-site residential use
shall not occur between 10:00 p.M. and 7:00 A.M. See Section III., Corrections and Additions,
Subheading IV.H, of the Final EIR.

RESPONSE 19-12

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.

The Carson Municipal Code (CMC) sets a maximum noise level from any noise source in a residential zone at 50
dBA, when measured at the property line. However, if the existing ambient noise level exceeds 50 dBA, the limit is
adjusted to reflect the measured ambient maximum noise level (e.g., the existing ambient L50 becomes the exterior
noise level for Standard 1). The ambient noise level for the project site is 65 dBA L.
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Letter No. 20
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTER NO. 20

Dianne Johnson-Wheeler
18635 Milmore Ave.
Carson, CA 90746

RESPONSE 20-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. As of
this date, Wal-Mart has not been identified as a potential tenant of the Project.
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTERNO. 21

Jack Lardy
22109 Bonita St.

RESPONSE 21-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. As of
this date Wal-Mart has not been identified as a potential tenant of the Project.
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Letter No. 22
Robert Lesiey
19919 Alonda Dr.
Carson, Ca. 90746
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Planming Division, Sheri Repp-Loadmans
701 East Carson Street

i Pl e 4 e AR
Carson City Hall ()i gbe 1k it R

Carson, Ca. 90745

Subject: i ts aud Co

in response to the Carson Marketplace EIR (Environmental Impact Report), listed are seven items
that raise high concerns of significant impact to the various neighborhoods located to the North
and South of the vacart 157 acres “Mix Use” propose project.

The following items listed are:

A. The soil composition at the location consists of an unstable sand base that sets on a “fauit

‘B.

C.

line”. Are there records or studies showing thet a structure built with this soil condition can
sustain considerable damage of sn carthquake whose “seismic activity” is a 4.0 or more?

It was recommended that 8 liner be put in place over the soil base. Will this prevent any
Methane gas or Toxic substance leaks if there is a moderate earthquake?

On pg. 337 of the EIR (Surface Water Quality) paragraph three, it shows the VOC (Volatile
Osganic Compound) level of metal compounds in the soil consist of the {ollowing: nitrites,
radionclides, antimony, calcium, chromuim, lead, molybdenum, nicke] and zinc that exceeds
the State health fazardous Standard. What steps will be taken to prevent these substances
from finding there way into our water, air, residents and the heakh of families living at this
Jocation?

A national study showed thet 79% of Blacks or Minoritics are exposed to air and noise
polhstants from facilities that are built in their communities, With that said, on pg. 373 of the
EIR (Air Quality) under the TAC (Toxic Air Contaminants) the particle materials of Sox,
Roc, Nox and Co with direct or in direct contact exceed the SCAQMD (South Coast Air
Quality Management District) health and safety standards. Page 379 of the EIR (Air Quality)
concurs that these downwind pollutants have a potential impact on the health and safety of an
individual, Page 371 cleatly identifies a group of people that are at a higher bealth risk, such
as, the eiderly, ill and the young In 2001-2002 during renovation of the Victoria Golf Course
numerous young people came in contact with a tespiratory illness from downwind pollutants
at the Towne Elementary School. How will you circomvent the reoccurrence of this incident?
How will you reduce the CNE (community noise equivalent) and the high-risk decimai level
during the construction and operation process of this project?

Page 10 of the Specific Plan Manual paragraph four under the “Mix Use” section there is a
proposal to build up to 60 units on an acre, which violates the City Code. What will you do
to correct thig deficiency?

Who will be responsible for the cost of this project? What type of “bonds” will be used to

pay for the project?

I look forward to a resolution and correction of these issues during the scheduled workshops

e e 1

before this project goes forward,

Post-it™ brand fax fransmstat memo 7671 [ toipsgess | Sincerely,

(Fax #

Phone #
i?n #
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTER NO. 22

Robert Lesley
19919 Alonda Dr.
Carson, CA 90746

RESPONSE 22-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. Specific
comments regarding the review of the Draft EIR follow, and are addressed in Response to
Comment Nos. 22-2 through 22-8.

RESPONSE 22-2

The natural soils below the waste cells at the site consist predominantly of Pleistocene age
(older than 11,000 years) sand of the Lakewood Formation. This sand is dense to very dense and
will competently support the proposed structures. For support of building foundations, the
Lakewood Formation sand is as good, or better than most soils in the region.

There are no known active or potentially active faults beneath the site. Therefore,
anticipated construction activities will not contact or disturb any known faults located beneath the
site.

The nearest active or potentially active fault is the Newport-Inglewood fault zone, which is
more than 2 miles away. The Avalon-Compton fault, which is referenced in the City of Carson’s
Seismic Safety Element, is part of the Newport-Inglewood fault zone. Faults are considered
“active” if they have evidence of displacement within the past 11,000 years (Holocene epoch).
Faults are considered “potentially active” if they have evidence of displacement within the past 1.6
million years (Pleistocene epoch).

Some researchers have postulated that the Compton-Los Alamitos Thrust (generally mapped
about 13 miles to the northeast of the site) may extend beneath the site. This is a blind-thrust fault,
which means that it does not have a surface trace since the top of the fault is at considerable depth
below the ground surface. This fault has been dropped from the State of California Fault Hazard
model in 2002 because recent studies suggest that the fault is inactive. It has no evidence of
movement within the past 1.6 million years.

Based on the discussion above, the potential for earthquake fault rupture impacting the site
is remote and need not be considered in the design. However, like all sites in seismically active
Southern California, the site would be subject to strong ground shaking should a regional fault
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

rupture in the future. This potential hazard would be mitigated by implementing current building
codes and engineering practices.

RESPONSE 22-3

With regard to the remediation of the landfill, the 1995 Final (DTSC approved) RAP for the
Upper OU would require the installation of a low-permeability clay cap to contain the buried waste
and the impacted soil on the landfill site. The DTSC-approved landfill cap would consist of three
primary layers, the foundation layer, clay layer and protective soil. (See Figure 26 on page 282 of
the Draft EIR.). Prior to the installation of the landfill cap, deep dynamic compaction (DDC) would
be used in non-building areas to pre-consolidate the upper layers of the waste so as to reduce future
settlement of the material and to provide a more uniform substrate over which to construct the
landfill cap.

In addition, the proposed remediation plan refinements would have a number of
redundancies built into the various remediation systems in order to provide protection in the event of
a failure of a system. Table 29 on page 298 of the Draft EIR provides an explanation of what would
be done to eliminate or minimize impacts in the unlikely event that any of these potential upset
scenarios occurred. Due to the redundancy of the systems, multiple and simultaneous failures
would have to occur to create the potential for impacting human health or the environment. The
likelihood of such multiple, simultaneous, and complete system failure is very low.

As indicated in Section IV.E, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR, the Project would expose
occupants and visitors to potential ground shaking that would be similar to other locations
throughout the Los Angeles Basin and the City of Carson, as a result of an earthquake event at any
of several earthquake fault zones in the surrounding area. Geologic hazards in Development
Districts 1 and 2 include potential differential settlement due to the densification of waste in the
underlying waste layers. Exposure to settlement would be reduced to less than significant levels
through the implementation of driven pile foundations, in which concrete building pads and floors
would be supported by piles driven directly into underlying soils. No building pads or pilings
would be supported by the underlying waste. Exposure to ground shaking would be reduced
through the implementation of seismic construction standards set forth in the Carson Municipal
Code, Chapter 16, which include design provisions for structures within 15 km (9.3 miles) of an
active fault. The Carson Municipal Code also requires the preparation of updated soils,
geotechnical, or geology reports and the compliance of the Project with any recommendations
developed as part of any such report.

RESPONSE 22-4

As indicated in Section IV.F, Surface Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the Final (DTSC
approved) RAP for the Upper OU requires the landfill area to be capped to prevent rainwater from
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

entering the waste prism. Capping the landfill waste would prevent additional existing
contaminants from entering surface water runoff. More specifically, the purpose of the clay layer,
or the synthetic geomembrane system should its use be approved by DTSC, is to inhibit infiltration
of surface water into the waste and to inhibit upward migration of landfill gas.

With development of the Project as proposed, surface areas in Development Districts 1 and
2 would be almost entirely impermeable. Surfaces that have very low permeability would include
streets, driveways, parking areas, and building footings and slabs. The proposed landfill cap, which
would underlie much of the developed area within Development Districts 1 and 2, would also
contribute to the site’s impermeability. Onsite surfaces with higher permeability, south of Del Amo
Boulevard, would consist of only the perimeter slopes along the edges of Development Districts 1
and 2. Although new low permeability surfaces would increase water runoff from the site, the
impermeability that would result due to the landfill cap would eliminate the exposure of surface
water runoff to any contaminated soils.

With regard to the migration of contaminants into the groundwater, the Final (DTSC
approved) RAP requires the installation of groundwater extraction and treatment systems for
controlling off-site migration, as well as implementation of long-term monitoring of the
groundwater and landfill gases. These systems would serve to ensure protection of the local
groundwater resources. With regard to the protection of air, the Final (DTSC approved) RAP for
the Upper OU requires the likely installation of a landfill gas extraction, control, and treatment
system along the perimeter of the landfill site within the waste zone. These systems are described in
detail in Section IV.D, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR.

From an air quality standpoint, should contaminated soils be found or landfill contents be
exposed through the implementation of the DTSC-approved RAP or the proposed remediation
design refinements during project construction activities, such soils shall be treated in accordance
with the requirements of the appropriate regulatory agency. In addition, the Applicant would abide
by SCAQMD Rule 1166 Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from Decontamination of Soil.
This rule sets requirements to control the emission of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) from
excavating, grading, and handling, of VOC-contaminated soil. The mitigation measures set forth in
Section IV.G along with SCAQMD Rule 1166 ensures that the potential for accidental releases of
air toxic emissions or acutely hazardous materials would be less than significant from a safety as
well as air quality perspective and thus, would not pose a threat to public health and safety.

RESPONSE 22-5

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The
statement regarding impacts on minorities is acknowledged, however it is noted that the statement
does not reflect the type of noise and air effects referenced and how such noise and air might affect

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
PCR Services Corporation January 2006

Page 213



IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

other populations. As noted, page 371 of the Draft EIR does identify sensitive population groups
which are defined by factors such as age, existing health conditions, etc., rather than race or
ethnicity. The discussion on page 371 is part of the discussion of the existing setting and identifies
the sensitive populations in the Project area that were considered in the evaluation of potential
impacts in Section V.G, Air Quality. The discussion on page 373 (and following through the top of
page 375) lists the thresholds for defining significant impacts; and the discussion on page 379
discusses the methodology for evaluating toxic air contaminants. Impacts on air quality are
addressed in the succeeding pages. As shown in Table 38 on page 386 of the Draft EIR, localized
impacts from construction would be less than significant for all pollutant thresholds with the
exception of PMjo. Mitigation Measures G-1 through G-12 reduce the level of this impact to the
extent feasible. However, localized PM;y impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. In
response to this circumstance the Applicant is studying the feasibility of further mitigation that
addresses potential impacts to future on-site residents, e.g., location of buildings, greater air filtering
systems, etc. In addition, it is also important to note that these impacts would be limited to on-site
areas and would not cause a significant impact to off-site locations. As shown in Table 40 on page
391, localized impacts from Project operations would be less than significant.

The text presented on page 373 of the Draft EIR sets forth the significance thresholds that
are used to assess Project impacts. The standards established therein are for criteria pollutants. The
significance thresholds for toxic air contaminants are presented on pages 374 and 375 of the Draft
EIR. It is also important to note that the significance thresholds for criteria pollutants, as established
by the SCAQMD, are levels which when exceeded require the imposition of all feasible mitigation
measures. They are not health and safety standards as asserted in the comment.

RESPONSE 22-6

Project features and mitigation measures (e.g., limitation of construction hours, temporary
sound barriers, pile driver noise shields, exhaust silencers or mufflers, building orientation, etc.)
have been incorporated into the Project to reduce potential noise impacts to the extent feasible (see
pages 449-451 of the Draft EIR). Despite the imposition of all feasible mitigation measures,
construction activities would continue to increase the daytime noise levels at nearby noise-sensitive
uses by more than the 5-dBA significance threshold. As such, noise impacts during construction are
concluded to be significant and unavoidable. Furthermore, noise impacts during pile driving were
concluded to be significant due to the frequency with which this impact is going to occur and the
circumstance in which this impact cannot be mitigated given the construction techniques that are
required for the Project site. With implementation of Mitigation Measures H-7 through H-10
(limitation of delivery hours, noise insulation for proposed uses, and requirement for additional
noise studies for any future proposed noise intensive uses), operational noise impacts to the off-site
existing residential uses located to the south and west of the Project site, as well as on-site
residential developments, would be reduced to less than significant levels. In addition, the Project
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

site would provide some noise-attenuation/shielding characteristics from 1-405 traffic noise to the
area, particularly for the residential uses located south and west of the Project site.

RESPONSE 22-7

The Draft EIR evaluates the relationship between the proposed Project and the existing
regulations in Section IV.A, Land Use, of the Draft EIR. Specifically, that analysis addresses
existing zoning regulations and density in Subsection 3.c.(2).(a).iii, Zoning. As described therein,
Project approval would replace existing zoning designations with zoning provisions of the Specific
Plan. So long as Project development is consistent with the Specific Plan, no deficiencies would
occur. The Draft EIR concludes that changing the zoning on the Project site would not have a
significant impact with regard to the City’s regulatory framework for a number of reasons that
address a large range of City policies, and regulatory requirements. With regard to the Project’s
density, the Draft EIR states, on page 152:

“It may be noted that the Project’s Specific Plan standards for residential density
would be greater than the residential densities allowed elsewhere in the City; 60
units per acre versus 25 units per acre. Increased housing density at the Project site
would support numerous City Policies that aim to increase the number and types of
housing opportunities within the City. The Project’s higher density housing would
not occur within an existing neighborhood and would therefore not contrast with
adjacent housing stock, or conflict with existing zoning standards aimed at limiting
impacts on existing housing stock. The increased density would occur in an area
that is suited for higher density development due to its Freeway accessibility.
Further, the increased density would support the Project’s mixed use objectives. As
the density/FAR limits would be established through a Specific Plan, the Project
would not have any effect on zoning restrictions that are applicable to off site
locations. By adding limitations on the amount of development and specific
density/(FAR) limitations, the Project’s Specific Plan would add new limitations to
development, and would therefore be compatible with the City’s existing zoning
provisions.”

RESPONSE 22-8

It is anticipated that the Project would be funded by the developer. The remediation of the
former landfill on the 157-acre portion of the Project site will be funded with financial support via
Tax Increment Bonds issued by or on behalf of the Carson Redevelopment Agency (CRA) and/or
Community Facility Bonds issued by the City of Carson. In addition, remediation of the site may
also be funded by monies set aside for this purpose that would be disbursed by DTSC.
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

RESPONSE 22-9

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTER NO. 23

Paul Rollins

RESPONSE 23-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. As of
this date, Wal-Mart has not been identified as a potential tenant of the Project.

RESPONSE 23-2

This comment is a note about the logistics of the submittal and does not raise any
environmental issues. The letter was received prior to the deadline and is incorporated and
responded to in the Final EIR.
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTER NO. 24

Michael Spaeth
463 E. 230th St.
Carson, CA 90745

RESPONSE 24-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. As of
this date, Wal-Mart has not been identified as a potential tenant of the Project.

Carson Marketplace

Carson Marketplace, LLC
January 2006

PCR Services Corporation
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTER NO. 25

Joan Terrell
P.O. Box 4864
Carson, CA

RESPONSE 25-1

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. As of
this date, Wal-Mart has not been identified as a potential tenant of the Project.
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTER NO. 26

Anonymous

RESPONSE 26-1

Letter 26 was not submitted directly to the Lead Agency, but was circulated within the
community, with the Lead Agency listed as the return address. The Lead Agency did not circulate
the flyer, was not aware of its distribution, and does not know who sent out the flyer. Any public
comments that were made in response to the flyer are included in the Final EIR. With regards to the
content of the flyer, the comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and
consideration of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed
Project. Furthermore, as of this date, Wal-Mart has not been identified as a potential tenant of the
Project.
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Letter No. 27

AGENDA

CITY OF CARSON

PLANNING COMMISSION ADJOURNED REGULAR MEETING
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS, CITY HALL 2"° FLOOR

CARSON, CALIFORNIA 90745

November 29, 2005 — 6:30 P.M.

CALL TO ORDER

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL

AGENDA POSTING
CERTIFICATION

AGENDA APPROVAL

INSTRUCTIONS
TO WITNESSES

SWEARING OF WITNESSES

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

CONSENT CALENDAR

Chairperson Cottrell called the meeting
to order at 6:40 P.M.

Commissioner Hudson led the Flag
Salute.

Planning Commissioners Present:
Cottrell, Diaz, Hudson, Pulido, Saenz,
Verrett, Wilson

Planning Commissioners  Absent:
Embisan, Faletogo (excused)

Staff Present: Planning Manager
Repp, Planning Consultant Ketz,
Assistant City Attorney Galante,
Recording Secretary Bothe

Recording Secretary Bothe indicated
that all posting requirements had been
met.

Commissioner Hudson moved,
seconded by Commissioner Diaz, to
approve the Agenda as submitted.
Motion carried (absent Commissioners
Embisan and Faletogo).

Chairperson Cottrell requested that all
persons wishing to provide testimony
stand for the oath, complete the
general information card at the
podium, and submit it to the secretary
for recordation.

Assistant City Attorney Galante

For items NOT on the agenda.
Speakers are limited to three minutes.

Chairperson to poll Commission
and audience on desire to discuss
any agendized Consent Calendar
item.

10.

CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING
Page 225
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11. PUBLIC HEARING

A) Specific Plan No. 10-05; Zone Change Request No. 149-05; and
General Plan Amendment No. 15-05

Applicant: Carson Marketplace, LLC
4350 Von Karman Avenue, No. 200
Newport Beach, CA 92660

Request: For a Specific Plan to allow 1,550 residential
units and 1,995,125 square feet of commercial
floor area. Carson Marketplace would be both
the Zoning and General Plan designation for
the property. An Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) is required for a project of this size. The
EIR is the subject of this hearing.

Property Involved: 168 acres located southwest of the [-405
Freeway, north of the Avalon Boulevard
interchange, east of Main Street, north and
south of Del Amo Boulevard.

Staff Recommendation: TAKE comments from the public on the Draft
EIR and MAKE comments on the Draft EIR.

Planning Manager Repp stated that the Carson Redevelopment Agency is the lead
agency as it relates to the CEQA process; the City will be a responsible agency in that it
will have a number of permits that will be necessary in order for this project to go
forward; and briefly explained that this project involves the development of 168 acres —
157 acres being a former landfill. She noted that this evening’s presentation will be
made by PCR Consultants, the environmental consultant that has been retained by the
Redevelopment Agency to prepare the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR); and
reminded the Planning Commission that the purpose of the meeting tonight is only to
receive comments on the DEIR, noting there will be subsequent meetings to specifically
talk about the development proposal. She stated that staff anticipates scheduling a
meeting on December 19, 2005 to address the Specific Plan.

Bruce Lackow, principal with PCR Services Corporation, 233 Wilshire Boulevard, Santa
Monica, advised that his firm has many years’ experience in these matters; provided an
outline of the process and purpose of the EIR and a brief overview of the major
conclusions. He stated that the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed to the
public and that that 30-day comment period ended on June 13, 2005; advised that a
total of 17 letters were received from agencies and the public; and that issues of
concern in those letters were as follows: the safety of the site for development given its
prior use as a landfill; traffic issues; project compatibility with adjacent uses, particularly
the residential neighborhoods to the south and west; air quality; noise; vibration; and
impacts on public services. He added that all these issues have been addressed in the
DEIR, which was released for public review on November 1, 2005; and noted that the
DEIR comment period will last 45 days, with the comment period ending on December
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15, 2005. He stated that the purpose of tonight’s meeting is to provide the public and
the Commissioners the first of several forums for commenting on the DEIR and
mentioned that all comments will be addressed in the Final EIR (FEIR) after the
comment period has ended. He mentioned that once the FEIR is complete, the project
and the FEIR will be the subject of another hearing held by the Commission to consider
approval of the project and certification of the FEIR.

Mr. Lackow advised that the EIR analyzed a total of 16 different environmental issues
ranging from land use, aesthetics, traffic, hazardous materials, air quality, noise, public
services, utilities, etc.; and he highlighted the conclusions in the DEIR with regard to
those issues.

Commissioner Hudson:

The housing closest to the San Diego Freeway, I'm concerned that that housing is
within 500 feet of that freeway; and | am wondering if we're not taking too much of a risk
to permit housing at that distance because | think it's been fairly well established that
there is a higher incidence of cancer for people who live within 500 feet of a freeway. |
believe the applicant also stated that that was a significant impact that could not be fully
mitigated. Would the applicant perhaps consider not putting housing within 500 feet of
that freeway and perhaps using that space for commercial instead?

| have several suggestions for mitigating public transportation concerns. One of them
regards the existing line — the Carson North/South shuttle, it is currently subsidized to a
small extent by Super K, and I'm wondering if the applicant might subsidize it further so
that the shuttle could run counter-clockwise as well as clockwise, thereby providing 20-
minute service, which makes it more feasible for people to use it to get to and from the
shopping center. And, of course, that shuttle should also be extended — and this is not
the applicant’s job to do, that’s the City’s job to do — should be extended to the Artesia
Transit Center.

Commissioner Verrett:

With regard to the letter dated June 29, 2005, addressed to Mr. Ron Winkler from
Captain Todd Rogers to continue to get the Carson Sheriff to continue to be
incorporated in this EIR report and that the Commission at some point in time possibly
recommends that we accept Captain Todd Rogers recommendation to incorporating the
safety center to be staffed by a minimum of 16 hours per day, 7 days a week, and to
allow the Carson Sheriff to deploy one-person patrol for 7 days a week.

Because of Carson’s General Plan which sets forth objectives, goals, and policies and
implementation of measurements that provide guidelines to meet the needs and desires
of the community, | ask that we allow a limited amount of community input into the
naming of the streets in District Nos. 1, 2 and 3, and the streets are visible, and that we
also, in naming this, what we do primarily is to allow for a certain amount of identity and
character within the City here.

Commissioner Hudson:

The provision of reclaimed water, if feasible, I'm wondering what would make that
infeasible. | note that there is a comment in the EIR that the second piping system for
reclaimed water for irrigation would be included if the providing agency could provide
this water by 2010, and that seems to be sort of a short cut-off for me. I'm not sure
what the problem of the providing agency would be, but if the providing agency could
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see that that water would be available within a few years after 2010, could not the
double piping for the reclaimed water be placed in anticipation of that?

Vice-Chairman Pulido:

Off-ramp at the Figueroa exit off the 110 Freeway — actually, not the off-ramp, but
actually the on-ramp there, I'd like to find out more about the exact, precise, perhaps,
improvements that are going to be worked out with hopefully Caltrans and the
applicants.l Another question as far as the 12 significant intersections that were
mentioned, I'd like to have more details on how the City will provide, if you will, the
partnership or if the applicant is going to work on building in some infrastructure on
those roads regarding the left turn right there off Del Amo, specifically; we have some of
our modifications done out there, but | think we're going to probably need to address
them. And | know they have somewhat -- regarding the Avalon new off-ramp, |
understand the work first will be done there before doing the one at the (inaudible) I
want to clarify that and make sure that Caltrans will be notified, that their project’s
moving right along, and that's going to be moved and done properly first and foremost
and then the other intersections and the other improvements on that off-ramp should be
also included. So | have questions about how we’re going to work that timetable out in
that (inaudible) in getting that done.

Vibration on the pile driving, the effect it's going to have on the residents pertaining to
the south side of the project there, the mobile home estates, particularly, impacting this
area; how are we going to really mitigate that, you know, as far as working with them?
Are we going to have a full-time monitor on site, you know, or perhaps are we going to
have someone there that will (inaudible) will be to work with them and keep them
updated on the progress? We have the hotline, but | think we need to go a bit further
with how we’re going to address those needs of the community.

At our next meeting, if we could, like to have for the record the noticing to the
community, a summary for all of what we’ve done as far as our due diligence, as far as
who we notified, who was made available to knowing about our meeting through the
newspaper, through our regular residents and leaders in the community. | want to make
sure we do citywide noticing, if possible.

| also want to know more about that onsite community safety center, how it will provide
for any of the residents. | would like to know more about that and how we effectively
work that into the (inaudible) community safety center as proposed.

DTSC and Caltrans recommendations, | would like to make sure that we have our
dialogues there, we have a main person like Mr. Koda, himself, (inaudible) acting with
Caltrans (inaudible) person is and if they’re meeting with our CRA staff and our
Planning Division staff and hear more about their recommendations that they feel would
be appropriate with what’'s going on there with Caltrans as far as the project goes. And
DTSC again, Mr. Koda, and whoever else and be the monitoring persons, are they full
time? Will they be monitoring the project from now, from the onset as well as
afterwards? How long afterwards will we be keeping an eye on the methane gas and all
our different filtering systems and how are we going to keep an eye on the air quality out
there for the community? | would like to see a little bit more information on that.

What's our plan for delay of actual construction? What is our contingency plan for
anything that could come up as far as weather problems or not being able to get your
material on time to build the property, just the delay factor that's built in there and the
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cost of materials that they take into consideration, that they incur disruption or delay for
the community there in that area?

Page 240 of the DEIR, Volume I, we want to be very precise in our time and make sure
that our demolition and our paving of streets, street sweeping, and keeping the area
around the construction paths as clean as possible, and I'd like to get more information
on that if | could. On the hauling routes to and from, what kind of weight are we talking
about? I'd like to get a little more precise if | could on the next presentation.

Page 366, Volume I, Section 2, existing pollutants levels at nearby monitoring stations, |
would like to see if we could, perhaps, consider having a monitoring station, if you will,
there on site, or thereabouts here, a little closer now that Carson is developing
(inaudible). That we consider that monitoring station that they have in North Long
Beach. Need a monitoring station there on site, give me a little more information on that
if you could.

Commissioner Diaz:

Significant and unavoidable impacts, that bothers me and | don't think that we should
allow projects that have significant and unavoidable impacts to our community, to our
residents. One again, to PCR, Bruce talked about the traffic circulation and parking,
some of these unavoidable impacts. I’'m concerned with this project generating, it says
approximately 68,000 daily trips to this project site upon its completion. Air quality, how
it impacts significantly the region, that would impact the adjoining communities or
residents. And the noise exceeding the City’s codes and so forth, the thresholds, very
much concerned about that. | think that those are unacceptable and are significant
enough that need to continue to be addressed. | don't like to deal with those significant,
unavoidable impacts. We need to make a -- all impacts that affect the community.

Commissioner Hudson:

Page 92, Item B, entries at the top of the page, it says that there will be 6 points of
access; see Figure 7 on page 90, Figure 7 shows 5 points of access. | do have some
concern that access from Del Amo Boulevard is so limited. I’'m wondering if perhaps
traffic might move more freely if there were more than one access point from Del Amo
Boulevard, especially to the residential area on the south side, the apartment area.

Commissioner Wilson:

Page 38, I'm always concerned about the health of our citizens. I'm looking at the
mitigation measures, as | was reading them, it talks about a program of air pollution,
controlled strategies, design, but I think | need a more detailed, one-on-one explanation
of what those programs will entaill. Page 39 talks about what general contract
(inaudible), but | would like to know what type of strategies, what type of programs,
what’s going to be done and how will all of these activities be monitored.

Also, | was concerned about the deep dynamic compaction, how it might possibly affect
the mobile home parks and surrounding areas, and I'm concerned about what type of
program will you implement to avoid some of the damages that people were talking
about, if damages occur.

Commissioner Saenz:

I’'m just concerned about the overall mitigations as far as the traffic, environment, who
will oversee the mitigation measures to make sure it's enough. The traffic, environment
(inaudible).
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Chairperson Cottrell:

I’'m very interested in the mobile homes that are connected close to there and what's
going to be done there. And also they talk about the traffic and things on Del Amo
Boulevard, it's kind of getting out of hand right now; so | think we've got to look into that
quite a bit. And also with all of the things we plan on, Main Street all around this area is
really in bad shape and there needs to be something done along with that if we're going
to be working on this project. The mobile homes are okay, but they could have some
kind of landscaping around them, and then all the other things, the automotive things
that are still there, and Main Street is really in bad shape right now.

Commissioner Wilson:

| would like to know, what about the plans for people with pre-existing conditions, that
the project might affect their health and might be fatal, so how would you address that
situation?

Commissioner Verrett:

Volume |, page 23, Mitigation Measures, C-2, where it specifically states that during
construction, at least one sidewalk on either north or south side of Del Amo Boulevard
shall remain open and accessible to pedestrian traffic, and I'm concerned about that in
that the site will pose as an attractive nuisance for children, and it is going to be a
dangerous area. The sidewalks are extremely narrow, so my question to staff or the
developers, is there a possibility of improving both sidewalks on Del Amo Boulevard?

Chairperson Cottrell opened the public hearing.
Dr. Rita Boggs, Carson resident:

With respect to the Specific Plan, it would appear that the Specific Plan has been
written using equivalences in a way that makes evaluation of an EIR almost impossible.
How can one identify traffic and air quality issues when the project could be either
mostly housing or mostly commercial? Changes would be under the ministerial review
of the Planning Manager.

Secondly, according to the document, the Specific Plan will be adopted by ordinance
and will serve as zoning for the site. There are inadequate guidelines for such buildings
as those over 50,000 square feet. This is to say we would have no way of selecting or
rejecting a Wal-Mart Superstore, for example.

They talk about affordable housing and then it refers to an Owner Participation
Agreement, just what would that be? What are the terms of this, what would it involve?
An agreement is not a substitute for affordable housing.

With respect to the Environmental Impact Report itself, page 6, it talks about issuance
of bonds by the Redevelopment Agency. How much? Who would buy the bonds given
the risk? Voters need to have the opportunity to vote on this. What happens if this
proposal does not work? Can the whole project be insured, just in case?

Page 10, how much money is available in the State’s remediation fund for this site?

Page 22, with an estimated 68,950 daily trips, including approximately 2,510 A.M. and
5,770 P.M. peak hour trips, how can we later say that the traffic Level of Service (LOS)
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is only slightly affected? At a later point, one of the pluses of the project is said to be
that people can live and work at the same site, eliminating commuting trips. If this is the
case, then why are there 68,950 daily trips? Why do we need over 13,000 parking
spaces? Turn lanes will not do the trick. It states that “no feasible mitigation measures
are available to the Applicant to mitigate the Project’s significant impacts on the 1-110
and 1-405 Freeways.” It would appear that, if this is the case, the project needs to be
redesigned.

| am concerned about the liquefaction problem on the site, the dumping of the 6 million
yards of solid municipal wasteland the 2.6 million barrels of industrial liquid waste.
concerned about the air qualities, where the carbon monoxide levels coming from the
project would be at almost 10 times the AQMD threshold value; the emission of the
oxides of nitrogen (NOX) over ten times the threshold value; the generation of
particulate, PM;p, about four times the threshold value; and the emission of reactive
organic compounds, about 10 times the threshold.

Page 277, an air sampling in the upper operable unit indicates a level of benzene of
0.0809 ppm. Benzene is a very dangerous thing.

Page 288 refers to the groundwater level rising in the area. Back when there was a
presentation to the Council from the fellow from the DTSC indicated the level rises and
it falls, but that's not what it says in the Impact Report, neither is what did the DTSC
report say that when it was looking at the K-mart site, that there’s a constant, gradual
leveling of the ground water. What would that do in this project?

Page 292 indicates there are current deed restrictions. Right now, there are bans for
such uses as residential, hospitals, schools, and daycare centers, and then those deed
restrictions would need to be modified. I'm not sure they should be modified with
respect to residential if in the air there’s benzene, for example.

Page 293 talks about possible anomaly. The July '05 groundwater samples do not
show evidence of contamination. These results differ from the April ‘05 results in which
very low levels of perchlorate in two of the three wells were detected. The April ‘05
sampling also showed some phthalate detections. The April ‘05 results may be an
anomaly. Have readings been taken since then to determine if this is an anomaly?

Page 302, Development District 3 — Uncontaminated? That's the section that's said to
be uncontaminated, useable for housing. Five shallow soil samples were analyzed.
The detected metals concentrations were within general background levels with the
possible exception of barium. Only 4,4 DDE, a pesticide, was detected in one soil
sample. Soluble barium salts are poisonous and cause death.

The vibration which would occur. This may undo the leveling of the coaches at the
nearby mobile home park. There must be some arrangement whereby the developer
and/or City agrees to pay for re-leveling if it occurs.

Finally, the mobile home park at the southern end of the site constitutes a sensitive
receptor. It's a Senior mobile home park, so having the levels of all of these pollutants
in the air go up to something like 10 times the threshold is a major issue. If it's bad
there, what's to stop it from being bad right down at the park at the southern end?
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Linda Harding,

| actually live in the mobile home park that's on south side of the development. Major
concern is off the 1-405 Freeway, the Avalon Boulevard off-ramp that doesn’t seem to
be still well addressed, and if you're like me when you're coming home from work, that
is very, very heavily congested, especially when the off-ramp right there is forcing you to
either go off or get back over to the 405.1 Regarding the outside perimeter of the project,
is there going to be a sound wall? 1 think that would be significant because of the noise
level, the noise factor to the residents, and also to the surrounding housing areas.

Another point for the commercial buildings is what the height of the buildings will be and
also with regard to the artificial lights, the overhead lights, the height on those, will that
be impacting the mobile home park as well as the housing residents? During
construction, artificial lights, of course, will have to be implemented. Is that going to be
a 24/7, meaning 24 hours a day, 7 days a week? If you recall when they did the filming
for the Escape from New York, that very well impacted our mobile home park, so a little
consideration.

Noise level for the residents to be informed, again, with regards to our mobile home
park, hopefully they will take into consideration to notify everybody, either a letter, that
not to rely on our management as (inaudible).

Also, off the 1-405, where the Carson Marketplace, is there going to be a sign informing
people of this?  And how high will that be? You have the South Bay Pavilion
(inaudible) signage and how many of those will be built around the area?

The time frame, how many years is this going to take to develop?
Robert Lesley, resident:

The material that’s in the site right now has different types of chemicals, the benzenes,
metals, etc., compressed and to make that methane gas that goes into that facility
there, so once you go down, how deep is the fault level that we know that's going to be
there? Because it does sit on a fault, so as deep as the fault is, when we get ready to
go down and how deep would you have to go down and what's the stabilizations that’s
going to happen once you go down as deep, how will it actually stabilize itself?

The gases, once you get those gases down there, pipelines, the distribution of how it’s
going to be fed off from beneath there, if you know, we’re at a threshold level right now
with the different types of chemicals that we’re looking at, such as the VOC'’s, how much
of that will feed into the atmosphere itself? We need to find a way to mitigate that type
of level of distribution of gases that’s going to come out of there.

60 units an acre, that exceeds the Carson code, which is up to 25 or 35 which we
renegotiated that.l You're talking about the residents they’re proposing in there, at two
cars per unit, you're looking at over 3,100 cars congested just in the residence.llf you're
going to put residents in there, how is the level of contaminants going to be safely
administered or safely imposed upon a family that's going to have to be in that area?

The cost, are we going to look at redevelopment bonds? Because -- wasn’t mentioned
before because it's going to have to either be redevelopment bonds or we’re going to
have to look at probably the Mello-Roos bonds in there. The redevelopment bonds are
going to have a certain amount of liability that the City is going to have to carry. The
Mello-Roos bonds going to be a certain liability that the developer is going to have to
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take. We need to know those types of things before you get a chance to put that in
there and we end up holding the bag at the very end.

H.R. Norwood, Carson:

| stood here five years ago when the soccer stadium was coming to town, the National
Training Center. The same issues | brought up then seems to still be affecting us now.
| spoke about the Del Amo bridge, when it opened with the Del Amo Boulevard. It
would go all the way to Anaheim Hills, through Placentia. Placentia Boulevard turns into
Del Amo coming back going west. Eventually, Torrance is going to open up Del Amo
Boulevard which will go all the way through Torrance to the beach. We are calculating
our traffic with the existing National Training Center, which has only been opening on
the weekends and usually on Wednesday nights. You're going to open up a metro site
over here that's going to be open every day. The thing that bothers me is that the same
traffic will eventually turn into the freeway traffic because people do find ways to find
shortcuts. So when you can take traffic that can go from the beach to the desert, we're
going to be very impacted here. So | haven't heard any off-ramps, like the only exit we
have coming west on the San Diego Freeway is at Vermont, and you have the
intersection and interchange of the freeways. The next exit is Avalon, but all the
congestion is coming at Main and Del Amo Boulevard.

There is also in the EIR about the monitoring system that has to be checked 24 hours a
day, 7 days a week. You say that the damage and contamination is on the south side of
the boulevard, but before the boulevard was built where the homes are going to be built
went up to the same fence, all the way to the par 3 golf course. So | don’t see how you
can say that dividing the street is going to stop the contamination. | haven’t heard
anyone talk about the contamination coming from the pollution of cars on the two
freeways. This is in a section where the wind blows from west to east.] We have a lot of
things that need to be figured out here that | haven’t heard a lot of speaking about. You
need to think about, when you’re putting 1,500 houses in a contaminated area, 10 years
down the road, where will these developers be who will be responsible if people
continue to get sick like they do 500 yards away from this site, which is in the past.
You're going to be looking at lawsuits later on if you put in those many houses in that
area because | live at least two miles from here and | can smell the gases from the Arco
station and different places. It's coming out stronger every day.

There were no further audience comments.

Planning Manager Repp reiterated that the consultants will be busy working to address
all the comments received during this comment period, both tonight as well as other
meetings and other written comments that may be received through December 15,
2005; advised that there will be a number of public meetings that will be available for
additional public comment; stated that and the Environmental Commission will be
meeting on December 7, 2005, 6:30 P.M to address this matter; and that the Public
Works Commission will be meeting on Monday, December 12, 2005, 6:30 P.M., noting
that the Public Works Commission will be mostly looking at the traffic-related issues.
She encouraged everyone to submit further comments before the deadline.

Planning Manager Repp polled the Commission members on their availability to
address the Specific Plan on December 19, 2005; and advised that it will not be
televised live because of prior cable channeling commitments.
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November 29, 2005 PLANNING COMMISSION DISPOSITION
Page 10 of 11

The Commission indicated its preference for the Carson Marketplace meetings to be
televised; and a consensus of the Commission noted availability for the December 19,
2005 Commission meeting.

Assistant City Attorney Galante stated he was just advised by Director Winkler that the
December 19, 2005, meeting will be televised when the cable channel has an open slot.

Expressing her disappointment in the limited number of residents present to address
this important project tonight, Chairperson Cottrell expressed her appreciation for those
residents who did attend this evening’s meeting.

Planning Manager Repp briefly highlighted the numerous advertising efforts related to
this evening’s meeting.

Commissioner Hudson:

| read things about Alternative 4. Alternative 4 is a pretty good competitor site. It has
some advantages. The major disadvantage is the terrible traffic impact, but | would like
the applicant to know that there is a fire station not near that site, but totally surrounded
by that site, except for its northern entry onto Del Amo. There is a fire station right there
in the middle of the Shell property, and that would be kind of a significant benefit to have
that fire protection that close.

Vice-Chairman Pulido:

| didn’t hear too much about the impact that this project will have also on our existing
South Bay Pavilion there. | wanted to get the applicants’ views on what type of effects
we have economically as well as environmental. How would that partnership, how
would that affect the mall there with the new one coming in?

Commissioner Saenz:

I’'m concerned about how safe it is to build residential units in that project. | Also,
compensation for those surrounding neighbors that will be affected by the project. If
their property is damaged, will they be compensated? | Hauling of the dirt, a lot of
complaints about the dirt left by the trucks leaving the site, how will this activity be
controlled and how will the dirt be kept from blowing onto the neighboring properties?

What will be the City’s financial involvement in this project?
ck/sr

12.  NEW BUSINESS DISCUSSION None.

13. MANAGER'S REPORT

14.  WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS

15. COMMISSIONERS' REPORTS

16. ADJOURNMENT

Upcoming Meetings
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December 19, 2005 (Carson Marketplace Specific Plan Workshop)
December 27, 2005 (tentatively dark)

Note: For further information, call (310) 952-1761.
Planning Commission Agenda available
at (http://ci.carson.ca.us)
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LETTER NO. 27

Planning Commission Meeting
November 29, 2005

RESPONSE 27-1

This comment provides background and introductory information regarding the November
29, 2005 Planning Commission Meeting. No CEQA environmental issues were raised during this
part of the meeting. Testimony regarding the Project and the Draft EIR follow and are addressed in
Response to Comment Nos. 27-2 through 27-61.

RESPONSE 27-2

Section IV.G, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, provides a complete and comprehensive
assessment of potential health risks attributable to freeway operations. As detailed therein, the
assessment followed SCAQMD recommended procedures and evaluated toxic air contaminant
emissions from sources within one-quarter mile of the proposed on-site residential locations (e.g.,
San Diego Freeway (I-405)). Interstate 110 is located more than one-quarter mile from the
proposed residential uses and was therefore excluded from further analysis.

The results of the analysis are provided in Table 42 on page 401 of the Draft EIR. The
probability of cancer risk from TAC sources within one-quarter mile of the proposed on-site
residential locations is above the 10 in one million threshold Freeway truck traffic is the largest
source (refer to Appendix F of the Draft EIR for further discussion). Following a conservative
guideline for a receptor exposure scenario, which assumes that a resident would experience a 24-
hour/day, 365 days/year exposure outdoors (not indoors) at the same concentration over a lifetime
of 70 years, the resultant estimated probability of cancer risk is of up to 349 cases in one million for
the maximum on-site receptor scenario (i.e., the on-site receptor location where the highest
probability of cancer risk would occur). It is important to note that most of the City of Carson is
located in an area where the estimated probability of cancer risk is between 500 and 750 cancers per
million."” Thus, the health risk assessment performed for the Project site, with respect to risks
related to freeway operations, demonstrates that the Project site is also within already existing risk
levels It is noteworthy that these results for a planned development near a freeway in Southern
California are not uncommon. Nevertheless, based on an analysis which assumes constant 24 hours
a day, 365 days a year of outdoor exposure, the Project would result in locating sensitive receptors
within an area of cancer risk in excess of the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10 in one million.
In response to this impact mitigation measures are recommended. Furthermore, it should also be

10 http:/Avww.arb.ca.gov/toxics/cti/hlthrisk/cncrinhl/riskmapviewfull.htm.
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noted that the cancer risk from Interstate 405 would not be substantially different across the Project
site and would exceed the SCAQMD 10 in one million threshold regardless of a 500 foot buffer. In
fact, the cancer risk would exceed the SCAQMD 10 in one million threshold approximately 18,000
feet from the freeway.

Mitigation Measure G-25 recommends that the Project shall include air filtration systems for
residential dwelling units designed to have a minimum efficiency reporting value (MERV) of 12 as
indicated by the American Society of Heating Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Engineers
(ASHRAE) Standard 52.2. An air filtration system with a 12 MERV would reduce particles in the
range of 1 to 3 microns by a minimum of 80 percent. This mitigation measure would reduce the
probability of cancer risk to residential uses substantially, but impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable. The Applicant is performing further study to determine whether other feasible
mitigation measures might be available; e.g., the relocation of buildings, further enhanced air
filtration systems, etc.

RESPONSE 27-3

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. A
mitigation measure has been added that requires the Applicant to provide a fair share contribution
for funding of Carson North-South Shuttle operations. Please see Section III, Corrections and
Additions, Subheading IV.C, of the Final EIR.

RESPONSE 27-4

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. Mitigation
Measure 1.2-2 of the Draft EIR requires the provision of a staffed Community Safety Center;
Mitigation Measure 1.2-4 requires the Applicant to develop jointly with the Sheriff’s Department a
community policing plan, subject to final review and approval by the Sheriff’s Department, and
Mitigation Measure 1.2-5 requires that the Applicant fund Deputy Sheriffs on an overtime basis.
Staffing schedules would be determined in conjunction with the Sheriff’s Department and could
include the staffing of the aforementioned Community Safety Center up to 16 hours per day, 7 days
per week, per the final requirements of the Sheriff’s Department.

RESPONSE 27-5

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.
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RESPONSE 27-6

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. Mitigation
Measure J.2-4 of the Draft EIR states that “The project shall include a dual plumbing system
designed to utilize reclaimed water for non-potable uses.” This would allow use of reclaimed water,
should the reclaimed water become available at the Project site.

RESPONSE 27-7

The proposed improvements at Figueroa Street & I-110 Northbound Ramps include the
following:

e A second right-turn lane shall be added to the southbound approach. The southbound
approach shall be improved to provide two through lanes and two right-turn lanes.

e A right-turn lane shall be added to the eastbound approach. The eastbound approach
shall be improved to provide two left-turn lanes and a right-turn lane. The
improvements are feasible within the existing right-of-way.

RESPONSE 27-8

Regarding intersection mitigation measures, the Draft EIR provides a mitigation phasing
schedule with implementation thresholds tied to the percentage of total trips generated (see Table 25
on page 259 of the Draft EIR). Responsibility for funding the off-site intersection mitigation
measures and the site access improvements within the public right-of-way would be negotiated
between the Carson Redevelopment Agency and the Project Applicant.

Coordination between implementation of the I[-405/Avalon Boulevard interchange
improvements and Project intersection and site access improvements would be provided by City
staff, in consultation with Caltrans. In recognition of the fact that the interchange improvements are
required to provide adequate access to and alleviate impacts of the Carson Marketplace project,
Mitigation Measure C-15 limits the level of development on the Carson Marketplace site prior to
completion of the 1-405/Avalon Boulevard interchange improvements.

RESPONSE 27-9

Potential construction vibration impacts are thoroughly analyzed in Section IV.H, Noise, of
the Draft EIR. As concluded in the Draft EIR, potential impacts related to deep dynamic
compaction (DDC) were concluded to be less than significant with the implementation of
Mitigation Measures H-2 and H-3. Further, while pile driving is considered to have a significant
noise impact (due to the frequency of occurrences, rather than the extent of the noise levels), the
vibration from pile driving activities would be less than significant. Specifically, the off-site
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residential uses including, but not limited to, the nearby mobile home parks would be located at a
sufficient distance (greater than 75 feet) from any potential pile driving activity so that vibration
from such activities would be below the peak particle velocity threshold of 0.2 inch/sec. In addition,
the vibration associated with pile driving would be substantially reduced due to the lower density of
material on site (i.e., trash with soil cover versus compact soils with rock) and the intervening
Torrance Lateral (i.e., impeding transmission of surface waves and higher-amplitude motion from
pile driving).

To further protect off-site sensitive land uses (i.e., mobile homes), the Draft EIR
recommends the implementation of a pilot program regarding DDC operations, which has been
included as Mitigation Measures H-2 and H-3 in the Draft EIR. These measures have been revised
to also address vibration impacts from pile driving; see Section III, Corrections and Additions,
Subheading IV.H, of the Final EIR. The purpose of the pilot program, as amended via the Final
EIR, is to assure that less than significant vibration impacts to off-site uses and/or facilities would
occur. Under the pilot program the Applicant would install vibration monitors at the following
locations: (1) along the Project’s fenceline opposite the off-site residential uses located to the south
and southwest of the Project site (i.e., within the Project site), and (2) along the far side of the
Torrance Lateral Channel in line with the monitors placed within the Project site itself. Monitoring
of construction vibrations would occur at the onset of development activities. Based on an initial set
of testing, limits would be established on the level of vibration causing activities. With the
implementation of this program, vibration levels near the western and southern boundaries of the
Project site would not exceed the 0.2-inch-per-second PPV significance threshold for fragile
structures, such as the off-site mobile homes, and a less than significant short-term vibration impact
to the existing mobile home residences along the Project site boundary would occur.

In addition, Mitigation Measure H-4, requires the presence of an on-site construction
monitor who would monitor construction activities and the implementation of the Project’s
mitigation measures. Required monitoring records of the monitor would be available for public
review. Mitigation Measure H-4 also requires the establishment of a 24-hour telephone
construction hotline that would be staffed between the hours of 8:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M on a daily
basis during the construction period for the purpose of answering questions and resolving disputes
with adjacent property owners, should they arise.

RESPONSE 27-10

All noticing and opportunities for participation in the review of the proposed Project were
conducted in accordance with all CEQA requirements and standard City noticing procedures.
Specific examples include the issuance of a Notice of Preparation for the EIR (distributed on May
12, 2005); a notice of the EIR scoping meeting (held on June 1, 2005), and a notice for the joint
workshop with the City Council and the Planning Commission was held on October 10, 2005. For
each of these notices, residents and occupants residing within 500 feet of the Project site were
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notified, as were the City's list of homeowners' groups. Approximately 950 notices were mailed. In
addition, on November 1, 2005, the Draft Environmental Impact Report was released. Notices were
sent to all residents and occupants within 500 feet and to all homeowners' groups. The notices
informed the residents that the comment period for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
was from November 1 to December 15, 2005, and identified locations for public review of the
document. The notice also informed the residents of the public hearing held on November 29,
2005. Once again, approximately 950 notices were mailed. A notice of the availability of the Draft
EIR was also published in the Daily Breeze, posted on site and in various public places. Subsequent
hearings before the Planning Commission received similar noticing with the mailing of notices to
approximately 950 residents and homeowners' groups, and posting in public place.

RESPONSE 27-11

As referred to in the comment, Mitigation Measure 1.2-2 of the Draft EIR requires the
provision of a staffed Community Safety Center; Mitigation Measure 1.2-4 requires the Applicant to
provide the Project’s fair share of a budget for the deployment of a one-person patrol unit, and
Mitigation Measure 1.2-5 requires that the Applicant fund Deputy Sheriffs on an overtime basis.
The purpose of these measures is to provide for the public safety in the commercial portions of the
Project. It is anticipated that the residential developments within the Project site would be served by
regular patrols by the Sheriffs, which would be supplemented with private security through the
homeowners association for the purchased units, and through the management company for the
apartments. Notwithstanding, the resources and staffing of the on-site Community Safety Center
would be available to the Sheriffs on as-needed basis.

RESPONSE 27-12

Section 21180 of Title 27 of the California Code of Regulations requires that “Postclosure
maintenance for purposes of reducing impacts to health and safety shall be conducted to ensure the
integrity of the final landfill cap and environmental control systems. The landfill shall be
maintained and monitored for a period of not less than thirty (30) years after the completion of
closure of the entire solid waste landfill.” More importantly, DTSC will review and approve all
financial assurance documents provided by the Applicant for all remedial systems. The Applicant
will be required to provide financial assurances to guarantee the long-term operations and
maintenance of the remedial systems. Furthermore, DTSC is required to evaluate and monitor all of
the remedial systems where the waste is left in place. DTSC would enter into an operations and
maintenance agreement with the Applicant and require that an operations and maintenance plan be
implemented. This plan would require continuous monitoring of the former landfill site until such
time that DTSC determines that monitoring is no longer necessary. At a minimum of every five
years, DTSC would complete a comprehensive review of the effectiveness of the remedial system
and make sure that conditions at the site meet the safety standards in effect at the time of the review.
Modifications to the remedial systems would be implemented, if needed.
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As indicated in the Draft EIR, the DTSC-approved RAP for the Project site requires
quarterly air and soil monitoring of landfill gas. The purpose of the monitoring is to provide early
warning of potential off-site migration and to ensure proper control of the landfill gases. With
regard to air sampling, requirements for the gas monitoring could include, at a minimum, the
following: (1) the concentration of methane gas must not exceed 1.25 percent by volume in air
within on-site structures, (2) the concentration of methane gas must not exceed 5 percent by volume
in air at the landfill property boundary, and (3) trace gases must be controlled to prevent adverse
acute and chronic exposure to toxic and/or carcinogenic compounds. The monitoring data would be
used to adjust the gas collection and treatment measures as necessary so that the gas control and
treatment system would be properly implemented. The landfill gas monitoring program would be
conducted on a quarterly basis for 30 years.

In addition, groundwater monitoring and sampling of all wells would initially be conducted
on a quarterly basis for one year. Currently, the DTSC has approved semi-annual groundwater
sampling after reviewing the data collected to date. The samples would be analyzed for 34 VOCs in
the Target Compound List (TCL) using approved methodologies. After one year, the frequency and
analyses to be performed would be re-evaluated and modified as appropriate. The monitoring
program would be conducted for 30 years or until the groundwater contamination has been in
continuous compliance with the remediation goals and upon DTSC and RWQCB written approval.

City staff and the Applicant are working with Caltrans on an ongoing basis to address issues
of mutual concern.

RESPONSE 27-13

The construction schedule presented in the Draft EIR indicates that development would
occur between the spring of 2006 and the end of 2010. The schedule is based on conservative
assumptions with consideration for possible delays of the type noted in the comment.
Contingencies beyond those considered in preparation of the schedule would be minor and would
not have a notable affect on the overall schedule.

RESPONSE 27-14

The Project’s proposed fugitive dust program, due to its importance with regard to reducing
PM,, impacts to off-site uses, has been incorporated as a mitigation measure which assures its
implementation via the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The Project
Applicant is required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and Mitigation Measures
G-1 through GI12 are (1) intended to implement requirements of SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive
Dust) and (2) set forth a program of air pollution control strategies designed to reduce the proposed
Project’s air quality impacts to the extent feasible. In addition to specific requirements provided in
SCAQMD Rule 403, the Applicant shall ensure that all construction vehicle tires shall be washed at
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the time these vehicles exit the Project site and all fill material carried by haul trucks shall be
covered by a tarp or other means. Haul trucks would be typical of on-road haul trucks used for
other projects and operations within the area (e.g., transfer station) and would be required to meet
State and local standards.

RESPONSE 27-15

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project.

The SCAQMD maintains a network of air quality monitoring stations located throughout
the South Coast Air Basin and has divided the Basin into air monitoring areas. The monitoring
station closest and most representative of conditions within the Project vicinity site is the North
Long Beach Monitoring Station, located at 3648 Long Beach Boulevard, approximately 6 miles
southeast of the Project site. This monitoring station was placed at this location in compliance with
EPA meteorological requirements to properly characterize conditions within the air monitoring area.
Meteorological and pollutant concentration data provided by this station are sufficient to
characterize potential construction and operational impacts. As concluded in the Draft EIR, the
construction of the proposed Project would result in short-term localized PM;, impacts for sensitive
receptors in close proximity to the Project site. An additional SCAQMD air monitoring station
closer to Carson is beyond the scope of this EIR.

RESPONSE 27-16

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The
comment reflects the contents of the Draft EIR which has evaluated the Project’s full range of
potential impacts pursuant to CEQA. The Draft EIR identified significant impacts during Project
operation on Visual Quality, on Traffic (significant impacts at one intersection and three freeway
segments), and Air Quality (regional emissions only). The Draft EIR also concluded that Project
construction would result in air quality and noise impacts. The analyses of the Project’s impacts
were performed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and all feasible mitigation measures were identified
to reduce Project impacts. Numerous mitigation measures address and reduce the level of the
Project’s impacts. It should be noted that the construction impacts are relatively short-term and
temporary. Impacts from construction and related exceedances of the City noise standards is
common with large construction projects such as the proposed Project. The significant impact on
Visual Quality arises due to the conversion of the site from an undeveloped to a developed
appearance, an impact that would occur with any development of the Project site. While Project
development would result in the aforementioned unavoidable significant impacts, it is also
important to note that the Project would result in a number of benefits for the City and its residents.
Please refer to the Project’s Statement of Overriding Consideration for additional information
regarding the benefits of the Project.
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RESPONSE 27-17

The illustrative site plan included in the Draft EIR indicates six Project access points: three
serving the development district north of Del Amo Boulevard (a primary access point signalized on
Del Amo Boulevard opposite the Stamps Drive entrance to the Project site to the south, one
unsignalized right-turn-in/right-turn-out on Del Amo Boulevard, and one unsignalized right-turn-
in/right-turn-out access point on Main Street) and three serving the development districts south of
Del Amo Boulevard (Stamps Drive primary signalized access point on Del Amo Boulevard,
Lenardo Drive signalized access to Avalon Boulevard and 1-405 freeway ramps, and Lenardo Drive
signalized access to Main Street). Subsequent to preparation of the Draft EIR, the Applicant has
agreed to provide an additional driveway serving the development districts south of Del Amo
Boulevard. This seventh access point would be located west of Stamps Drive, would provide right-
turn-in/right-turn-out access to Del Amo Boulevard, and would connect Del Amo Boulevard with
Lenardo Drive.

RESPONSE 27-18

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. With
regard to monitoring, DTSC would require the Applicant to submit a comprehensive community
monitoring program. The monitoring program would be conducted during remedial activities to
make sure the community is protected. The monitoring would occur along the site boundary of the
former landfill and all chemicals of concern would be monitored. This monitoring program would
be at least as stringent as the requirements established under applicable SCAQMD Rules.
Notwithstanding, the following is also offered to further assist the Commission in understanding the
Project’s key air quality mitigation measures.

Mitigation Measure G-1 requires general contractors to implement a fugitive dust control
program pursuant to the provisions of SCAQMD Rule 403. The fugitive dust program, due to its
importance with regard to reducing PM;y impacts to off-site uses, has been incorporated as a
mitigation measure which assures its implementation via the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program. Mitigation Measures G-1 through G-12 are (1) intended to implement
requirements of SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and (2) set forth a program of air pollution
control strategies designed to reduce the proposed Project’s air quality impacts to the extent feasible.

In addition, the Project’s general contractor is required to appoint a SCAQMD certified Dust
Control Supervisor with the authority to expeditiously employ sufficient dust mitigation measures to
ensure compliance with all SCAQMD Rule 403 requirements. SCAQMD Rule 403 requires that a
dust control supervisor is (1) identified that is employed by or contracted with the property owner or
developer; (2) is on the site or available on-site within 30 minutes during working hours; (3) has the
authority to expeditiously employ sufficient dust mitigation measures to ensure compliance with all
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SCAQMD Rule requirements; and (4) has completed the AQMD Fugitive Dust Control Class and
has been issued a valid Certificate of Completion for the class.

Specific SCAQMD Rule 403 requirements to ensure the program is implemented include
the following: (1) submit a fully executed Large Operation Notification (Form 403N) to the
Executive Officer of the SCAQMD within 7 days of qualifying as a large operation; (2) include, as
part of the notification, the name(s), address(es), and phone number(s) of the person(s) responsible
for the submittal, and a description of the operation(s), including a map depicting the location of the
site; (3) maintenance of daily records to document the specific dust control actions taken, and the
maintenance of such records for a period of not less than three years; and to make such records
available to the Executive Officer of the SCAQMD upon request; and (4) install and maintain
Project signage that meets the minimum standards of the Rule 403 Implementation Handbook, prior
to initiating any earthmoving activities.

RESPONSE 27-19

Potential construction vibration impacts were thoroughly analyzed in Section IV.H, Noise,
of the Draft EIR. As concluded in the Draft EIR, potential impacts related to deep dynamic
compaction (DDC) and pile driving were concluded to be less than significant with the
implementation of Mitigation Measures H-2 and H-3. Further, while pile driving is considered to
have a significant noise impact (due to the frequency of occurrences, rather than the extent of the
noise levels), the vibration from pile driving activities would be less than significant. Specifically,
the off-site residential uses including, but not limited to, the nearby mobile home parks would be
located at a sufficient distance (greater than 75 feet) from any potential pile driving activity so that
vibration from such activities would be below the peak particle velocity threshold of 0.2 inch/sec.
In addition, the vibration associated with pile driving would be substantially reduced due to the
lower density of material on site (i.e., waste with soil cover versus compact soils with rock) and the
intervening Torrance Lateral (i.e., impeding transmission of surface waves and higher-amplitude
motion from pile driving).

To further protect off-site sensitive receptors (i.e., mobile and single-family homes), the
Draft EIR recommends the implementation of a pilot program regarding DDC operations, which
has been included as Mitigation Measures H-2 and H-3 in the Draft EIR. These measures have
been revised to also address vibration impacts from pile driving; see Section III, Corrections and
Additions, Subheading IV.H, of the Final EIR. The purpose of the pilot program, as amended via
the Final EIR, is to assure that less than significant vibration impacts to off-site uses and/or facilities
would occur. Under the pilot program the Applicant would install vibration monitors at the
following locations: (1) along the Project’s fenceline opposite the off-site residential uses located to
the south and southwest of the Project site (i.e., within the Project site), and (2) along the far side of
the Torrance Lateral Channel in line with the monitors placed within the Project site itself.
Monitoring of construction vibrations would occur at the onset of development activities. Based on
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an initial set of testing, limits would be established on the level of vibration causing activities. With
the implementation of this program, vibration levels near the western and southern boundaries of the
Project site would not exceed the 0.2-inch-per-second PPV significance threshold for fragile
structures, such as the off-site mobile homes, and a less than significant short-term vibration impact
to the existing mobile home residences along the Project site boundary would occur.

Notwithstanding, a Condition of Approval has been established for the Project which would
hold the developer responsible for any damage that may occur to off-site residential uses, including
the nearby mobile and single-family homes from Project construction activities.

RESPONSE 27-20

The monitors of the Project’s Mitigation Measures (inclusive of the enforcement agency, the
monitoring agency and the monitoring phase) are listed in the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program. This Program was included in the Draft EIR as Volume II, Appendix B. The
Program, as amended, is included in Section II of the Final EIR.

RESPONSE 27-21

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The
comment refers to conditions in areas surrounding the Project site, which are not part of the
proposed Project, but may be considered as context for the Project.

RESPONSE 27-22

Localized impacts from the proposed Project are thoroughly analyzed in Section IV.G, Air
Quality, of the Draft EIR. As shown in Table 38 on page 386 of the Draft EIR, localized impacts
would be less than significant for all pollutant thresholds with the exception of PMj,. These
significance thresholds were established for sensitive receptors (e.g., people with pre-existing
conditions, elderly, and children) to determine if mitigation measures are required. As construction
of the proposed Project would result in a localized PM;, impact, Mitigation Measures G-1 through
G-12 were provided to reduce the level of this impact to the extent feasible. However, localized
PM,o impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. In response to this unavoidable and
significant impact, the Applicant is performing further study to determine whether other feasible
mitigation measures might be available e.g., the relocation of buildings, further enhanced air
filtration systems, etc.

RESPONSE 27-23

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The Carson
Marketplace Specific Plan calls for improvement of the sidewalks along both sides of Del Amo
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Boulevard. The Specific Plan for the Project requires 5-foot wide sidewalks with adjacent 5-foot
wide parkways on both sides of Del Amo Boulevard, as illustrated in the Draft EIR on Section 3 of
Figure 20 on page 190 of the Draft EIR. The intent of Mitigation Measure C-2 is simply to ensure
that sidewalks are not closed for reconstruction on both sides at the same time and that at least one
of the sidewalks remains open for use at all times during construction.

RESPONSE 27-24

The issues raised in this portion of Ms. Rita Boggs’ testimony are also reiterated in her
comment letter on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-2 for a
response to this comment.

RESPONSE 27-25

The issues raised in this portion of Ms. Rita Boggs’ testimony are also reiterated in her
comment letter on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-3 for a
response to this comment.

RESPONSE 27-26

The issues raised in this portion of Ms. Rita Boggs’ testimony are also reiterated in her
comment letter on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-4 for a
response to this comment.

RESPONSE 27-27

The issues raised in this portion of Ms. Rita Boggs’ testimony are also reiterated in her
comment letter on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-5 for a
response to this comment.

RESPONSE 27-28

The issues raised in this portion of Ms. Rita Boggs’ testimony are also reiterated in her
comment letter on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-6 for a
response to this comment.

RESPONSE 27-29

The issues raised in this portion of Ms. Rita Boggs’ testimony are also reiterated in her
comment letter on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer to Response to Comment Nos. 14-7 and 14-
8 for a response to this comment.
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RESPONSE 27-30

The issues raised in this portion of Ms. Rita Boggs’ testimony are also reiterated in her
comment letter on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-9 for a
response to this comment.

RESPONSE 27-31

The issues raised in this portion of Ms. Rita Boggs’ testimony are also reiterated in her
comment letter on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-10 for a
response to this comment.

RESPONSE 27-32

The issues raised in this portion of Ms. Rita Boggs’ testimony are also reiterated in her
comment letter on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-11 for a
response to this comment.

RESPONSE 27-33

The issues raised in this portion of Ms. Rita Boggs’ testimony are also reiterated in her
comment letter on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-13 for a
response to this comment.

RESPONSE 27-34

A similar comment was included in the letter of Ms. Rita Boggs which is included in the
Final EIR as Letter No. 14. As such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-14 for a response
to this comment.

RESPONSE 27-35

This testimony of Ms. Rita Boggs is similar to a comment presented in her comment letter
on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-15 for a response to this
comment. The comment regarding allowance of residential development is noted and incorporated
into the Final EIR for the review and consideration of the public and the decision makers prior to
any approval action on the proposed Project.

RESPONSE 27-36

A similar comment was included in the letter of Ms. Rita Boggs which is included in the
Final EIR as Letter No. 14. As such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-16 for a response
to this comment.
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RESPONSE 27-37

The issues raised in this portion of Ms. Rita Boggs’ testimony are also reiterated in her
comment letter on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-17 for a
response to this comment.

RESPONSE 27-38

The issues raised in this portion of Ms. Rita Boggs’ testimony are also reiterated in her
comment letter on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-18 for a
response to this comment.

RESPONSE 27-39

The issues raised in this portion of Ms. Rita Boggs’ testimony are also reiterated in her
comment letter on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 14-19 for a
response to this comment.

RESPONSE 27-40

The City of Carson and Caltrans are cooperating on a project to reconfigure and improve the
ramps at the 1-405/Avalon Boulevard interchange. The proposed improvements at the Avalon
Boulevard/I-405 interchange include the following:

e Lenardo Drive would be extended east to Avalon Boulevard, intersecting Avalon
Boulevard at the approximate location of the existing [-405 southbound ramps.

e The [-405 southbound on-/off-ramps that currently intersect with Avalon Boulevard
would be realigned and reconfigured to intersect with Lenardo Drive at a new signalized
intersection west of Avalon Boulevard.

e A new [-405 southbound on-ramp is proposed as an east leg to the new Avalon
Boulevard/Lenardo Drive intersection.

e The I-405 northbound off-ramp would be reconfigured to allow left-turn movements to
southbound Avalon Boulevard.

The Draft EIR traffic study incorporated the effect of the proposed interchange
improvements in the analysis of future traffic conditions and Project impacts.

RESPONSE 27-41

Section IV.H of the Draft EIR analyzes the Project’s potential noise impacts during Project
construction as well as during Project operations. Temporary sound barriers during construction
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have been included in the Draft EIR as a mitigation measure. Specifically, Mitigation Measure H-
1(3) requires "effective temporary sound barriers to be used and relocated, as needed, whenever
construction activities occur within 150 feet of residential property, to block line-of-site between the
construction equipment and the noise-sensitive receptors (i.e., residential uses located on the west
and south of the Project site).

Section IV.H of the Draft EIR concludes that the Project’s operational noise impacts would
be less than significant. As such, a permanent wall is not proposed along the perimeter of the
Project site. The conclusion of a less than significant operational noise impact is in part due to
Mitigation Measure H-5 which requires that all parking lots near residential areas be located a
minimum of 150 feet from an off-site residential use unless a minimum eight-foot wall is provided
along the property boundary to limit noise levels associated with parking lot activities. In addition,
Mitigation Measure H-6 requires all parking structures near residential areas be located a minimum
of 150 feet from an off-site residential use unless the exterior wall of the parking structure that faces
the off-site residential use is a solid wall or provides acoustical louvers (or equivalent noise
reduction measures). In addition, with implementation of Mitigation Measures H-7 through H-10
(limitation of delivery hours, noise insulation for proposed uses, and requirement for additional
noise studies for any future proposed noise intensive uses), operational noise impacts to the existing
off-site residential uses located to the south and west of the Project site, as well as on-site residential
development, would be reduced to less than significant levels. Please note that development of the
Project site would also provide some noise-attenuation/shielding characteristics from 1-405 traffic
noise to the area, particularly for residential uses located south and west of the Project site.

RESPONSE 27-42

The Specific Plan specifies maximum height limits for buildings as well as Project lighting.
It also places restrictions on the scale, brightness, direction and shielding for all permanent lighting
installations. Height limits for the commercial buildings and light poles vary as a function of
building size and/or location on the Project site. The tallest commercial buildings that could occur
across from the residential units south and southwest of the Project site, as shown in the Applicant’s
Illustrative Plan, is 32 feet with increases for architectural features to 42 feet over 30% of the
elevation and 52 feet for another 30% of the elevation. If the Applicant were to relocate the hotel or
the theater along the southern/southwestern edge of the site, from the currently proposed locations
they could be taller. Theaters can reach a height of 60 feet, with increases for architectural features
to 70 feet for 30% of the elevation and 80 feet for 20% of the elevation. Hotels, located elsewhere
on the Project site, could reach a height of 75 feet with increases for architectural features to 79 feet
for 30% of the elevation and 85 feet for 15% of the elevation. However, pursuant to Mitigation
Measure B-1, if the hotel or theater were to relocate along the Torrance Lateral, adjacent to
residential uses, they would be required to have a 250-foot setback, to reduce the impacts of their
taller heights.
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The heights of the light poles vary in stages across six zones extending from the
southern/southwestern Project edge. No light poles are allowed in Zone 1. Allowed heights
increase incrementally to 20 feet, 30 feet, 40 feet and 50 feet, respectively at a distance of 120 feet
from the Project edge. Beyond 240 feet there is no height limit. The lighting standards are such that
lighting must be shielded and directed on-site to avoid impacts on neighboring residential uses.

Pursuant to Mitigation Measure H-1, construction activities would be restricted to the hours
of 7:.00 A.M to 8:00 P.M. Monday through Saturday. Thus, the potential effects of construction
lighting would be limited. However, lighting that would occur, prior to 8:00 P.M., and perhaps
security lighting after 8:00 P.M. is expected to be directed on-site. Potential impacts of construction
lighting would be reduced somewhat due to the horizontal distance between the residential units,
and the location of most building locations behind an 8-foot to 17-foot berm. The potential impacts
of the Project’s building heights and lighting are analyzed in Section IV.B of the Draft EIR. As
indicated, Project impacts associated with building heights, and lighting, as mitigated, would be less
than significant.

RESPONSE 27-43

Mitigation Measure H-4 requires that a Construction Relations Officer be retained and
funded by the Applicant, and approved by the Development Services General Manager, to act as a
liaison with neighbors and residents concerning on-site construction activity. As part of this
mitigation measure, the Applicant shall establish a 24-hour telephone construction hotline which
would be staffed between the hours of 8:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M. on a daily basis throughout the
Project’s entire construction period for the purposes of answering questions and resolving disputes
with adjacent property owners. Furthermore, the hotline number shall be posted on site.

RESPONSE 27-44

As of this date, the exact signage for the Project has not been designed. However, the
Specific Plan for the Project establishes a Signage Program intended to announce the presence of
the Carson Marketplace and help users navigate the site. The Signage Program includes specific
standards regarding the number, size and design of on-site signing so to limit the visual impact of
the signs. The Specific Plan also presents a Conceptual Sign Location Plan and Illustrative Designs.
Although specific signs are not yet proposed, the Specific Plan allows for two freeway icon signs
(maximum height of 70 feet) and 10 freeway monument signs (maximum height of 35 feet) along
the edge of the 1-405 Freeway. Freeway message board signs would require further discretionary
review. The Specific Plan’s Sign Program is described in Section II, Project Description of the
Draft EIR, and the impact of the potential signage on the visual quality of the area is analyzed in
Section IV.B, Visual Quality (page 197).
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RESPONSE 27-45

The anticipated construction schedule for the Project is presented in Section II. Project
Description of the Draft EIR. As described therein, construction is expected to commence in the
spring of 2006 with occupancy of the Project by the end of 2010, a time period of approximately
five years.

RESPONSE 27-46

Issues raised by Mr. Lesley in this testimony regarding known faults and their proximity to
the site and the surrounding area are similar to those Mr. Lesley raised in his comment letter. As
such, please refer to Response to Comment No. 22-2 for additional information. Furthermore,
landfills similar to the former Cal Compact landfill contain methane and other landfill gases.
Methane is produced by naturally-occurring bacteria that are consuming (degrading) organic
material. Due to their physical and chemical properties, methane gas and other volatile chemicals
have a tendency to migrate upwards, rather than downwards. Methane and other landfill gases
would be extracted from the landfill by numerous below ground, horizontal and vertical wells
permanently located throughout the site. This landfill gas extraction and treatment system would be
operated continuously. In addition, a landfill cap composed of specially manufactured, synthetic
geomembrane would cover all areas where waste is located. This synthetic geomembrane (system)
landfill cap would create an impermeable barrier that blocks the migration of methane and other
landfill gases before they reach land surface.

RESPONSE 27-47

See Response to Comment No. 27-46 regarding methane and other landfill gases and other
volatile organic chemicals. The proposed remediation system refinements are designed to mitigate
landfill gas impacts primarily include the following systems:

e A landfill gas extraction and treatment system to remove gases from within the waste
and treat those gases within an enclosed system mitigating atmospheric impacts. The
extraction system would consist of 1000s of feet of chemical-resistant, flexible, sealed,
plastic pipe connected to blowers, instruments, gages, and monitors. The extracted
gases would be conveyed to a central treatment facility and in so doing prevent an
atmospheric discharge.

e An impermeable landfill cap constructed above all waste which would further block gas
migration and discharges into the atmosphere and improve the landfill gas extraction
system’s efficiency.

e Compacted soil residing on top of the impermeable landfill cap would protect the
landfill cap and further reduce the gases ability to reach land surface.
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e In the unlikely event gases reach land surface, building protection systems beneath all
buildings would further detect and block gas migration from entering the buildings.

These systems would provide multiple and redundant protection for both the atmosphere
and occupants as compared to current site conditions. These systems would also be designed and
constructed to withstand settlement and future seismic events. In addition, these systems would be
operated, maintained, repaired as necessary, and monitored for the life of the Carson Marketplace
project under the oversight of the DTSC as Administering Agency.

RESPONSE 27-48

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The Draft
EIR evaluates the relationship between the proposed Project and the existing regulations in Section
IV.A, Land Use, of the Draft EIR. Specifically, that analysis addresses existing zoning regulations
and density in Subsection 3.c.(2).(a).iii, Zoning. As described therein, the Project approval would
replace existing zoning designations with zoning provisions of the Specific Plan. The Draft EIR
concludes that changing the zoning on the Project site would not have a significant impact with
regard to the City’s regulatory framework for a number of reasons that address a large range of City
policies, and regulatory requirements. With regard to the Project’s density, the Draft EIR states, on
page 152:

“It may be noted that the Project’s Specific Plan standards for residential density
would be greater than the residential densities allowed elsewhere in the City; 60
units per acre versus 25 units per acre. Increased housing density at the Project site
would support numerous City Policies that aim to increase the number and types of
housing opportunities within the City. The Project’s higher density housing would
not occur within an existing neighborhood and would therefore not contrast with
adjacent housing stock, or conflict with existing zoning standards aimed at limiting
impacts on existing housing stock. The increased density would occur in an area
that is suited for higher density development due to its Freeway accessibility.
Further, the increased density would support the Project’s mixed use objectives. As
the density/FAR limits would be established through a Specific Plan, the Project
would not have any effect on zoning restrictions that are applicable to off site
locations. By adding limitations on the amount of development and specific
density/(FAR) limitations, the Project’s Specific Plan would add new limitations to
development, and would therefore be compatible with the City’s existing zoning

provisions.”
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RESPONSE 27-49

The Draft EIR determined that 3,238 parking spaces would be required for the Project’s
residential uses if the City’s General Development Standards were to be applied (see Table 24 on
page 256 of the Draft EIR). This includes parking spaces for both residents and guests and assumes
500 one-bedroom residential units and 1,050 two-bedroom residential units.

RESPONSE 27-50

There are no deed restrictions that currently apply to the Project site. In the DTSC-1995
approved RAP, residential scenarios were not evaluated. Therefore, at that time it was anticipated
that deed restrictions would be put in place that would preclude residential use. As residential use is
now proposed, DTSC would establish appropriate land use restrictions based on applicable data,
information and analysis, including, but not limited to, a post-remedial health risk assessment. Prior
to occupancy, a deed restriction would be established precluding those land uses deemed
inappropriate for the Project site by DTSC. The recording of the deed restriction is intended to put
all potential buyers of the property on notice of the deed restrictions, which would remain in force
regardless of future property transactions.

The remediation of the 157-acre landfill (i.e., Development Districts 1 and 2) is being
implemented in compliance with Remedial Action Order No. HSA87/88-040, which was issued by
DTSC in 1988. The RAP for the Upper OU was approved by DTSC in 1995 and the RAP for the
Lower OU was approved by DTSC in 2005. Via these RAPs, potential health affects due to air
emissions relative to on-site commercial and industrial activities have been previously concluded by
the DTSC to be less than significant.

DTSC is responsible for evaluating health and safety issues related to the proposed
residential development within Development District 1. DTSC provided a letter dated February 9,
2005 indicating that the “DTSC believes the concepts presented for the proposed development are
appropriate at a conceptual level and could be protective of human health and safety, however, as is
common for all projects under DTSC’s authority, more detailed plans are necessary before DTSC
can make such a final determination” (see Appendix E-3 of the Draft EIR). As such, DTSC would
not allow residential development to occur until the Agency concludes that the development would
be implemented in a manner that is protective of human health and the environment. Thus, no
further analysis of this issue is required in this document as the proposed residential development
could not occur within Development District 1 without a determination from DTSC that such
development could occur without an adverse impact on the health of future residents due to on-site
air emissions.

As indicated in Section IV.D, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, the Final
(DTSC approved) RAP for the Upper and Lower OUs would be implemented as part of the Project.

Carson Marketplace, LLC Carson Marketplace
PCR Services Corporation January 2006

Page 253



IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

The primary remedial action objective is to provide protection for human health and the
environment. At a conceptual level, DTSC has indicated that elevated residential use is appropriate.
DTSC’s indication that residential development within Development District No. 1 is appropriate at
a conceptual level was based upon the following factors:

e the age and character of the landfill;

e an analysis of the conceptual design and construction quality assurance details for the
landfill cap provided by the Applicant;

e the consideration that data indicates that the landfill gas occurrence in this portion of the
landfill is less than in other areas of the landfill;

e the conceptual refinements to the landfill gas collection and treatment system;
e the detailed concepts for a building protection system;
e the conceptual podium design which features elevated residential units;

e the redundancies and multiple layers of protection that are anticipated and integrated into
the conceptual design for the landfill cap, landfill gas collection and treatment systems,
and the building protection systems;

e the fact that a post-remediation risk assessment (including confirmation sampling)
would be performed to ensure that the systems that were designed to be protective of
human health and the environment indeed are realizing all objectives after construction
and for a period of Project operations;

o the ability to certify that all remedial/protection/monitoring systems are fully operational
and performing as designed prior to providing its approval for building occupancy;

e the conceptual gas monitoring and detection systems;
e the conceptual long-term operation and maintenance program;

e DTSC’s continued involvement with review and approval before any alterations of the
remedial systems; and

e the institutional controls that would be reviewed and approved by DTSC prior to formal

approval.
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In addition, DTSC will require detailed plans in order to make a final determination that
elevated residential use is protective of human health and safety. Following construction of the
remedial systems and a sufficient period of operation of the remedial systems, DTSC would:

e cvaluate remedial system performance data collected by the Applicant;
e cvaluate confirmation sampling of media (soil and air);
e cvaluate a post-remediation risk assessment prepared by the Applicant; and

e when all are sufficient and acceptable to DTSC, would certify that the systems are
performing as designed and intended.

DTSC’s certification would be one of the necessary requirements for the City to issue any
Certificate of Occupancy for buildings within the development. Following certification by the
DTSC, S-year reviews of all remediation systems would also be completed to ensure long-term
protection of human health and the environment.

In addition, the proposed remediation system refinements would have a number of
redundancies built into the various remediation systems in order to provide protection in the event of
a failure of a system. Table 29 on page 289 of the Draft EIR provides an explanation of what would
be done to eliminate or minimize impacts in the unlikely event that any of these potential upset
scenarios occurred. Due to the redundancy of the systems, multiple and simultaneous failures
would have to occur to create the potential for impacting human health or the environment. The
likelihood of such multiple, simultaneous, and complete system failures are very low.

Finally, since the release of the Draft EIR, a Human Health Risk Evaluation Report (HRE)
has been prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc. and submitted to DTSC for review. The HRE generally
describes how anticipated construction controls, remediation systems, monitoring, and corrective
actions would be used to protect construction workers, the surrounding community and future
occupants and sets forth a proposed approach and methodology for evaluating potential risks.
Among other things, the proposed approach includes collection of additional data and preparation of
a post-remedial risk assessment. Following completion of the remedy, DTSC would review and
approve the post-remedial risk assessment. Furthermore, and most importantly, DTSC would not
allow occupancy to occur until it is satisfied that the end users are adequately protected from
potential risks. In addition, the submittal of the HRE is a clear demonstration that the Applicant is
moving forward to obtain DTSC approval of the requested modifications and the development of
elevated residential uses on the portion of the site that was previously used as a landfill.
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RESPONSE 27-51

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. It is
anticipated that the Project would be funded by the developer. The remediation of the former
landfill on the 157-acre portion of the Project site will be funded with financial support via Tax
Increment Bonds issued by or on behalf of the Carson Redevelopment Agency (CRA) and/or
Community Facility Bonds issued by the City of Carson in accordance with their standard
procedures. The issuance of bonds by the CRA and/or City would occur subsequent to the current
entitlement process. DTSC would review and approve all financial assurance documents provided
by the Applicant for all remedial systems. The Applicant would be required to provide financial
assurances to guarantee the long-term operations and maintenance of the remedial systems.

RESPONSE 27-52

The commentor expresses concern regarding additional traffic that may travel through and
impact the study area if Del Amo Boulevard were to become a continuous route from Placentia and
Anaheim Hills on the east through Torrance “to the beach.”

The City of Torrance is planning to construct the missing segment of Del Amo Boulevard in
the City of Torrance between Crenshaw Boulevard and Maple Avenue (approximately three miles
west of the Project site) and this project is currently under design. At present, however, there is no
project in development to construct the missing segment of Del Amo Boulevard in unincorporated
Los Angeles County and the City of Los Angeles between Vermont Avenue and Western Avenue
(approximately one mile west of the Project site), and such a project was therefore not included in
the cumulative analysis in the Draft EIR.

If extension of Del Amo Boulevard to complete the missing segment between Vermont
Avenue and Western Avenue were to be pursued at some future time by either the City or County of
Los Angeles, appropriate environmental reviews would be required at that time to analyze potential
impacts of the extension regarding increased traffic flows to/from and on Del Amo Boulevard.

RESPONSE 27-53

The Draft EIR does not reach the conclusion suggested in this comment that the street is
going to stop the contamination. Section IV.D, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, address the
contamination that is present within the former Cal Compact Landfill site as well as any
contamination that may be present within the portion of the Project site that is located north of Del
Amo Boulevard.

Regarding potential air quality impacts from Interstate 405 on future proposed residential
uses, a health risk assessment was performed and is detailed in Section IV.G, Air Quality, of the
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Draft EIR. As detailed therein, the assessment followed SCAQMD recommended procedures and
evaluated toxic air contaminant emissions from sources within one-quarter mile of the proposed on-
site residential locations (e.g., San Diego Freeway (I-405)). Interstate 110 is located more than one-
quarter mile from the proposed residential uses and was therefore excluded from further analysis.

The results of the analysis are provided in Table 42 on page 401 of the Draft EIR. The
probability of cancer risk from TAC sources within one-quarter mile of the proposed on-site
residential locations is above the 10 in one million threshold. Freeway truck traffic is the largest
source (refer to Appendix F of the Draft EIR for further discussion). Following a conservative
guideline for a receptor exposure scenario, which assumes that a resident would experience a 24-
hour/day, 365 days/year exposure outdoors (not indoors) at the same concentration over a lifetime
of 70 years, the resultant estimated probability of cancer risk is up to 349 cases in one million for the
maximum on-site receptor scenario (i.e., the mobile receptor location where the highest probability
of cancer risk would occur). This conclusion is based on a very conservative set of assumptions as
to the extent of the exposure that would be experienced by an individual residing within the Project
site. While the assumptions are very conservative in their nature, they are consistent with
established protocols endorsed by the SCAQMD. It is important to note that most of the City of
Carson is located in an area where the estimated probability of cancer risk is between 500 and 750
cancers per million."" Thus, the health risk assessment performed for the Project site, with respect to
risks related to freeway operations, demonstrates that the Project site is also within already existing
risk levels. It is noteworthy that these results for a planned development near a freeway in Southern
California are not uncommon. Nevertheless, based on an analysis which assumes constant 24 hours
a day, 365 days a year of outdoor exposure, the Project would result in locating sensitive receptors
within an area of cancer risk in excess of the SCAQMD significance threshold of 10 in one million.
In response to this impact, mitigation measures are recommended. Furthermore, it should also be
noted that the cancer risk from Interstate 405 would not be substantially different across the Project
site and would exceed the SCAQMD 10 in one million threshold regardless of a 500 foot buffer. In
fact, the cancer risk would exceed the SCAQMD 10 in one million threshold approximately 18,000
feet from the freeway.

Mitigation Measure G-25 recommends that the Project shall include air filtration systems for
residential dwelling units designed to have a minimum efficiency reporting value (MERV) of 12 as
indicated by the American Society of Heating Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Engineers
(ASHRAE) Standard 52.2. An air filtration system with a 12 MERV would reduce particles in the
range of 1 to 3 microns by a minimum of 80 percent. This mitigation measure would reduce the
possibility of cancer risk to residential uses substantially, but impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable. The Applicant is performing further study to determine whether other feasible

1 http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/cti/hlthrisk/cncrinhl/riskmapviewfull.htm.
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mitigation measures might be available; e.g., the relocation of buildings, further enhanced air
filtration systems, etc.

RESPONSE 27-54

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and the decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. Please
refer to Response to Comment Nos. 27-47 and 27-50 for details regarding the ongoing maintenance
of adequate protections to human health and the environment.

RESPONSE 27-55

The comment addresses procedural issues for the Planning Commission and raises no
environmental issues. It may be noted that the comment documents public meetings and
opportunities to provide comments on the Draft EIR, and involvement of the public. No further
response is required.

RESPONSE 27-56

The comment is noted and incorporated into the Final EIR for the review and consideration
of the public and decision makers prior to any approval action on the proposed Project. The
comment of Commissioner Hudson was also presented in writing in Letter 11. Please refer to
Response to Comment No. 11-3 for a response to this comment. As indicated in this comment, and
revised EIR text, the fire station adjacent to the Alternative Site is a beneficial attribute associated
with the Alternative Site.

RESPONSE 27-57

Appendix J of the Draft EIR provides an economic study of the potential economic, and
resulting potential physical affects, of the proposed Project. While an analysis specific to the South
Bay Pavilion was not performed separately in this study, vacancy levels for the three regional malls
(South Bay Pavilion, Del Amo Mall and the South Bay Galleria) in the market area was found to be
very low at less than 1%. Within a 2.5 mile radius of the Project Site, centers greater than 100,000
square foot had an estimated vacancy rate of 0.3 percent.

Therefore, it is expected that the South Bay Pavilion, which is undergoing sizable
renovations with a major new anchor (Target) and additional inline shops, would continue to remain
competitive in the marketplace. It should be noted that the developer of the proposed Project also
owns the South Bay Pavilion and is undertaking major renovations at that location as noted above.
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RESPONSE 27-58

Please see Response No. 27-50 above regarding safety of the proposed residential uses on
the site.

RESPONSE 27-59

DTSC would review and approve all financial assurance documents provided by the
Applicant for all remedial systems. The Applicant would be required to provide financial
assurances to guarantee the long-term operations and maintenance of the remedial systems.

RESPONSE 27-60

The Project applicant is required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and
Mitigation Measures G-1 through G12 which are intended to implement the requirements of
SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust) and to set forth a program of air pollution control strategies
designed to reduce the proposed Project’s air quality impacts to the extent feasible. In addition to
specific requirements provided in SCAQMD Rule 403, the Applicant shall ensure that all
construction vehicle tires shall be washed at the time these vehicles exit the Project site and all fill
material carried by haul trucks shall be covered by a tarp or other means.

RESPONSE 27-61

It is anticipated that the Project would be funded by the developer. The remediation of the
former landfill on the 157-acre portion of the Project site will be funded with financial support via
Tax Increment Bonds issued by or on behalf of the Carson Redevelopment Agency (CRA) and/or
Community Facility Bonds issued by the City of Carson in accordance with their standard
procedures. The issuance of bonds by the CRA and/or City would occur subsequent to the current
entitlement process.
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Letter No. 28

Public Works Commission Meeting for December 12, 2005

Agenda Item No. 8B, Carson Marketplace Draft EIR, Traffic Circulation and Parking
Section

Commissioner Pamo recused himself from consideration of this matter due to conflict of
interest as he is an employee with Watson Land Company.

Ms. Torres advised that Commissioner Cabanatan was not able to attend this evening’s
meeting due to illness, but highlighted Commissioner Cabanatan’s concern with the
following issue:

Noted his concem regarding the safety of accessibility of the driveways during an
emergency situation, such as fire, and with enforcement action that needs to be
taken or hinder people from leaving or entering the Marketplace. Again, concerns
with the driveway issues, accessibility to the Marketplace.

Traffic Engineer Garland bricfly presented staff report, noting this matter was continued
from the November 15, 2005, Public Works Commission meeting in order to give the
Commissioners ample time to review the DEIR materials. He pointed out that the Public
Works Commission may address any issue in the DEIR, but stated the Commission’s
primary focus is with respect to traffic and public works issues; and advised that those
comments will then be forwarded to the consultants for responses. He introduced the
preparer of the traffic report, Tom Gaul of Kaku Associates, noting he would answer the
Commission's questions if requested.

Commissioner Cottrell: What formula is used to determine the number of handicapped
parking spaces at this location?

Traffic Engineer Garland: The City’s Municipal Code has a formula for parking spaces.
It deals with all parking spaces as well as the number of handicapped spaces that would
have to be provided within a private property, and that would apply to this development.
At this point in time, the development plans are not far enough along that we have
parking lots drawn out with 2 number of spaces, precise locations, and the number of
handicapped spaces. We’re not that far along in the process. Once the City’s developer
gets to that point, there is a formula that the City has, as well as the ADA requirements;
the number of handicapped parking spaces must comply with those rules.

Commissioner Schaffer: One important thing is signage. [ think that big signs directing
people to the freeway exits would be very important for traffic flow. Support big signs at
ell the exits and entrances, indicating direction to various streets and freeways once inside
the Marketplace.

Commissioner Schaffer; Ididn’t find anything in the part of the report that we have gone
through about service roads. Are there going to be service roads besides the entrances for
the public?
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Mr, Gaul: Separate driveways? I don’t think so. Again, the drawings at this point are
conceptual. The current schematic design they have, the service vehicles would enter and
exit the site at the same driveways as any other vehicle, but will presumably have
separat¢ roads accessing the back of the buildings in addition to that.

Commissioner Schaffer: Handicapped parking, the parking design is important.

Commissioner Schaffer; [ think we need more entrances and exits into and out of the
Marketplace. I suppose the Avalon area is only going to allow one, but I think more on
Del Amo, maybe even another one on Main Street.

Commissioner Schaffer: The other item is transit services, the bus routes. Planning
Commissioner Hudson was at our last meeting, and she made several points that | am
going to submit to you. She has also submitted them in writing to Ron Winkler, She’s an
expert on bus routes.

Comunissioner Schaffer; I'm trusting all the modifications proposed for the interseciions
on the perimeter are studied and make sense.

Traffic Engineer Garland: One of the components of the EIR was to analyze up to 27
intersections around the area that would be impacted by the project traffic, look at
conditions with and without the project and determine from that analysis whether
improvements would be required.

Commissioner Schaffer: [ personally live close to this proposed development. [ sure
hope something does get built there. How noisy is it going to be? Are you going to be
driving pylons?

Carson Marketplace rep, Dennis Reyling: During construction?
Commissioner Schaffer: Yes.

Mr. Reyling: A good part of the EIR deals with construction mitigation having to do
with noise ard other issues of noise, vibration, dust, everything else. We will be
conducting onsite testing to determine — yes, there will be pylon driving, being that it’s
on a landfill. The buildings must be supported on pylons because you have to go down to
good, solid geostructure below in order to support those buildings. That will involve
driving quite 2 few pylons on this site. The intent is to minimize any impact on the
surrounding neighborhoods. And they will actually be doing some pilot testing prior to
the construction in order to record exactly what the safe levels of vibration are -- and
working under all the appropriate regulations and following the rules required. We're to
minimize impact on the adjoining neighborhoods.

Traffic Engincer Garland: You may submit written comments up until December 15,
2005.
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

LETTER NO. 28

Public Works Commission Meeting
December 12, 2005

RESPONSE 28-1

The comment raises procedural issues and does not raise environmental issues.

RESPONSE 28-2

The illustrative site plan included in the Draft EIR indicates six Project access points: three
serving the development district north of Del Amo Boulevard (a primary access point signalized on
Del Amo Boulevard opposite the Stamps Drive entrance to the Project site to the south, one
unsignalized right-turn-in/right-turn-out on Del Amo Boulevard, and one unsignalized right-turn-
in/right-turn-out access point on Main Street) and three serving the development districts south of
Del Amo Boulevard (Stamps Drive primary signalized driveway on Del Amo Boulevard, Lenardo
Drive signalized access to Avalon Boulevard and 1-405 freeway ramps, and Lenardo Drive
signalized access to Main Street). Subsequent to preparation of the Draft EIR, the Applicant has
agreed to provide an additional driveway serving the development districts south of Del Amo
Boulevard. This seventh access point would be located west of Stamps Drive, would provide right-
turn-in/right-turn-out access to Del Amo Boulevard, and would connect Del Amo Boulevard with
Lenardo Drive.

The seventh access point would provide an additional access alternative for ingress to or
egress from the Project site should one or more of the Project access points be blocked due to an
emergency.

Also, in the unlikely event that some type of emergency were to require complete
evacuation of the Project site, there would be four access points with up to 11 turning lanes exiting
the south side of the Project site (Districts 1 and 2) and three access points with five turning lanes
exiting the north side of the site (District 3). Based on the shared parking analysis contained in the
Draft EIR, it is estimated that about 9,600 vehicles may be parked in Districts 1 or 2 and about 500
vehicles in District 3 during the worst-case peak Saturday afternoon during the peak month of
December that may wish to exit (assuming all vehicles associated with the commercial uses would
evacuate but only one vehicle per residential unit would evacuate). It is estimated that the 11 exiting
lanes serving the south side would be sufficient to allow evacuation of the Project site in
approximately one hour presuming that emergency personnel were present to direct and facilitate
traffic flows exiting the site.

RESPONSE 28-3

The comment addresses procedural matters and raises no environmental issues.
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

RESPONSE 28-4

Formulae provided in the City of Carson’s Municipal Code would be used to determine the
number of handicapped parking spaces to be provided. These requirements would be applied at the
time detailed Project development plans are known and submitted to the City for approval.

RESPONSE 28-5

The signage issue raised in this portion of Ms. Schaffer’s verbal comments are also
reiterated in her comment letter on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer to Response to Comment
No. 12-1 for a response to this comment. The service road issue raised in this portion of Ms.
Schaffer’s testimony is also reiterated in her comment letter on the Draft EIR. As such, please refer
to Response to Comment No. 12-2 for a response to this comment.

The portion of the comment that addresses handicapped parking, follows up on the previous
comment. Please refer to the Response to Comment No. 28-4 regarding handicapped parking. The
portion of the comment that addresses Project access points supports a comment made earlier in the
meeting. Please see Response to Comment No. 28-2 regarding additional Project access points.

RESPONSE 28-6

The comments presented by Commissioner Hudson have been included in the Final EIR as
Letter 10. Please see Responses 10-1 through 10-7.

RESPONSE 28-7

The comment provides information about the analysis in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR
traffic study evaluated 27 intersections in the vicinity of the proposed Project. The Draft EIR
concluded that the Project would have a significant impact on operating conditions at 12
intersections and proposed mitigation measures at each of these locations. Mitigation measures
were proposed to reduce impacts to the extent feasible. After mitigation, there would be a residual
significant impact at only one of the intersections. The traffic study and the proposed mitigation
measures were reviewed by City staff prior to publication of the Draft EIR.

RESPONSE 28-8

Project features and mitigation measures (e.g., limitation of construction hours, temporary
sound barriers, pile driver noise shields, exhaust silencers or mufflers, ongoing monitoring during
deep dynamic compaction and pile driving activities, building orientation, etc.) have been
incorporated into the project to reduce potential noise impacts to the extent feasible. However,
construction activities would continue to increase the daytime noise levels at nearby noise-sensitive
uses by more than the 5-dBA significance threshold. As such, noise impacts during construction
would be considered significant and unavoidable. Furthermore, noise impacts during pile driving
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IV.B. Comments Received on the Draft EIR

were concluded to be significant due to the frequency with which this impact is going to occur and
the circumstance in which this impact cannot be mitigated given the construction techniques that are
required for the Project site.

RESPONSE 28-9

This comment addresses procedural matters and raises no environmental issues. No further
response is required.
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