CITY OF CARSON

PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

PUBLIC HEARING: November 25, 2008

SUBJECT:

Design Overlay Review No.1295 and Conditional
Use Permit No. 703-08

APPLICANT: The 8. M. Coyne Company Inc.
Attention: Steve Coyne
1400 Quail Street, Suite 260
Newport Beach, CA 92660

REQUEST: Recommend approval to construct a mixed-use
business park with approximately 265, 000 square
feet of light industrial, office and retail space on
14.3 vacant acres located in the ML-ORL
(Manufacturing Light — Organic Refuse Landfill)
zoning district

PROPERTY INVOLVED: 20630 S. Figueroa Street

COMMISSION ACTION

Concurred with staff

Did not concur with staff

Other

COMMISSIONERS' VOTE

AYE

NO

AYE NO

Chairman Faletogo Saenz

Cannon Verrett

Graber

s
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l. Introduction
Date Application Received

o April 14, 2008: Design Overlay Review No. 1295-08 and Conditional Use
Permit No. 703-08

Applicant/Property Owner Representative

e Steve Coyne, 1400 Quail, Suite 260, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Property Owner

e S.M. Coyne Company Inc., 1400 Quail, Suite 260, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Project Address

e 20630 S. Figueroa Street

Project Description

¢ The proposed project consists of a mixed-use business park with
approximately 265,000 square feet of light industrial, office and retail space on
14.3 vacant acres located in the ML-ORL (Manufacturing Light-Organic
Refuse Landfill} zone district.

¢ The application inciudes:
1. Design Overlay Review No. 1295-08 for approval to construct the mixed-
use business park with 11 buildings and approximately 265,000 square

feet of light industrial, office and retail space

2. Conditional Use Permit No. 703-08 for development on property
designated as ORL (Organic Refuse Landfill)

it Background/Analysis

Proposed Mixed Use Business Park Project:

The applicant Steve Coyne Company Inc. is proposing a Mixed Use Business
Park with approximately 265,000 square feet of light industrial, office and retail
space on a vacant 14.3 acres site located at 20630 Figueroa Street. The site is
zoned ML-ORL (Manufacturing Light, Organic Refuse Landfill) and is surrounded
by a mobile home park, a church, self storage, retail and light industrial
businesses. The General Plan designates the site for Mixed Use Business Park
use.
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The site is located within the former “Gardena Valley 1 & 2 Landfill Sites”. The
landfill sites were permitted o receive industrial and municipal wastes and
operated from November 1956 to October 1859. The State Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) approved a “Remediation Action Plan” in 1992 and
issued a Negative Declaration (attached) for said project. In 1998 DTSC
approved a “Design Implementation Plan”. On June 19, 2008, DTSC entered into
a “Reimbursement Agreement” for consultative services with the SM Coyne
Company. The Remedial Design consists of: site cleaning and grubbing;
earthwork; grading; cap construction; storm-water conveyance system; landfill
gas collection and treatment sysiem.

The proposed mixed-use business park with approximately 265,000 square feet
of light industrial, office and retail floor space is a speculative project that does
not have signed tenants. This project would be the first project that would be
processed under the General Plan designation of Mixed Use Business Park. The
site’s existing ML-ORL zoning requires the processing of a conditional use permit
application and the submittal of a report approved by the Building and Safety
Division and the City Council prepared by a licensed civil engineer that would
provide and include plans for a protective system or systems designated to
eliminate or mitigate the potential hazards and environmental risks associated
with the proposed use. The proposed project site is also within Redevelopment
Project Area 1 and therefore requires the processing of a Design Overlay Review
to evaluate the proposed buildings site plan and design characteristics.

During the application review period, the applicant submitted several site plans
with a range of square footage and ftruck loading facilities. Considerable
discussion with the applicant focused on the types of uses typically permitted
within a business park, parking standards and limitations on truck loading
activities. Upon review of other business park zoning standards, there is
generally a sirict limitation on truck loading activities and . a requirement to design
the project to encourage office uses. Business park ordinances reviewed by staff
typicaily provide parking standards to allow for a minimum of 50-60% office
space. Business park developments often provide parking at standards to allow
for a greater percentage of office use.

Based on staff research and site visits to existing business park developments,
the proposed development by the applicant appears to substantially comply with
standards for business parks. Staff supports the proposed project with
approximately 265,000 square feet of light industrial, office and retail commercial
floor space. Development at the proposed square footage reflects a “Floor Area
Ratio” (F.A.R.) of .42 which would be consistent with recommended lot coverage
for Mixed Use Business Parks. The proposed 704 parking spaces provides a 50
/ 50 percent ratio of office/and manufacturing space with parking provided at a
(1/300 parking ratio for office and 1/500 parking ratio for manufacturing use).
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The proposed development limits the amount of truck loading activities. The
majority of {enant spaces are provided with oversized doors to allow for the
occasional receipt or shipping of product. These doors will not provide active
truck loading. Four tenant spaces are currently designed with large dock high
loading facilities. The loading has been placed internal to the tenant space with
roll-up doors provided to allow any trailers to be secured and screened. Typically,
business parks would not accommodate any dock high loading facilities. The
applicant has requested some consideration due to the current market conditions
and the unusual costs associated with the landfill condition. The proposed
internalized design limits the amount of actual truck loading and will facilitate a
broader range of businesses that would be attracted to the development.

The proposed site plan includes retail commercial space along Figueroa Street
with a 25 foot average building setback in compliance with CMC requirements.
The project design also allows consideration for retail space along Main Street
frontage in case there is market interest for such space.

Due to the site being a former landfill no deep-rooted plants or trees may be
planted. However, any areas that may not be affected by the capping treatment
of the Remediation Action Plan will be planted with landscaping that enhances
the future mixed use business park development. Potted plants may also be
planted throughout the site.

The applicant has prepared technical studies inciuding: traffic study; noise study;
air quality study; a health risk assessment and a greenhouse gas emissions
evaluation. These stated studies include “project design features” that have been
incorporated into the project fo prevent the occurrence of, or reduce the
significance of, potential environmental effects. Furthermore, the applicant had
prepared an environmental checklist that concluded that impacts from the project
will be less than significant and are not anticipated to be different or greater than
those identified in the General Plan EIR; therefore, no additional CEQA analysis
is required for the proposed project beyond the General Plan EIR.

The applicant will submit permits for tenant signage at a later date in compliance
with CMC signage requirements.

Zoning/General Plan/Redevelopment Area Designation

The subject property is zoned ML-ORL (Manufacturing Light, Organic Refuse
Landfill) and surrounding properties share the same zoning designation.

The subject property has a General Plan LL.and Use designation of Mixed Use
Business Park and is located within Redevelopment Project Area No. 1.
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Applicable Zoning Ordinance Regulations

The proposed mixed use business park is subject to the approval of a development
plan in accordance with the Site Plan and Design Review (DOR) and Conditional
Use Permit (CUP) procedures as provided in Section 9172.23 and Section 9172.21,
respectively.

Required Findings: Site Plan and Design Review

Pursuant to Section 9172.23, Site Plan and Design Review, the Planning
Commission may approve the proposal only if the following findings can be made in
the affirmative:

1. Compatibility with the General Plan, any specific plans for the area, and
surrounding uses.

2. Compatibility of architecture and design with existing and anticipated
development in the vicinity, including the aspects of site planning, land
coverage, landscaping, appearance and scale of structures and open spaces
and other features relative to a harmonious and atiractive development of the
area.

3. Convenience and safety of circulation for pedestrians and vehicles.
4. Aftractiveness, effectiveness and restraint in signing, graphics and color.

5. Conformance to any applicable design standards and guidelines that have
been adopted pursuant to Section 9172.15.

Required Findings: Conditional Use Permit

Pursuant to Section 9172.21.D, Conditional Use Permit, the Planning Commission
may approve the proposal only if the following findings can be made in the
affirmative:

1. The proposed use and development will be consistent with the General Plan.

2. The site is adequate in size, shape, topography, location, utilities and other
factors to accommodate the proposed use and development.

3. There will be adequate street access and traffic capacity.
4. There will be adequate water supply for fire protection.

5. The proposed use and development will be compatible with the intended
character of the area.

Conditional Use Permit No. 703-08-Organic Refuse Landfill Sites

The proposed project shall be subject to CMC Section 9141.12 shall be subject to:
1. To any other conditions that the Commission or Council may impose;
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5.

6.

Obtain approval of engineer's report provided to the Building and Safety
Division;

Include a methane coliection, venting and monitoring system for the proposed
mixed use business park;

Comply with all measures io eliminate or mitigate the hazards and
environmental risks associated with the site proposed in the report approved
by Building and Safety Division and DTSC;

Be subject to regular inspections as approved by Building and Safety Division;
and

include adequate measures to eliminate odors from the site.

Staff has contacted DTSC and confirmed the foliowing:

1.

3.

4,

A land use covenant was recorded on April 28, 1988 that stated that: no
excavation of contaminated soils without agency review and approval; notify
prior to development; notlify prior to subsurface work; residence use prohibited:
hospital use prohibited; public or private school for persons under 21
prohibited; day care center prohibited; activities prohibited which disturb the
remedy and monitoring systems without approval and elder care prohibited.
This former landfill site received 75 percent residential refuse and 25 percent
other wastes, including liquid industrial waste. Sample results show that
metals, chlorinated solvents, petroleum constituents, DDT and vinyl chioride
are present. Methane gas escaping via the soil surface may pose a fire and
explosion hazard for the proposed commercial development uniess gas is
conirolled. DTSC has reviewed two “Remedial Investigation” reports on this
propetty. Based on their review DTSC has ordered further groundwater
investigation.

A Reimbursement Agreement for consultative services with the SM Coyne
Company was fully executed on June 19, 2008.

DTSC approval of Remedial Design consists of the following major tasks: site
cleaning and grubbing; earthwork; grading; cap construction; storm-water
conveyance system; landfill gas collection and treatment system.

All of the required findings pursuant to Section 9172.23(D), “Site Plan and Design
Review, Section 9172.21 (D) “Conditional Use Permit” Approval Authority and
Findings and Decision”, can be made in the affirmative. Details can be found in the
attached Resolution.

Issues of Concern:

Issue — Geology and Seils: Pursuant to Section 9141.12 Uses Permitted on
Organic Refuse Landfill Sites, the proposed project is located on a former
landfill site. An engineer’s report must be submitted for approval by the city's
Building and Safety Division and the City Council. DTSC must also approve a
Remediation Action Plan and any other remedial investigation studies deemed
necessary to mitigate any potential hazard associated with the proposed
mixed-use business park/commercial use.
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o Mitigation: The applicant shall submit an engineer’s report to the city's
Building and Safety Division for approval. Said report shall be prepared
by a licensed civil engineer and will provide plans for a protective
system or systems designated to eliminate or mitigate the potential
hazard and environmental risks associated with the proposed use.

o Mitigation: The applicant shall also submit to DTSC all necessary
‘Remedial Investigation Reports” and Remedial Designs to satisfy
DTSC review and approval requirements.

DTSC Review

The applicant will submit to DTSC a “Final Remedial Design Plan” which will
include a conceptual site model (CSM) which is a summary of the resuits of all
previous investigations and the type, concentration and distribution of the
contaminants present at the site. DTSC will review the CSM and determine if the
investigation of the site is complete. If DTSC determines the investigation is
complete or sufficient to support identification of an appropriate remedy, DTSC
will inform the applicant that they can move forward with the development of a
corrective measure proposal (CMP).

The CMP will be submitted to DTSC for review and approval. The CMP will state
the current site conditions, evaluate various cleanup alternatives and propose a
final remedy for the site. The proposed final remedy may consist of several
actions such as vapor extraction, soil excavation and offsite disposal and/or land
use covenant. If DTSC agrees with proposed remedy in the CMP a 30 day public
comment period would Tollow. At the end of the public comment period, DTSC
will review all comments received and will respond as appropriate to the
comments. DTSC could then approve the CMP for implementation with or
without modifications. Implementation of the CUP is required to make the site
safe for the project.

After implementing the CMP the applicant is required to submit a report to DTSC
presenting the results and to submit as needed any monitoring reports. The
applicant has entered into a “Reimbursement Agreement for consultative
services” with DTSC. The applicant is finalizing the “Remedial Design Plan” and
will submit to DTSC for their review and approval.

[, Environmental Review

Pursuant to Sections 15168(a) (c) (2)& (4); and 15162 of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, impacts from the proposed project are not anticipated to be
different or greater than those identified in the General Plan EIR; therefore, impacts will be
less than significant and no additional CEQA analysis is required for the proposed project
beyond the General Plan EIR.
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V.

Recommendation

That the Planning Commission:

WAIVE further reading and ADOPT Resolution No. , entitled “A
RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
CARSON RECOMMENDING APPROVAL DESIGN OVERLAY REVIEW NO.
1295-08 TO THE CARSON REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY,
RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 703-

08, TO THE CITY COUNCIL FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 20630 S.
FIGUEROA STREET.”

Exhibits

1. Resolution

2. Development Plans

3. DTSC Negative Declaration, 6-30-1992
4.

Prepared by:

Environmental Checklist ( Proposed Mixed-Use Business Park)

Zak Gonzalez ll, Associate Planner

S

AN

A
Reviewed by: s VA Mﬁ\

Jo?m F. S;gnq AICP ] \?em(ﬁ;‘ Rlanner

75?7

Approved by: e bég‘ﬁfb s B
Shen Repp, Planfiing Manager
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CITY OF CARSON
PLANNING COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 08-

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
CARSON RECOMMENDING APPROVAL DESIGN OVERLAY REVIEW NO.
1295-09 TO THE CARSON REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY AND
RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 703-08
TO THE CITY COUNCIL TO CONSTRUCT A MIXED-USE BUSINESS PARK
WITH APPROXIMATELY 265,000 SQUARE FEET OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL,
OFFICE AND RETAIL SPACE ON PROPERTY LOCATED AT 20630 S.
FIGUEROA STREET

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF CARSON, CALIFORNIA,
HEREBY FINDS, RESOLVES AND ORDERS AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. An application was duly filed by the applicant, The S.M. Coyne
Company inc., with respect to real property located at 20630 Figueroa Street,
and described in Exhibit "A" attached hereto, requesting approval of a Design
Overlay Review and Conditional Use Permit to construct a Mixed-Use Business
Park with approximately 265,000 square-feet of light industrial, office and retail
space on 14.3 vacant acres located in the ML-ORL (Manufacturing, Light;
Organic Refuse Landfill) zone. The request includes the following:

® Design Overlay Review No. 1295-08 for site plan and design
review; and

e Conditional Use Permit No. 703-08 for development on property
designated as ORL (Organic Refuse Landfill).

A public hearing was duly held on November 25, 2008, at 6:30 P.M. at City Hall,
Council Chambers, 701 East Carson Street, Carson, California. A notice of time,
place and purpose of the aforesaid meetings were duly given.

Section 2. Evidence, both written and oral, was duly presented fo and
considered by the Planning Commission at the aforesaid meeting.

Section 3. The Planning Commission finds that:

a) The General Plan designates the property as Mixed-Use Business Park
use with which the proposed use is compatible. The proposed mixed-use
business park will be complementary to the surrounding light industrial
and residential uses and will-be appropriate for the subject property. The
proposed mixed-use business park meet the goals and objectives of the
General Plan and is consistent with applicable zoning and design
regulations subject to compliance with the conditions of approval.
Therefore all of the required findings pursuant to Section 9172.23(d), “Site
Plan and Design Review, Approval Authority and Findings and Decision”
can be made in the affirmative.

b)  The project will be compatible in architecture and design with existing and
anticipated development in the vicinity, including the aspects of site
planning, land coverage, landscaping, appearance and scale of structures
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and open spaces and other features relative to a harmonious and
attractive development of the area.

c) To ensure attractiveness, effectiveness and restraint for future signage,
the applicant shall obtain approval from the Planning Division for any
proposed sign.

d) Adequate water supply shall be provided for fire protection. The applicant
shall provide adequate driveway access, fire hydrants, and fire flow.
Appropriate conditions of approval are attached to ensure that the project
will be served by adequate fire protection.

e) The proposed use is subject to the requirements of Section 9141.12 -
Uses Permitted on Organic Refuse Landfill Sites. Approval by the
Building and Safety Division of a report submitted by the applicant, which
shall provide and include plans for a protective system or systems
designated to eliminate or mitigate the potential hazards and
environmental risks associated with the proposed use, shall be required
prior to issuance of any building permit(s).

f) The applicant shall pay its “fair share” of fire and fraffic impact fees to
mitigate any fire prevention/ffire suppression service impacts and any
traffic system/infrastructure service impacts that may be associated with
development of this proposed mixed-use business park.

Section 4. The Planning Commission further finds the proposed use will not
alter the predominantly light industrial character of the surrounding area and
meets or exceeds ail City standards for protection of the environment. The
applicant shall comply with all applicable Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
requirements. Pusuant to Sections 15168(a) (c} (2) & (4) and 15162 of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, impacts from the
proposed project are not anticipated to be different or greater than those
identified in the General Plan EIR,; therefore, impacts will be less than significant
and no additional CEQA analysis is required for the proposed project beyond the
General Plan EIR.

Section 5. Based on the aforementioned findings, the Commission hereby
recommends approval of Design Overlay Review No. 1295-08 to the Carson
Redevelopment Agency and recommends approval to the City Council of
Conditional Use Permit No. 703-08 with respect to the properties described in
Section 1 hereof, subject to the conditions set forth in Exhibit "B" attached hereto.

Section 6. The Secretary shall certify to the adoption of the Resolution and
shall transmit copies of the same to the applicant.

Section 7. This action shall become final and effective fifteen days after the

adoption of this Resolution unless within such time an appeal is filed with the City
Clerk in accordance with the provisions of the Carson Zoning Ordinance.
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PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 25" DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2008

CHAIRMAN
ATTEST:

SECRETARY
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File No: 09302118

EXHIBIT “A"

All that certain real property situated in the County of Los Angeles, State
of California, described as follows:

Parcel 4, in the City of Carson, County of Los Angeles, State of California,
as per map recorded in Book 62 Page 68 of Parcel Maps, in the Office of
the County Recorder of said County.

Excepting fro that portion included within Lots 38, 35 and 44 of Tract No.
6378, all oil, gas, hydrocarbon substances and other minerals in and
under said land with the right to drill for, mine, extract, take and remove
the same from any wells or shafts located on any land adjacent to the
above described land without accounting to the Grantee for any rentals,
royalties or proceeds from the sale of such minerails, as reserved in deed
from Sunset Oil Company, recorded August 2, 1944 in Book 20925 Page
72 of Official Records.

Also except all oil, gas and other hydrocarbon substances and all other
minerals In and under said land (except the South 350 feet of Lots 36 and
37), as reserved by Sunset Oii Company, a Corporation in deed recorded
Internafional Petroleum Corporation, a Corporation in deed recorded July
20, 1960 in Book D-916 Page 193 of Official Records.

Also except from said land that portion lying within the lines of Lot 81
Tract No. 4671, all oil, gas, petroleum and other hydrocarbon substances
which lie below a plane of 500 feet from the surface of said iand as
excepted in the deed from Del Amo Estate Company, a Corporation,
recorded November 8, 1563 in Book D-2250 Page 748 of Official Records.

Assessor’s Parcel Number: 7336-003-030
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CITY OF CARSON
DEVELLOPMENT SERVICES
PLANNING DIVISION
EXHIBIT "B"
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
DESIGN OVERLAY REVIEW NO. 1295-08
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 703-08
GENERAL CONDITIONS

If Design Overlay Review No. 1295-08 and Conditional Use Permit No. 703-08 are
not used within one year of their effective date, said permits shall be declared null
and void unless an extension of time is previously approved by the Planning
Commission.

The approved Resolution, including the Conditions of Approval contained herein,
and signed Affidavit of Acceptance, shall be copied in their entirety and placed
directly onto a separate plan sheet behind the cover sheet of the development plans
prior to Building and Safety plan check submittal. Said copies shall be included in all
development plan submittals, including any revisions and the final working drawings.

The applicant shall comply with all city, county, state and federal regulations
applicable to this project.

The applicant shall make any necessary site plan and design revisions to the site
plan and elevations approved by the Planning Commission in order to comply with
all the conditions of approval and applicable Zoning Ordinance provisions.
Substantial revisions will require review and approval by the Planning Commission.

The applicant and property owner shall sign an Affidavit of Acceptance form and
submit the document to the Planning Division within 30 days of receipt of the
Planning Commission Resolution.

It is further made a condition of this approval that if any condition is violated or if any
law, statute or ordinance is violated, this permit may be revoked by the Planning
Commission or City Council, as may be applicable; provided the applicant has been
given written notice to cease such violation and has failed fo do so for a period of
thirty days.

The applicant shall submit two complete sets of plans that conform fo all the
Conditions of Approval to be reviewed and approved by the Planning Division prior
to the issuance of a building permit.

All buildings, grounds, parking areas and landscaping shall be maintained in a neat
and orderly manner at all times.

ha §
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9. Decision of the Planning Commission shall become effective and final 15 days after
the date of its action unless an appeal is filed in accordance with Section 9173.4 of
the Zoning Ordinance.

10. A modification of the conditions of this permit, including additions or deletions, may
be considered upon filing of an application by the owner of the subject property or
his/her authorized representative in accordance with Section 9173.1 of the Zoning
Ordinance.

11.  The applicant shall submit to the Planning Division a Facility Consent Agreement
with the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) prior to approval by the
City Council.

12.  Remediation of the site shall be completed by the applicant and approved by the
Department of Toxic Substances Control prior to the issuance of building permits.

13.  The applicant shall comply with all applicable DTSC and Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB) requirements.

14.  The Applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmiess the City of Carson, iis
agents, officers, or employees from any claims, damages, action, or proceeding
against the City or iis agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or
annul, and approval of the City, its advisory agencies, appeal boards, or legislative
body concerning Design Overlay Review No. 1295-07, Conditional Use Permit No.
703-08. The City will promptly notify the Applicant of any such claim, action, or
proceeding against the City and the Applicant will either undertake defense of the
matter and pay the City's associated legal costs or will advance funds to pay for
defense of the matier by the City Attorney. The City will cooperate fully in the
defense. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the City retains the right to settie or
abandon the matter without the Applicant's consent but shouid it do so, the City shall
waive the indemnification herein, except, the City's decision to settle or abandon a
matter following an adverse judgment or failure to appeal, shall not cause a waiver
of the indemnification rights herein.

PARKING/TRAFFIC

15. The required parking shall meet all applicable standards as outlined in Part 6,
Division 2 of the Carson Zoning Ordinance.

16.  All parking areas and driveways shall remain clear. No encroachment into parking
areas and/or driveways shall be permitted.

17.  Parking spaces shall be identified (marked) as provsded in Section 8162.56 of the
Zoning Ordinance.

18.  Parking spaces shall be provided with perimeter guards as provided in Section
9162.55 of the Zoning Ordinance.

19.  In the event that the business adds manufacturing use or intensifies its operation in
some other way, as determined by the Planning Division, sufficient parking shall be
provided to meet the City of Carson parking code requirements. In such case, the
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25,
26.

27.

28.

29,

30.

DOR No. 1295-08 & CUP No., 703-08

applicant may be required to provide additional onsite or offsite parking, and may be
required to obtain a conditional use permit.

All areas designated as parking spaces as shown on the site plan on file at the City
Planning Division shall be clear and unobstructed at all times. No outdoor storage
shall occupy designated parking spaces.

Onsite traffic signing and striping shall be implemented in conjunction with detailed
construction plans for the project.

The applicant shall participate in the phased construction of off-site traffic
improvements through payment of traffic mitigation fees to the City of Carson or
approval of an assessment district applicable to this property as may be duly
approved or established by the City Council.

A transportation information area shall be located inside or near the building in a
conspicuous area for employees. The information area shall consist of a bulletin
board, display case or kiosk featuring transportation information. The types of
information that must be included are fransit route maps, bicycle route maps,
information numbers for local transit operators and the regional ridesharing agency,
as well as a list of alternative transportation amenities at the site.

Up to ten (10) percent of all employee parking shall be set aside for carpools and
vanpools, unless an alternative is approved by the City. Carpool and vanpool
spaces shall be conveniently located as close to the building as feasible, to the
satisfaction of the Planning Division.

'Vanpooi parking areas must be designed tc admit vanpool vehicles.

A safe and convenient area for carpool and vanpool passengers to wait for, board,
and disembark from their ridesharing arrangement shall be provided.

A pedestrian system that allows direct and convenient access to and from the
development shall be provided.

if appropriate, improvements shall be made to bus stop areas of bus routes
impacted by the proposed development. Consultation with local bus service
providers shall be required.

Bicycle parking facilities shall include bicycle racks, bicycle lockers or locked storage
rooms.

A safe and convenient access to onsite bicycle parking from the exiernal street
system shall be provided for bicycle riders.




LANDSCAPING/IRRIGATION

31.  The applicant shall submit two sets of landscaping and irrigation plans drawn,
stamped, and signed by a licensed landscape architect. Such plans are to be
approved by the Planning Division prior to the issuance of any building permit.

32. The applicant shall comply with the provisions of Section 9168 of the Zoning
Ordinance, "Water Efficient Landscaping.”

33. lLandscaping shall be provided with a permanently installed, automatic irrigation
system and operated by an electrically-timed controller station set for early morning.

34. A 25-foot wide landscaping area shall be located along the front property line.

35. Al required yards adjacent to, or visible from, a public right-of-way shall be
landscaped utilizing any combination of the following:

a. Drought resistant plants common to this region, including lawn grasses,
flowers, ground covers, vines, shrubs in five (5) to fifteen (15) gallon sizes,
and minimum twenty-four (24) inch box specimen trees, of sufficient bulk
to provide screening; '

b. Decorative materials such as rock, bark, gravel, boulders, wood, brick,
block, tile, stucco, ornamental iron; or

c. Artistic features, such as berms, earth mounds, planter beds, fencing,
monuments, artwork, sculptures, and fountains.

AESTHETICS

36. The subject property shall be maintained at all times to present an afttractive
appearance 1o the satisfaction of the Planning Division.

37.  Graffiti shall be removed from all project areas within 3 days of written notification by
the City of Carson. Should the graffiti problem persist more than twice in any
calendar year, the matter may be brought before the Planning Commission for
review and further consideration of site modifications (i.e., fencing, landscaping,
chemical treatment, stc.).

FENCES/WALLS

38. Fencing materials shall consist of decorative masonry walls, such as splitface,
stucco block or slumpstone, and shall be approved by the Services Planning
Division,

39.  Chainlink fencing and barbed or concertina wire shall be prohibited.
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SIGNS

40.  All future mixed-use business park signs must be in compliance with the provisions
of the CMC signage requirements.

LIGHTING

41. Lighting for the project site shall be directed downward and inward in order to
minimize glare to other properties and the public roadways.

TRUCK LOADING, MANEUVERING, AND STORAGE

42, All truck loading areas shall be properly marked according to Section 9162.66 of the
Zoning Ordinance.

43.  Trucks and permitted storage shall not be stored within five (5) feet of any required
screening wall.

44,  Areas utilized for the parking of truck and permitted storage shall be surfaced with
materials approved by the Development Services Group Planning Division which
adequately prevent dust from becoming airborne and prevent the tracking of mud
onto public rights-of-way. '

45.  Nothing contained herein shall be deemed to authorize or permit the storage of
hazardous materials, substances or wastes which are capable of posing an
unreasonable risk to health, safety or property, including, but not limited to, any
radioactive material, poison, flammable gas, nonflammabie gas, flammable liquid,
oxidizer, flammable solid, corrosive material (liquid or solid), irritating materials,
combustible liquids, explosives, blasting agents, etiologic agents, organic peroxides,
hazardous wastes, and regulated materials of classes A, B, C, D and E, the
definitions of which may from time to time be designated by the United States
Department of Transportation under Title 49 (commencing with Section 1801) of the
United States Code and Title 49 (commencing with Section 107) of the Code of
Federal Regulations, and adopted by the Commissioner of the California Highway
Patrol pursuant to Section 2402.7 of the California Vehicle Code.

AIR QUALITY —~ CONSTRUCTION PHASE

46.  Temporary traffic controls (i.e., flag person) shall be provided during all construction
phases to maintain traffic flow.

47.  Construction activities shall be scheduled for off-peak hours fo the degree
practicable.

48.  Construction trucks shall be re-routed away from congested streets.
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49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

o4.
55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

Truck deliveries shall be consolidated when possible.

Construction equipment and vehicle engines shall be maintained in good condition
and in proper tune as per manufacturers’ specifications and pre SCAQMD rules, fo
minimize exhaust emissions.

Methanol- or natural gas-powered mobile equipment and pile drivers shall be used
instead of diesel to the exient available and at competitive prices.

Propane- or butane-powered onsite mobile equipment shall be used instead of
gasoline fo the extent available and at competitive prices.

Exposed piles (i.e., gravel, sand, and dirt) shall be enclosed, covered, or watered
twice daily, or an approved soil binder shall be used.

Active grading sites shall be watered at least twice daily.

Excavation and grading operations shall be suspended when wind speeds (as
instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 miles per hour over a 30-minute period.

All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or should
maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum vertical distance between top
of the load and the top of the trailer), in accordance with Section 23114 of the
California Vehicle Code.

Streets shall be swept at the end of the day if visible soil material is carried over to
adjacent roads. Water sweepers using reclaimed water are recommended.

Wheel washers shall be installed where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto

~ paved roads.

Trucks and any equipment leaving the site shall be washed if dirt, sand, soil, or other
loose material is visible.

Water shall be applied three times daily, or chemical soil stabilizers shall be used
according to manufacturers’ specifications, to all unpaved parking or staging areas
or unpaved road surfaces.

Traffic speed limits of 15 miles per hour or less shall be posted and enforced on all
unpaved roads.

AR QUALITY — OPERATIONAL

Filters shall be installed throughout the building in order to minimize emissions
generated from manufacturing activities.

Regular inspections and monitoring of emissions generated from manufacturing
activities shall be done. Proper procedures shall be implemented in order minimize
hese emissions.
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64.  Alternative fuel vehicle (AFV) parking spaces shall be made available to émployees
and customers of the office building to the satisfaction of the Planning Division.

65. Up to ten {10} percent of all employee parking shall be set aside for carpools and
vanpools, unless an alternative is approved by the City. Carpooling and vanpooling
shall be encouraged {o the extent feasible.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

66. The proposed project shall comply with the standards set forth in the UBC (most
recent edition) for structures on-site to assure safety of the occupants to the
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety prior to issuance of a building
permit. These standards included compliance with California Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 117 (Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating Seismic
Hazards in California, adopted march 13, 1997) and "Recommended Procedures for
implementation of CDMG Special Publication 117- Guidelines for analyzing and
Mitigating Liquefaction in California” (Dr. Geoffrey R. Martin et al, May 1999).

67. A qualified geotechnical engineer shall be present on-site during excavation,
grading, and general site preparation activities to monitor the implementation of the
recommendations as specified in the geotechnical report.

68. A site-specific geologic and soil investigation shall be conducted and a report
prepared which satisfies the requirements of the City Engineer and the Building and
Safety Department. The report shall be prepared and submitted prior to approval of
final design plans. The report shall also include recommendations for minimizing
geologic and soil related hazards and these recommendations shall be incorporated
into the final project design.

NOISE
69.  All operations shall comply with the City of Carson Noise Ordinance.

70. Commercial and Light Manufacturing uses shall be designed and operated, and
hours of operation limited, so that neighboring residents are not exposed to offensive
noise from ftraffic, frash collection, routine deliveries or late night activity. No use
adjacent fo residential use shall produce continual loading or unioading of heavy
trucks at the site between the hours of 8 p.m. and 7 a.m.

CIRCULATION/TRAFFIC

71.  The applicant shall participate in the “fair share” funding for the North-South Shuttle
and the Carson Circuit and shall be subject to an annual payment fo provide fransit
service to serve the commercial/light manufacturing area.

72. The applicant shali participate in the “fair share” traffic impact fees to minimize traffic
system/infrastructure service impacts associated with servicing this project (i.e., but
not limited to the Figueroca Street & [-110 Northbound Ramps/interchange).
Implementation of this condition will be coordinated with the City Engineer and with
Caltrans.
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TRASH

73.  The trash enclosure(s) shall be located on a four inch concrete pad screened by a
six foot high decorative concrete block wall. Trash enclosure design is to be
approved by the Planning Division prior to issuance of any building permit(s).

FIRE DEPARTMENT - COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

74.  Provide water mains, fire hydrants, and fire flows as required by Los Angeles County
Fire Department and Fire Warden for the proposed site.

75.  All required fire hydrants shall be installed, tested and accepted prior to construction.
Vehicular access must be provided and maintained serviceable throughout
construction.

76.  The applicant will pay its “fair share” fire impact fees to adequately provide fire
suppression/prevention services to this mixed-use business park project.

PUBLIC SAFETY - CITY OF CARSON

77.  Ensure compliance with current seismic mitigation codes.

BUILDING AND SAFETY — LOS ANGELES COUNTY

78.  Per Section 9141.12 — Uses Permitted on Organic Refuse Landfill Sites, approval by
the Building and Safety Division of a report submitted by the applicant, which shall
provide and include plans for a protective sysiem or systems designated to eliminate
or mitigate the potential hazards and environmental risks associated with the
proposed use, shall be required prior to issuance of any building permit(s).

79.  Issuance of grading or building permits for Development is contingent upon a finding
that the issuance of said permits is not in conflict with the requirements established
by the State Department of Toxic Substances (DTSC) Control.

80.  All habitable structures shall be placed on a permanent foundation, and a building
permit shall be obtained.

81.  All existing structures shall be demolished prior to construction of the project

ENGINEERING SERVICES DEPARTMENT - CITY OF CARSON
The Department of Public Works recommends approval of the proposed project subject
to the following conditions:

82.  The Developer shall submit a copy of approved plans on mylars (i.e. Sewer, Street,
and Storm Drain Improvement Plans), to the City of Carson — Engineering Division,
prior to issuance of construction permits.

83. On-site base, paving, curb and gutters are subject to inspection by Public Works
Inspectors. Permit shall be obtained from City of Carson Engineering Services.

84. Any improvements damaged during the construction shall be removed and
reconstructed per City of Carson Standard plan and to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer.
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85. A construction permit is required for any work to be done in the public right-of-way.

Prior to issuance of Building Permit, the proposed development is subject to the
following:

86. A soils report, sewer area study, drainage concept, and stormwater quality plan shall
be reviewed and approved. Building Permit issuance will not be granted until the
required soils, sewer, drainage concept and stormwater information have been
received and found satisfactory.

a. Comply with mitigation measures recommended in the approved soils, sewer
area study, drainage concept and stormwater quality plan.

87.  The Developer shall submit a copy of approved Grading plans on bond paper to the
City of Carson — Engineering Division.

88. The Developer shall submit a sewer area study to the Los Angeles, County
Department of Public Works (LACDPW) to determine if capacity is adequate in the
sewerage system to be used as the outlet for the sewer of this development. If the
system is found to have insufficient capacity, the problem must be addressed and
resolved to the satisfaction of the L.A. County Sewer Department.

89. The Developer shall comply with all requirements from L.A. County Sewer
Maintenance Division for maintenance of new and/or existing sewer main, relating to
this development, prior to release of all improvement bonds.

80. CC&R’s {covenants, conditions, and restrictions) to address drainage responsibilities
are required,

81.  The Developer shall comply with the applicable SUSMP requirements and shall
incorporate into the project plan a Storm Water Mitigation Plan, which includes those
Best Management Practices necessary fo confrol storm water poliution from
construction activities and facility operations.

92. Drainage/Grading plan prepared by a registered Civil Engineer, to the satisfaction of
the Building and Safety Division.

93. Quitclaim or relocate any easements interfering with building locations to the
satisfaction of the City, appropriate agency or entity.

94.  The Developer shall submit improvement plans to the Development Services Group
— Engineering Division showing all the required improvements in the public right of
way for review and approval of the City Engineer. A copy of approved conditions of
approval shall be attached to the plans when submitted.

a. Street improvements along Figueroa Street and along Main Street

b. Sewer Main Iimprovements along Figueroa Street and along Main Street (if
any)

c. Storm Drain Improvements along Figueroa Street and along Main Street (if
any)

95.  Construction bond as required for all work to be done within the public right of way.
96.  Proof of Worker's Compensation and Liability insurance.
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Prior to issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, the proposed development is subject to
the following:

97.

98.

99.

100.
101.
102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

if needed, easements shall be granted to the City, appropriate agency, or entity for
the purpose of ingress, egress, construction, and maintenance of all infrastructures
constructed and handicap access for this development to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer and or appropriate agency or entity.

Repair any broken or raised sidewalk, curb and guiter along Figueroa Street and
along Main Street within or abutting this proposed development per City of Carson
Standard and to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

The Developer shall fill in missing sidewalk, remove and replace any
broken/damaged driveway approach in the public right of way abutting the proposed
development per City of Carson Standard and to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer.

Where sidewalk meander around existing driveways and extending beyond the
public right of way at any location, the required described sidewalk easements shall
be submitted and approved prior to issuance of the building permit.

Remove unused driveway approach if any, and replace it with full height curb and
gutter and sidewalk per City of Carson Standard and to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer.

The Developer shall modify existing driveways in the public right of way per City of
Carson Standard to comply with the ADA requirements and to the satisfaction of the
City Engineer.

The developer shall construct new driveway approaches per City of Carson
Standard and in compliance with the ADA requirements. The Developer shall protect
or relocate any facilities to accommodate the proposed driveway approach. The
maximum driveway approach width allowed for the site is 30 feet.

Provision shall be made for the continual maintenance of the common driveways
and common areas. This can be achieved by the formation of an association,
comprise of the owners of the units, responsible for the maintenance of the common
driveways and common areas.

Remove existing wooden poles and install streetlights on concrete poles with
underground wiring along Main Street to the satisfaction of the L.A. County Street
Lighting Division, Department of Public Works. Street light layout ay be required to
be due to proposed driveway locations.

All existing overhead utility lines less than 50 kilovolts along Figueroa Street and
along Main Street abutting the proposed development, shall be undergrounded to
the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

All new utility lines, along Figuerca Sireet and along Main Street abufting the
proposed development shall be underground to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

Construct tree wells and plant approved parkway trees along Figueroca Street and
along Main Street on locations where trees are missing per City of Carson Standard
Nos. 117,132, 133 and 134.
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100.

110.

111.
112.

113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

Install irrigation system for the purpose of maintaining the parkway trees to be
planted along the frontage of the development on Figueroa Street and along Main
Street.

Modify existing raised landscaped median along the frontage of the development
along Main Street to the satisfaction of the Traffic Engineer.

install striping and pavement legend per City of Carson standard.

Paint Curbs Red along Figueroa Street and along Main Street, within or abutting this
proposed development, to the satisfaction of the City Traffic Engineer.

The Developer shall install separate sewer laterals to individually serve each
building in the development. Installation and easement dedication of main line
sewers may be necessary {0 meet this requirement.

The Developer shall execute and provide to the City Engineer, a written statement
from the water purveyor indicating that the water system will be operated by the
purveyor and that under normal conditions, the system will meet the requirements
for the development and that water service will be provided to each building.

a. Comply with mitigation measures recommended by the water purveyor.

The Developer shall construct and guarantee the construction of all required
drainage infrastructures in accordance with the requirements and recommendations
of the drainage study, subject to the approval of the City Engineer.

Streets -abutting the development, with new utility french cuts to serve the
development, shall be siurry sealed from median-to-curb or as approved by the City
Engineer. Slurry Seal materials shall be rubberized emulsion aggregate slurry
(REAS) :

At the time of issuance of Certificate of Occupancy, and improvement plan approval,
the developer’'s engineer shall submit the approved off-site improvement plans
electronicaliy stored a CD in AutoCad format to the Engineering Services Division.

All infrastructures necessary to serve the proposed development (water, sewer,
storm drain, and street improvements) shall be in operation prior to the issuance of
Certificate of Occupancy.

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

119.

Any hazardous wastes/materials encountered during construction shall be
remediated in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations.

BUSINESS LICENSE DEPARTMENT - CITY OF CARSON

120.
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GARDENA VALLEY 1 & 2 LANDFILL
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

PART I: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project site is commonly known as the former Gardena Valley 1 & 2 Landfill. The
landfill is a 14 46-acre site and was authorized to operate as a Class 11 waste disposal
facility under an Industrial Waste Discharge Permit issued by the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works. The site reportedly operated between November 1956, and
October 1959, accepting approximately 940,000 cubic yards of waste.

Since 1983, several investigations have been performed at the site to determine whether it
should be considered a hazardous waste property, as defined in the Health and Safety
Code. In 1985, L.ondon Pacific Investments (LPI) purchased the property, In 1989 LPI
entered into a Consent Agreement with the California Department of Health Services
(DHS), currently the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). The
objectives of the Consent Agreement are twofold: 1) to ensure that appropriate remedial
actions are taken to mitigate the threat of contaminant release from the site, and 2) to
ensure that any future land development is achieved in a manner protective of public
health, safety, and the environment, In 1989 LPI hired Bryan A. Stirrat & Associates, Inc.
{BAS) to perform the engineering work required under the consent agreement.

In accordance with the Consent Agreement, a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
(RI/FS) Workplan was prepared by Bryan A. Stirrat & Associates, Inc., and subsequently
approved by DHS. The RI/FS has been completed, resulting in the conclusion that a
wastefill cover should be constructed to eliminate surface water infiltration (and potential
leachate generation) at the site. In addition, it was concluded that a gas collection and
flaring system should be constructed to eliminate off-site migration of landfill gases.

L.P1 is proposing to construct a landfill cover and landfill gas collection, removal, and
treatment systemn in accordance with the DHS Consent Agreement and the RI/FS findings.
It should be noted that ultimately, LPI would like to utilize the site for commercial
nurposes, potentially including construction of a retail facility with an asphalt concrete
parking area. The site closure design has been developed with this future use in mind. Any
required permits for such projects will be sought at a later date, and are not included in this
project currently under consideration.
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Gardena Valley 1 & 2 Landfill
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Page 2 0f7

Landfill Cover. In determining the proposed cover design, several alternatives were
evaluated against technical and feasibility oriented criteria. The cover design selected was
shown, through the evaluations in the Feasibility Study, to be the most efficient method of
reducing infiltration into the landfill, while at the same time being cost effective and
compatible with the proposed site end-use. This cap design is described as follows:

0 The site will first be graded to provide a minimum 36-inch foundation layer, and for
optimal drainage and minimal topographic disturbance.

0 The site regrading will be followed by the placement of an intermittent composite
geotextile material, which will provide a high-permeability, horizontal conduit for
conveying gas flow to the site’s perimeter collection syster.

0 Atop the geo-textile material, an 18-inch layer of compacted clay with a maximum
permeability of 10-6 cm/sec. will be placed. This layer will cover the entire site to
prevent infiltration of surface water into the landfill.

0 A filter fabric will be placed atop the clay layer to prevent infiltration of material
from the protective layer above it.

0 The next layer in the cover will be a 24-inch protective layer which will protect the
low permeability clay layer from wear, erosion, and drying.

0 The final two cover layers will be a 15-inch crushed miscellaneous base (CMB) layer
and a 4-inch asphalt layer. The asphalt will provide a redundant low permeability
layer and also act as the parking/driving surface for the site development.

Landfill Gas System. In addition to the proposed cover, a landfill gas collection and
treatment system is included as part of the project. As the refuse decomposes
anaerobically within the wastefill, gases (largely comprised of methane and carbon dioxide)
are released. These gases can accumulate in explosive quantities if not controlled. The
project is, therefore, designed to include a gas collection and control system.

Negative Declaration @fﬂ f:)%:
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Gardena Valley 1 & 2 Landfill
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Page 3 of 7

The landfill gas collection and control system will include the following features:

0 The gas collection system will be comprised of two components. The firstisa
horizontal collection system which consists of a geotextile gas venting material
incorporated into the landfill cover matrix. The gas intercepted by this system will
be conveyed to the main gas collection piping network leading to the treatment
facility,

) The second component consists of a series of vertical gas collection wells installed
along the perimeter of the site. Landfill gas recovered by this network will also be
conveyed to the treatment facility.

0 The LFG treatment system will consist of a flare station, designed specifically for
the combustion and desiruction of the collected landfill gas and its components.
The flare will operate within a temperature range of 1300 to 1900 degrees
Fahrenheit, achieving a destruction efficiency of no less than 98 5%.

The projected schedule for the cover construction activities is approximately four (4)
months. The anticipated construction start date has not been set, but is anticipated to be in
mid to late 1992, '

PART II: PROJECT LOCATION AND PROJECT PROPONENT

The Gardena Valley 1 & 2 Landfill currently has no address. Itis located immediately east
of Figueroa Sireet, and just north of the El Camino Plaza, on the north side of Torrance
Boulevard in the City of Carson, California (see Figures 1 and 2). The site is identified by
Assessor's Parcel No. 7336-3-30, being Parcel 4 of Map 5616, Book 62, Page 68 in the
County of Los Angeles. The former waste disposal facility is located immediately adjacent
to several other inactive landfills. London Pacific Investments, Inc. (LPI) is the project
proponent for the capping of the landfill and the construction of the landfill gas colleciion,
removal, and treatment system. LPI's mailing address is: London Pacific Investments, Inc,
1010 Crenshaw Blvd., Suite 100, Torrance, California 90501.

PART I11; FINDINGS

An initial study, which consists of an Environmental Check List Form and an
Environmental Information Form, was prepared for the project. The Environmental
Check List Form identifies the potential adverse environmental impacts posed by the
project, and has been completed by the lead agency responsible for the oversight of the
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project (DTSC). The Environmental Information Form provides site and project specific
information, and has been completed by the project proponent or applicant (LPI). Both
forms have been included as attachments to this Negative Declaration. Results of the
Initial Study indicated the following findings with respect to the environmental impacts
posed by this project:

No Impacts. The project, as described will cause no direct impacts or impairment to the
environment in the following issue areas:

0 Noise - No increase in existing noise levels or exposure of persons to severe noise
will occur.

) Light and Glare - No source of light or glare will be produced.

0 Land Use - Closure of the site is consistent with the current commercial and
industrial zoning,
o Natural Resources - No increase in the rate of use of any natoral resources will

result from the project.

0 Risk of Upset - Closure of the site will not present a potential for the release of
hazardous substances or explosions, nor will it interfere with emergency response
plans.

0 Population - The project will have no effect on population.

0 Housing - The project will have no effect on housing conditions.

0 Transportation/Circulation - Since the project addresses only site closure, traftic

and/or vehicle circulation impacts will not be caused.

o} Public Services - Closure of the site will not increase the demand on any public
services.

o - Energy - The project will not require a substantial increase in fuel or energy
IESOUrCEs.

0 Human Health - This project will not cause adverse human health impacts. It is

being initiated to protect human health and the environment.
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0 Aesthetics - Though the aesthetics of the site will change, the project will not result
in obstruction of any scenic view, or create an aesthetically offensive site open to
public view.

0 Recreation - No recreational impacts will result.

0 Cultural Resources - The site is currently void of all structures and is comprised of

landfill refuse. The site has no significant cuitural vaiue.

Potential Impacts. Potential environmental impacts in each of the following issue areas
might occur without implementation of the proposed mitigation measures:

O Air (During Construction) - During construction of the cover and the gas collection
system, landfill gases and/or dust may be released to the aimosphere. This
potential impact will be of short duration. Dust mitigation measures, including
spray moistening of the exposed soil surfaces will be implemented during
construction.

0 Water - The character of surface water runoff from the site will likely be altered by
the project. Currently, runoff is expected to contain soil sediment, and possibly
hazardous constituents released from the unprotected facility. The proposed project
and subsequent development would serve to mitigate the potential for soil erosion
and contaminant migration by securing the soil and waste in place.

0 Animal Life - The proposed project may result in a change in the diversity or
number of species present at the site. The site is currently populated by native
grasses and other indigenous weed species. Based upon research of the site and the
immediate surroundings, no rare, endangered, or otherwise threatened species are
believed to inhabit the area, and are not thought present. The site may support
wildlife common to undeveloped land in the area, in which case, potential habitat
impact would result.

Unavoidable Impacts. The following environmental impacts associated with
implementation of this project are considered unavoidable. However, they are proposed as
a means for minimizing the overall environmental health and safety impacts of the site.
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0 Air - The project will result in the release of emissions from the landfill gas flare
station. However, these emissions will be in compliance with all applicable
SCAQMD Rules. In addition, the purpose of the gas collection system and flare is
to eliminate the greater threat to the health and safety of the surrounding
community, posed by the underground off-site migration of potentially explosive
landfill gases.

0 Earth - The project is being proposed as a site remedial action alternative,
developed to be protective of human health and the environment, The project will
result in the displacement, compaction, and overcovering or capping of the soil at
this site during construction of the multi-layered clay cover.

0 Earth - In addition, the site will be regraded prior to cover construction, in order
that proper drainage can be achieved. The minor topographic changes planned for
the facility are not considered to be significant.

) Water - The rate of surface water absorption, and therefore, the rate and amount of
runoff are expected to be altered by the proposed project. The intent of the project
is 10 add protection to nearby groundwater resources, human health, and the
environment, by minimizing the infiltration of water into the wastefill. Moisture
within the waste matrix is a potential cause of landfill gas and leachate generation.
Though an environmental impact will result, it will be an overalil positive one.

o Plant Life - The proposed project will result in the elimination of indigenous weeds
and grasses common to undeveloped land in Southern California. Based upon
research in the area, no known endangered, rare, or otherwise threatened botanical
species are believed to exist onsite.

0 Utilities - Operation of the landfill gas flare system is anticipated to Tequire
approximately 10,000 annual kilowatts of electricity, which is not presently supplied
to the site. Flectricity is, however, supplied to establishments in the vicinity of the
landfill. Establishing service to the site for the purpose of maintaining the flare
system is not considered to cause a significant environmental impact, but rather,
facilitate avoidance of impacts.

Based on the preceding analysis, it is concluded that significant impacts result from
implementation of this project. However, the impacts will be mitigated.
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PART IV: MITIGATION MEASURES

Of the environmental impacts listed in Part Il only the potential impact to air during
construction will require mitigation measures. The following measures will be taken to
mitigate these impacts:

0 Lightly wetting the construction area with water to reduce dust emissions.
0 Trenching in the landfill only in short segments 1o reduce emissions and odors.
o Discharging drill cuttings directly into an enclosed roli-off box.

PART V: CONCLUSIONS

The Department has proposed that a mitigated negative declaration be adopted for this
project because the mitigation measures outlined above have been added to the project.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
GARDENA VALLEY 1 & 2 LANDFILL

L BACKGROUND

1. Name of Proponent: London Pacific Investments, Inc.

2. Address/Phone Number of Proponent:  Mr. Jules Walder, President

T_ondon Pacific Investments, Inc.
1010 Crenshaw Bivd,, Suite 100
Torrance, California 90501

3. Date Checklist Submitted: March 29, 1692

4, Agency Requiring Checklist: California Department of Toxic
Substances Control

5. Name of Proposal, if applicable: Gardena Valley 1 & 2 Landfill
Remedial Action Plan

]
o
.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
Explanations for all "yes" and "maybe” answers are inctuded.

YES MAYBE NO

1. EARTH. Will the proposal resuit in:

a. Unstable earth conditions or in

changes in geologic substructures? X
b. Disruptions, displacements, compaction

or overcovering of the soil? X

The proposed remedial action for the
former waste disposal site includes
construction of a multi-layer cap atop the
soil covered waste in order to: 1 ) impede
water infiltration into the refuse, and

2) aid in control and collection of any gas
generated by the landfill,

(GVCEQA:$102-8406: CKLIST:8-15-31)
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Environmental Checklist Form
Gardena Vailey 1 & 2

Page 2 of 14

YES MAYBE NO

c. Change in topography or ground surface
relief features? X
Prior to construction of the cap, the site
will require some regarding to enhance
site drainage. The proposed grading
and capping activities will require the
import of soil and construction materials
having properties and characteristics
as specified, resulting in a site engineered
for proper drainage.

d. The destraction, covering, or modification
of any unique geologic or physical
features? X

e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of
soils, either on or off the site? X

f. Changes in deposition or erosion of
beach sands, or changes in siltation,
deposition, or erosion which may
modify the channel of a river or stream
or the bed of the ocean or any bay, inlet
or lake? X

g Exposure of people or property to
geologic hazards such as earthquakes,
landslides, mudslides, ground failure,
or similar hazards? X

(GVCEQA;‘)O}OZ-S:!OO;CKJ.ESI:8-15-91} 5
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Environmental Checklist Form
Gardena Vailey 1 & 2

Page 30f 14

YES MAYBE NO

2. AIR. Will the proposal result in:

a. Substantial air emissions or deterioration
of ambient air quality? X
During construction of the cover and the
gas collection system, landfill gases and/
or dust may be released to the atmosphere.

To reduce these emissions the construction
area will be wetted lightly for dust control,
trenching will be conducted in short

segments to reduce the amount of exposed
trash. Drilling operations through the landfill
will discharge directly into an enclosed roll-off
box. The landfill gas flare will operate in
accordance with all applicable SCAQMD
emission standards.

b. The creation of objectionable odors? X
The mitigative measures to control
emissions will also serve to control
objectionable odors which may
result from the construction of the
cover and gas collection systems and/
or the operation of the landfill gas
flare.

C. Alteration of air movement, moisture,
or temperature, or any change in
climate, either locally or regionally? X

3. WATER. Will the proposal result in:

a. Changes in currents, or the course of
direction of water movements, in
either marine or fresh waters? X
{GVCEQA:S0102-8400: CKLIST:8-15.91) 4
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Environmental Checklist Form
Gardena Valley 1 & 2

Page 4 of 14

YES MAYBE NO

b. Changes in absorption rates, drainage
patterns, or the rate and amount of
surface runoff? X
In order to protect groundwater resources
beneath the site, the cover will be
constructed to facilitate surface drainage
and minimize water infiltration to the refuse.
This remedial design will eliminate the
primary source of potential leachate, which
might otherwise adversely impact

underlying groundwater.
c. Alterations to the course or flow of flood

waters? X
d. Change in the amount of surface water

in any water body? X
e. Discharge into surface waters, or any

alteration of surface water quality,

including but not limited to temperature,

dissolved oxygen, or turbidity? X
The character of surface water runoff

will be altered by the proposed project.

The runoff is expected to contain s

substantially fewer soil particles

and waste-related organic constituents.

. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow
of groundwaters? X
g. Change in the quantity of groundwaters,

either through direct additions or with-
drawls, or through interception of an
aquifer by cuts or excavations? X

(GVCEQA:90102-8400:CKLIST:8-15-51) ‘
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Envircnmental Cheeklist Form
Gardena Valley1 & 2

Page 5of 14

YES MAYBE NO

h. Substantial reduction in the amount
of water otherwise available for
public water supplies? X

ot n

Exposure of people or propetrty to
water-related hazards such as
flooding or tidal waves? X

4 PLANT LIFE. Will the proposal result in:

a. Change in the diversity of species,
or number of any species of plants
{(including trees, shrubs, grass,
crops, and aquatic plants)? X
The site may currently support
populations of indigenous weed
species, grasses, and small mammals
common to undeveloped land in
Southern California. There are no
known endangered, threatened,
or rate species or habitats occurming
at or in the vicinity of the site.

b. Reduction of the numbers of any

unique, rare, or endangered species

of plants? X
C. Introduction of new species of

plants into an area, or in a barrier
to the normal replenishment of

existing species? X
d. Reduction in acreage of any
agricultural crop? X

(GVCROAS102-840G: CRLIST 8-15-91) & :
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Eavironmental Checklist Form
Gardena Valley 1 & 2

Page 6 of 14

YES MAYBE
5. ANIMAL LIFE. Will the proposal result in:

a. Change in the diversity of species, or
numbers of any species of animals (birds,
land animals inchuding reptiles, fish, and
shell-fish, benthic organisms or insects)? X

The site is currently populated by grasses
and other indigenous weed species. it

may, therefore, support some wildlife
common to undeveloped land in the areq,
such as valley pocket gophers, cottontails,
gopher snakes, ground squirrels, skunks,
and opossuims. These animal and plant
species are common to Southern California,
and since none are endangered, threatened,
or have any other regulatory status, they are
not considered sensitive species.

b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique,
rare, or endangered species of animals?

c. Introduction of new species of animals
into an area, or result in a barrier to the
migration or movement of animals?

d. Deterioration to existing fish or wildiife
habitat?

6. NOISE. Will the proposal result in:

a. Increases in existing noise levels?

b. Exposure of people to severe noise
levels?

7. LIGHT AND GLARE. Will the proposal
produce new light or glare?

(GVCEQA0102-8400:CKLIST:8-15-91)




Environmental Checklist Form
Gardena Valley1 & 2
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YES MAYBE NO

8. LAND USE. Will the proposal resuitin a
substantial alteration of the present or
planned land use of an area? X

9. NATURAL RESOURCES. Will the
proposal result in:

a. Increase in the rate of use of any
natural resources? X

10. RISK OF UPSET. Will the proposal involve:

a. A visk of an explosion or the release of
hazardous substances (including, but
not limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals
or radiation) in the event of an accident
or upset conditions? X
Drilling into the landfill during the
construction phase of this project may
result in a build-up of landfill gas to
explosive levels within the boreholes.

To mitigate this potential, all boreholes
will be ventilated during drilling to
prevent the build-up of gas.

b. Possible interference with an emergency
response plan or an emergency
evacuation plan? X

1. POPULATION. Will the proposal alter the
location, distribution, density, or growth rate
of the human population of an area? X

12. HOUSING. Will the proposal atfect existing
housing, or create a demand for additional
housing? X

(GVCEQA:9102-8400: CKLIST:8-15-91) rd
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Environmental Checklist Form
Gardena Yalley 1 & 2

Page 8 of 14

YES MAYBE NO

13, TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION.
Will the proposal result in:

a. Generation of substantial additional

vehicular movement? X
b. Effects on existing parking facilities,

or demand for new parking? X
C. Substantial impact upon existing

transportation systems? X
c. Alterations to present patterns of

circulation or movement of people

and/or goods? X
e Alterations to waterborne, rail, or

air traffic? X
f Increase in traffic hazards to motor

vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians? X

14.  PUBLIC SERVICES. Will the proposal
have an effect upon, or result in a need for
new or altered governmental services in
any of the following areas:

a. Fire protection? X
b. Police protection? X
c. Schools? X
d. Parks or other recreational facilities X

(GVCEQAS0102-8400:CKLIST:8-15-51) BRYAN A. STIRFAT & ASSO
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Gardena Valley 1 & 2
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YES MAYBE NO

e. Maintenance of public facilities,

including roads? X
£ Other governmental services? X

15.  ENERGY. Will the proposal result in:

a. Use of substantial amounts of fnel

or energy? X
b Substantial increase in demand spon

existing sources of energy, or require

the development of new sources of

energy? X

16,  UTILITIES, Will the proposal result in a need

for new systems, or substantial alterations to
the following utilities:
a. Electrical power supply? X

The landfill gas flaring system will

require electrical power in order to

be operational. Electrical service

does not currently exist at the site,

but is provided to the immediately

adjacent lots. Start-up of the

electrical utilities to support the

flaring system is not considered a

significant impact.
b, Water supply? X
c. Sewer facilities? X
d. Telephone services? X

(GVCEQA0102-8406:CKLIST:8-15-91)
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Page 10 of 14

YES MAYBE NO

17, HUMAN HEALTH. Will the proposal

result in:
a Creation of any health hazard or

potential health hazard (excluding

mental health)? X
b. Exposure of people to potential

heaith hazards? X

18, AESTHETICS. Will the proposal result in
the obstruction of any scenic vista or view
open to the public, or will the proposal result
in the creation of an aesthetically offensive
site open to public view? X

19, RECREATION, Will the proposal result in
an impact upon the guality or quantity of
existing recreational opportunities? X

20. CULTURAL RESCURCES.

a. Will the proposal result in the
alteration of or the destruction
of a prehistoric or historic
archaeological site? X

b. Will the proposal result in adverse
physical or aesthetic effects to a
prehistoric or historic building,
structure, or object? X

c. Does the proposal have the
potential to cause a physical
change which would affect
unique ethnic cultural values? X

{GYCEQA:Y02-8400: CKLIST:8-15-91) &
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Environmental Checklist Form
Gardena Valley 1 & 2

Page 11 of 14

YES MAYBE NO

d. Will the proposal restrict existing
religious or sacred uses within the
potential impact area? X

21, MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE.

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

b. Does the project have the potential to
achieve short-term, to the disadvantage
of long-term, environmental goals? (A
short-term impact on the environment
is one which occurs in a relatively brief,
definitive period of time while long-term
impacts will endure well into the future). X

c. Does the project have impacts which are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (A project may impact on
two or miore separate resources where
the impact on each resource where the

(GVCEQA:S0102-400-CKL 151:8-15-9}) ERYAN &4 STIRBAT & A$5DG!A’T}E§?5
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Environmental Checklist Form
Gardena Valley 1 & 2

Page 12 of 14

impact on each resource is relatively

small, but where the effect of the total of

those impacts on the environment is 7
significant). X

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

HI. DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION

The proposed project has been designed and developed to mitigate potential
endangerment to human health and the environment. However, particularly during
construction activities, some short-term adverse impacts may result. The impacts
associated with the project are not considered significant, and are necessary for
completion of site closure activities.

Environmental impacts associated with implementation of the project are described
as follows:

0 The construction of the cover will result in the disruption, compaction and
overcovering of site soils, and a change in topography at the site. In this
instance these impacts are not considered adverse because the net
environmental impact of these changes (ie. a reduction in the volume of rain
water infiltrating into the landfill, and the reduced risk of groundwater
contamination) will be positive.

0 During construction of the cover and gas collection system, landfill gas, dust,
and/or objectionable odors may be released to the atmosphere. In addition,
the landfill gas flare will be a potential new emission source at the site.

0 The constiucted cover will result in changes in absorption rates, drainage
patterns, and the rate and amount of surface runoff {rom the site,

0 Construction of the cover will result in the elimination of all existing plant
and animal life at the site.

e
BRAYAN A, ETIRAAT & Assm:m'rigi%
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Environmental Checklist Form

Gardena Valley 1 & 2
Page 13 of 14
) Borings drilled into the landfill during construction of the of the gas

collection system may result in an increased risk of explosion at the site
during construction,

0 The landfill gas flare will result in a need for an electrical power supply at
the site. This is not considered a significant impact because the amount of
power required to operate the flare will not place an extraordinary drain on
the electrical utility company supplying the area,

Mitigation measures which will be taken to lessen the impacts are as follows:

0 To reduce the impacts of the potential release of landfill gas, dust and/or
objectionable odors, the construction area will be wetted lightly for dust
control, trenching will be conducted in short segments to reduce the amount
of exposed trash, and drilling operations will discharge into an
environmentally engineered containment system to control emissions. In
addition, the landfill gas flare will operate in accordance with all applicable
SCAQMD emissions standards.

0 The potential increase in surface water runoff from the site will be mitigated
through construction of inlet boxes along Main Street and Figueroa Streets
which will tie into the storm drains running beneath those streets. The site
will be graded such that all rainwater falling on the site will flow into these
inlet boxes and not impact adjacent properties.

0 No mitigation measures will be implemented to preserve the existing plant
and animal life at the site because there are no known endangered,
threatened, ar rare species or habitats occurring in the vicinity of the site.

0 The risk of explosion will be mitigated through the use of drilling methods
which will allow adequate ventilation down the borings to prevent the
buildup of landfill gas to explosive levels.

(GVCEQA:90102-8460:.CKLIST:8-15-31) BRYAN A STIRRAT & ASSOCIATES
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V. DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant

effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect

in this case because the mitigation measures described in the X
attached document have been added to the project. A NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

N v/

Date :gnamx e

(@5«/&1"% Toxe. Cubs (%r(‘/

For
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ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION FORM
GARDENA VALLEY 1 & 2 LANDFILL

Date Filed: August 28, 1991

GENERAL INFORMATION
1. Name and address of developer or project sponsor:
London Pacific Investments, Inc.
1010 Crenshaw Boulevard, Suite 100
Torrance, California 90501
2. Address of Project:
The site currently has no address. It is located just north of the El Camino Plaza
(north of Torrance Boulevard) immediately to the east of Figueroa Street, in the
City of Carson.
Assessor's Block and Lot Number:
7336-3-30, Parcel 4 of Map 5616, Book 62, Page 68, Los Angeles County

3. Name, address, and telephone number of person to be contacted concerning this
project:

Bryan A. Stirrat, President

Bryvan A. Stirrat & Associates, Inc.
1360 Valley Vista Drive

Diamond Bar, California 91765
(714) 860-7777

4, Indicate the permit application number for the project to which this form
pertains:

Not applicable.

(GVCEQAD0L02-8400: ENVINFO:8-15.91)




ENVIRONMENTAL Il;erRMATTON FORM
GARDENA VALLEY 1 & 2 LANDFILL
Page 2 of 9

List and describe any other related permits and other public approvals required for
this project, including those required by city, regional, state, and Federal agencies:

Permit to Construct from the South Coast Air Quality Management District.

Approval of the Remedial Design from the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC).

6. Existing Zoning District:

MI-ORL Light Manufactering Organic Refuse Landfill.

7. Propoesed use of site (project for which this form is filed):

This project addresses closure of a waste disposal site. Future development, under
separate permitting, is proposed to include a parking lot and a 112,000 square foot
commercial building.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
3. Site size:
14 5 acres

Q. Square footage:
Not applicable. (See Note 1.)

10.  Number of floors of construction:
Not applicable. (See Note 1.)

Note 1: Future, incremental site development is anticipated in association with this
project. Future plans include a two-story, 193,000 square foot commercial
building surrounded by a landscaped, paved parking lot atop the site. This
project, however, only addresses closure of the waste disposal facility.

{GVCEQA2ENVINFO:3-27-92) A
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ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION FORM
GARDENA VALLEY 1 & 2 LANDFILL
Page 3 of 9

11, Amount of off-street parking provided:
Not applicable. (See Note 1.)
12. Attach plans:

Project plans will be included pending DTSC approval, These include plans for the
landfill cover, gas collection system, and landfill gas flare,

13, Proposed scheduling:

A project schedule will be developed pending approval of the project plans by
DTSC.

14,  Associated project:
See Note 1.

15, Anticipated incremental development:
Not applicable. (See Note 1)

16. if residential, inciude the number of units, schedule of unit sizes, range of sale
prices or rents, and type of household size expected:

Not applicable.

17. If commercial, indicate the type, whether neighborhood, city er regionally oriented,
square footage of sales area, and loading facilities:

Not applicable. {See Note 1.)
18, If industrial, indicate type, estimated employment per shift, and loading facilities:

Not applicable (See Note 1.)

{GVCEQA9Z35S ENVINFG3-27-52)
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ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION FORM
GARDENA VALLEY 1 & 2LANDFILL
Page 4 0of 9 '

19,

20.

If institutional, indicate the major function, estimated employment per shift,
estimated occupancy, loading facilities, and community benefits to be derived from

the project:

Not applicable.

If the project involves a variance, conditional use or re-zoning application, state

this and indicate clearly why the application is required:

Not applicable. Future development of the site may, however, require a land use

permit application.

Are the following items applicable to the project or its effects? Discussions are included
below all items checked "Yes".

21,

22,

23,

24,

Change in existing features of any bays,
tidelands, beaches, or hills, or substantial
alteration of ground contours:

Minor alterations of existing surface contours will
be initfinted, in order to facilitate site drainage and
alleviate water ponding.

Change in scenic views or vistas from
existing residentiat areas or public lands
or roads:

Change in pattern, scale or character of
general project area:

Presently the site is an inactive disposal facility
which has not been properly closed. This project,

if approved, will facilitaie "closure "of the site.

Significant amounts of solid waste or litter:

(GYCEQAYZIS:ENVINFO:3-27-97)
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ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION FORM
GARDENA VALLEY 1 & 2 LANDFILL
Page Sof 9

25,

26,

27.

28.

29.

30,

Change in dust, ash, smoke, fumes or
odors in vicinity:

During construction and grading activities,
additional dust may be generated at the site.

Water trucks will be employed to moisten

exposed surfaces and minimize any dust. A landfill
gas collection and treatment/destruction system are
proposed as part of the project. Potential odors
caused by the existing facility will be mitigated by
this landfill gas collection and treatinent system.

Change in ocean, bay, lake, stream or
groundwater, quality or quantity, or
alteration of existing drainage patterns:

This project is being proposed as a means of
mitigating potential detriment to the water and air
quality of the area. The proposed cover design will
serve fo deter the downward migration of liquids
through the wastefill, alleviating a significant source of
potential leachate and groundwater contamination.

Substantial change in existing nois¢ or
vibration levels in the vicinity:

Site on filled land or on slope of 10
percent or more:

The project site is a waste landfill.
Use of disposal of potentiaily hazardous
materials, such as toxic substances,

flammables, or explosives:

Substantial change in demand for municipal
services {police, fire, water, sewage, etc.):

(GVCEQA235:ENVINFO:3:27-92)
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ENVIRONMENTAL IN. ORMATION FORM
GARDENA VALLEY 1 & 2 LANDFILL
Page 6 of 9

YES NG
31.  Substantially increase fossil fuel consumption
{electricity, oil, natural gas, ete.): X
32.  Relationship to a larger project or series of
projects: X

At a later date, the property owners may seek to develop
this site for various commercial uses. However, the
currently proposed project addresses only the landfil
closure activities. Permits and approvals for future
commercial development of this site will be sought
separately.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

33.  Describe the project site as it exists before the project, including information on
topography, soil stability, plants and animals, and any cultural, historical or scenic
aspects. Describe any existing structures on the site, and the use of the structures,
Attach photographs of the site. Snapshots or Polaroid photos will be accepted.

The following resources have been used to characterize the ecological
characteristics of the Gardena Valley 1 & 2 Landfill and the area immediately

surrounding the site:

1) Personal communications with local agency officials having knowledge of the
site area,

2) Agency records search and review, and

3) Review of published materials regarding the ecological characteristics of the
area,

Based on information obtained from these sources, the following descriptions of the
ecological characteristics of the site and the general area are presented.

(GVCEQASIS T ENVINF(:3-27-92)
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ENVIRONMENTAL INr ORMATION FORM
GARDENA VALLEY 1 & 2 LANDFILL
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The site is currently undeveloped, and is populated by grasses and other indigenous
weed species, It may, therefore, support some wildlife common to undeveloped
land in the area, such as valley pocket gophers, cottontails, gopher snakes, ground
squirrels, skunks, and opossums. These amimal and plant species are common te
Southern California, and since none are endangered, threatened, or have any other
regulatory status, they are not considered sensitive species. A chain-link fence
which surrounds the site is likely to keep out large terrestrial animals, such as red
foxes and coyotes, which may inhabit the area.

Certain highly mobile species, such as birds, may visit the site for foraging purposes.
These could include several raptors (birds-of-prey) found in the area, such as the
red-tailed hawk, kestrel, red-shouldered hawk, and Cooper’s hawk, Raptors are
considered sensitive species, and several, including the Cooper's hawk, are State of
California Species of Special Concern, indicating that although they are not
protected by either federal or state legislation, their limited occurrence in the state
is of some concern to the California Department of Fish and Game.

The site is currently void of all stractures,

34.  Describe the surrounding properties, including information on plants and animals
and any cultural, historical or scenic aspects. Indicate the type of land use
(residential, commercial, etc.), intensity of land use (one-family, apartment houses,
shops, department stores, etc.), and scale of development (height, frontage, set-
back, rear yard, etc.). Attach photographs of the vicinity, Snapshots or Polaroid
photos will be accepiable.

The Gardena Valley 1 & 2 Landfill is situated in the City of Carson near the City of
Torrance. The Carson 1982 General Plan, prepared by the City Planning Division,
describes the natural environment of the City as follows:

0 Carson has no rivers, bays, estuaries, coastal beaches, lakeshores or
watersheds.

0 Carson has no forests, rangelands, lakes, or water areas for commercial
fisheries.

o Carson has no areas of outstanding scenic or cultural value, no areas serving

as links between major recreation and open space reservations and no scenic
highway corridors.

(GVCEQA:9235 ENVINFO:3.27.92)
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ENVIRONMENTAL INeORMATION FORM
GARDENA VALLEY 1 & 2 LANDFILL
Page 8 of 9

Based on this description of Carson, it is uniikely that any sensitive species or
habitats exist near the Gardena Valley 1 & 2 Landfill, In addition, information
obtained from the City of Carson Community Development Department suggesis
that the site area does not support any wildlife habitats, since it has been
significantly developed, and disturbed by human activities.

A golf course, built atop an adjacent landfill, is located close to the site and may
provide suitable habitat for grassland species such as cottontails, gophers, and
raccoons. These species are common to Southern California and are not
considered by the State of California as being endangered, threatened, or rare,

Aerial photographs further indicate the extent of urbanization around and adjacent
to the site. Aside from vacant lots atop other inactive landfills, it is evident from the
attached photograph that there is no undeveloped (or undisturbed) land in the
vicinity of the site. In addition, an ecological inventory of the Pacific Coast indicates
that there are no known habitats of species protected by either federal or state
legistation located within one mile of the Gardena Valley 1 & 2 Landfill.

The Dominguez Channel, located northwest of the site, is a man-made watercourse
designed to alleviate flooding in the area. A section of the channel near the site
contains water year-round, however, since it is built of concrete, it is not thought ‘o
support a significant freshwater ecosystem.

Photos of the site and vicinity are included on the following pages, along with a
photo locator map indicating the origination point and direction of each view. Also
attached is an aerial photo of the site and surrounding area.

{GVCEQAIZISENVINFO:3-27-92)
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ENVIRONMENTALT 'ORMATION FORM
GARDENA VALLEY 1 & 2 LANDFILL
Page 9019

CERTIFICATION

I hereby certify that the statements furnished above and in the attached exhibits present the
data and information required for this initial evaluation to the best of my ability, and that
the facts. statements, and information presented are true and correct to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

ooz (Do, @\‘z,%/ ,
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Environmental Checklist Form

Application Number:
Project Title:
Lead Agency Name and Address:

Contact and Phone Number:

Project Location:
Project Sponsor's Name and Address.

CUP No. 703-08

Conditional Use Permit

City of Carson, Community Development Department
701 East Carson Street

Carson, CA 90743

Zak Gonzalez ll, Associate Planner
{310} 952-1700 Ext. 1301

20630 Figueroa Street

The S.M. Coyne Co., Inc.

1400 Quail Street, Ste. 260
Newport Beach, CA 92660

Proposed Land Use:  Mixed Use Business Park
Proposed Designation:  Mixed Use Business Park (MU-BP)
Proposed Zone: Manufacturing, Light - Organic Refuse Landfill Overlay
District (ML-ORL)
Current Land Use: . Vacant
Current Designation:  Mixed Use Business Park (MU-BP)
Current Zone:  Manufacturing, Light - Organic Refuse Landfill Overiay

District (ML-ORL)

Description of Project:

The proposed project includes an application for a Conditional Use Permit to allow construction of a Mixed Use
Business Park consisting of approximately 265,000 square feet of light industrial, office and retail fioor space on 14.3
acres located at 20630 Figueroa Street (APN 7336-003-030). The project site is currently vacant, and was formerly
used as a Class Il waste landfill known as the Gardena Valley 1 & 2 Landfili. The proposed project includes
remediation of the former landfill site to conditions suitable for development and oparation of the business park. The
property is designated MU-BP {Mixed Use — Business Park) in the Carson General Plan, and is zoned ML-ORL
(Manufacturing, Light ~ Organic Refuse Landfill Overlay District). The proposed project is consistent with the
requirements of the City's General Plan and zoning code. A site plan depicting the proposed project is included with
this checklist as Figure 1. Additionat project design features are discussed in greater detaf in the checklist below
under the categories of Air Quality, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, and Transportation and
Traffic.

Surrounding land uses and sefting:

The project site is bounded by Main Street to the east and Figueroa Street to the west. Land uses to the north
include a concrete-lined storm water channel (the Torrance Lateral) that abuts the northern boundary of the site, and
storage facilities for containerized storage, boats and RVs. There are eight buildings on the properties to the south of
the project site which include commercial retail uses (an antiques store and an electric supply store), the International
Printing Museum, and the Mission Eben-Ezer Church and daycare. Across Main Strest to the east, is a mobile home
residential area. Further west of Figueroa Street is the 110 Harbor Freaway.

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.q., permits);

Department of Toxic Substances Control
City of Carson Planning Department

EXHIBIT NO. 4 Date of Preparafion: November 17, 2008
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County of Los Angeles
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Previous CEQA review documents applicable to the Project site {documents are available for review at the City of

Carson}:

«  Carson General Plan Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2001091120, City of Carson,
2003 (*General Plan EIR™
« Gardena Valley 1 & 2 Landfili Negative Declaration, Department of Toxic Substances Control, 1992

Streamlined CEQA Process

This checklist represents a streamlined CEQA process to assess environmental impacts of the proposed proiect.
This streamlined process is mandated for projects that fall within the scope of a program EIR. Pursuant fo CEQA
Guidelines section 15168(a), and the provisions of the General Plan EIR itself, the General Plan EIR qualifies as a
Program EIR. General Pian EIR, pp. 1-1-3 {contemplating use of the General Plan EIR in connection with
subsequent development projects). Under CEQA Guidelines section 15168(c)(2), a project falls within the scope of a
Program EIR and must be assessed using a streamlined CEQA process if “the agency finds that pursuant to Section
15162, no new effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required.” CEQA Guidelines section
15162 defines significant effects as significant impacts not discussed in the previous EIR, significant effects
substantially more severe than shown in the previous EIR, mitigation measures or alternatives considered previously
considered infeasible that are now considered feasible and would reduce significant impacts but which are not
adopted for the project, and mitigation measures or alternatives considerably different than those in the previous EIR
that would reduce significant impacts but are not adopted for the project, When the proposed project is thus found to
be within the scope of the Program EIR, a subsequent EIR or Negative Declaration need not be prepared. The
following checklist has been prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15168(c)(4} to determine if the
environmental effects of the proposed project were covered in the Program EIR.

Date of Preparation: November 17, 2008 ? _
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CHECKLIST, RESPONSES AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION SOURCES

Potentiaf New/ No Changes New information
Substantially or New Showing Ability
Greafer {nfarmation fo Reduce
Significant Requiring Further Significant Less Than
Ernvironmental Analysis in Effects in Significant
Issuies Effects Subsequent EIR Program EIR Impact Mo impact
I AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic X
vista?

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

¢} Substantislly degrade the existing visual character X
or quafity of the site and its surroundings?

d}  Creale a new source of substantial light or glare
that would adversely affect day or nighttime views X
in the area?

Discussion: The EIR prepared for the Carson General Pian (General Pian EIR) contemplated construction of a mixed use
business park on the project site. General Plan EIR, p. 4.1-18. The project design will be subject to the same policies
addressing potential impacts to aesthefic resources identified and analyzed in the General Plan EIR, which were determined to
reduce potential aesthetic impacts fo less than significant levets. General Plan EIR, pp. 4.12-9-10. These policies include, but
are not Emited to, those encouraging compatible {and use location, promoting the Carson Beautiful Plan, requiring review of
landscape plans for new development so as fo ansure landscaping relates welt fo the land use it serves as well as the
surrounding area, requiring fandscape treatment as buffers to cify streets and residential areas, requiring architectural and
landscaping treatments for buildings visible from freeways, and encouraging the redevelopment of underutilized and
contaminated properties. General Plan £IR, pp. 4.12-6-10

a) There are no officially designated scenic vistas in the City of Carson. General Plan EIR, p. 4.12-5. Thus, the project site is not
located within the viewscape of a scenic vista. Therefore, the project will have no impact on a scenic vista,

b) There are no officially designated scenic highways in the City of Carson, General Plan EIR, p. 4.12-5. The project site is
currenfly vacant and devoid of trees, cutcroppings, buildings or other potential scenic resources. Thus, no impact to scenic
rescurces wouid occur within 2 state scenic highway as a result of the proiect.

¢) Development of the project would alter the visual environment and character of the currenily vacant site. in addition to the
buildings, parking areas, and landscaping, the proposed project wili install a landfilt gas coliection and flare system. This frare
will include a struciure in the northeast portion of the project site up to 40 feet tall and 4 feet in diameter. The structure will
extend slightly above the surrounding buildings in order to ensure consistent air fiow, but will not emit a visible fame. The
development proiect would undergo design review to ensure vistal compatibility and enhancement with the surrounding
environment. The General Plan lists several goals and policies addressing the City's image and visual appearance. Cne of the
goals of the City is to create a visually attractive appearance throughout Carson with policies {discussed above) that will be
implemenied as part of the General Plan to ensure the overall visual quality of the City, inclusive of the project site, is protected.
The General Plan EIR defermined that implementation of the policies listed in the General Plan along with project-specific design
review by the City, would reduce visual quality impacts from new development to 2 less than significant level, General Plan EIR,
p. 4.12-9. Thus, the impacts from implementation of the proposed project are considered less than significant.

d) During evening hours, security lighting and fighting from multi-story structures, if not adequately focused or screened, can
cause spil-over lighting and glare that can present a nuisance fo nearby residential uses. During daylight hours, glare from
 materials used in new buildings can also present a nuisance or potential safety hazard by distracting metorists. The proposed
project develops a vacant parcel and would incrementally contribute to the existing built environment, The proposed project
would undergo design review to ensure that glare impacts wouid not substantially impact adjacent uses, The General Plan EIR
determined that the policies proposed in the General Plan, along with project-specific design review by the City, would reduce
tighting and glare impacts from new development in the city to a less than significant level. General Plan EiR, p. 4.12-10.

Date of Preparation: November 17, 2008
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Conclusion: No significant impacts fo aesthetics would occur with implementation of the proposed project and the project will
not have any impacts greater than or substantially different from what was discussed in the General Plan EIR; therefore, no
additional analysis under CEQA is required.

fssues

Potential New/
Substantially
Greater
Significant
Environmental
Effects

No Changes
or New
Information
Requiring Further
Analysis in
Subsequent EIR

New Information
Showing Ability
to Reduce
Significant
Effects in
Program EIR

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricuitural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricuftural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1397} prepared by
the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland, Would

the project:

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

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

involve other changes in the existing environment
which, dua fo their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmiand to non-agricultural use?

Discussion:

The project site is & former Class |l waste landfill site. The site is not designated as Farmland or zoned for

agricultural use. The site is surrounded by non-agricultural, urbanized uses. The General Pian EIR anticipate development of the
project sile as mixed use business park General Plan EIR, p, 4.1-18), and determined that ro significant impacts fo agricuitural
resources wouid result from build out of the General Pian. General Plan EIR, p. 7-1.

Conclusion: No impacts to agricuttural resources would result from development of the proposed project.

Issies

Potential New/
Substantially
Greater
Significant
Environmental
Effects

No Changes
or New
Information
Requiring Further
Analysis in
Subsegquent EIR

New information
Showing Ability
fo Reduce
Significant
Effects in
Program EIR

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No impact

L

AR QUALITY, Where available, the significance criteria est
poliution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

ablished by the applicable air quatity management or air

Conflict with or ebstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

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

Result in a cumuiatively considerable net increase of
any critefia poliutant for which the project region is in
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions that exceed guaniitative thresholds for
OZONE Precursors)?

Expose sensifive receptors fo substantial poliutant
concentrations?

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?

Date of Preparation: November 17, 2008
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Discussion: An air quality siudy has been prepared fo address the pofential for air quality impacts from the proposed project.
Urban Crossroads, The Coves Business Center Air Quality Impact Analysis {Oct. 24, 2008) (Air Quality Report). A Health Risk
Assessment was also prepared to address potential air quality impacts on sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the proposed

project site. Urban Crossroads, The Coves Business Park Health Risk Assessment (Oct. 24, 2008) (Health Risk Assessment).

a}, b), and ¢) The General Pian EIR determined that development under the General Plan would create unavoidable significant
impacts related to constructior, mobiie sources and stationary sources inclusive of emissions of carbon monoxide, reactive
organic gases, nifrogen oxides, and fine particuiate matter. General Plan EIR, p. 4.4-22. These impacts are based on the
premise that the City and poliutant sources within are widely dispersed and numerous, the fact that increased development with
the Genera! Pian wilt increase demand for electrical energy from power plants using fossit fuels, and the increased construction
operations inherent with build out of the General Plan. Although measures related to construction and stationary sources would
be implemented on a project-by-project basis consistent with regulatory requirements of the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) reguiations, and vehicular ermission reducing programs would be implemented Citywide, the General Plan £IR
anticipated that these impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. General Plan EIR, p. 4.4-22. The General Pian EIR
also idendfies cumulatively considerable, significant and unaveidable impacts relating to construction emissions. General Plan
EIR, pp. 4.4-13 - 4.4-14. With regard to compliance with air quality plans of the Southem California Association of Governments
(SCAG) and SCAQMD, the General Plan EIR found that implementation of the General Plan would be consistent with those plans
based on the fact that the City is actively pursuing and implementing programs to reduce air poflutant emissicns. General Plan
EIR, p. 4.4-21. The General Pian EIR also discusses City policies that ensure compliance with the regional air quality planning
efforts, including pelicies that reguire the ongoing coordination between the City and appiicable agencies; that require the City fo
utilize incentives, reguiations and impiement the Transportation Demand Management requirements to reduce vehicle miles
traveled; and require the City to remain in compliance with the County, Regional, and State Congestion Management Programs.
General Plan, p. 4.4-22 The Generai Plan EIR also identifies sfgnificant and unavoidable cumulative air quality impacts that will
result from build out of the General Plan. General Plan EIR, p. 4.13-8.

The project area is designated as non-attainment area for ozone and particulate matter, The Air Quality Report conducted for the
proposed project found that emigsions during both long term operations and short-ferm consiruction operations (with
implementation of agency-required air quality mitigation measures) wilt not exceed air guality thresholds established by the
regulatory agencies. Specificaily, during the operations phase of the project, sources of air emissions and particutates fram
vehicles, natural gas usage, landscape maintenance equipment, architectural coatings, and the landfill gas flare at the project site
will generate levels of volatile organic compounds, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and particulate matter all
below SCAQWMD thresholds. Air Quality Report, p. 43. {Additionally, the landfill gas flare will require a permit cbtained from the
SCAGMD which will further ensure emissions have no adverse impacts. Air Quality Report, p. 45) For construction phase
cperations, all emissions of volatile organic compounds, nifrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and particulate matter
will be below SCAQMD thresholds with implementation of project design features consisting of measures that are uniformly
appilied to construction projects by the SCAQMD and other agencies. Alr Quality Report, p. 73. The following project design
features (as recommended in the Air Quality Report} will ba implemented during the construction phase of the proposed project:

«  Maintain equipment engines in good condition and in proper fune according to manufacturers’ specifications. During
smog season (May through Octcber), construction eguipment shall not be ieft idling for more than five minutes at any
location {per California iaw).

e  Use periodic watering for short-term stabilization of disturbed surface area and haul roads to minimize visible fugiive
dust emissions. Watering, with complete coverage of disturbed areas, shall occur at ieast three times a day, preferably
in the mid-morning, afterncon, and after work is done for the day.

«  Prevent project-retated track out onto paved surfaces and clean up project-related track out or spilis on publicly
maintained paved surfaces at the end of work each day.

o Stabllize graded site surfaces upon completion of gracing when subseguent development 1s delayed or expected io be
delayed more than five days. Nontoxic soil stabilizers or comparable dust suppressant shall be applied o all inaciive
construction areas {previously graded areas inactive for five consecutive days of more), except when such a delay is
due fo precipitation that dampens the disturbed surface sufficienily to eliminate visible fugitive dust emissions. Chemical
soit stabilizers, if used, shall be applied according to manufacturers’ specifications.

- Establish a vegetative or other suitable ground cover (e.g., hydraufically applied binder) within 21 working days after
active operations have ceased on exposed or ungraded surfaces.

e On-site travel on unpaved roads shalt be fimited to speeds of 15 mph or less,

« Al ciearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation activities shall cease when winds exceed 25 mph averaged over a one-
hour duration.

Date of Preparation: November 17, 2008
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=  Low-sulfur diesel fuel shall be used in construction equipment as required by the California Air Resources Board
{CARB] (iesel fuel with sulfur content of 15 paris per million by weight or less).

= Inorder to reduce localized project impacts to sensitive receptors in the project vicinity during construction, position
equipment staging areas at least 300 feet away from e sensitive receptors to the north, south, and west of the project
site,

«  Utilize existing power sources {e.g., power poles) or ciean-fuel generators rather than temporary power generators where
feasible,

«  Project heavy-duty construction equipment shall use alternative clean fuels, such as low sulfur diesel or compressed
natural gas with oxidation catalysts or particulate traps, to the extent feasible.

= Utilize coatings and salvents that are consistent with applicable SCAQMD rules and regulations.

«  Comply with SCAQMD Rule 402 to recuce potentiat nuisance impacts due to odors from construction activities.

= Provide documentation to the City indicating both on- and off-site airbome risks associated with RAP construction have
been evaluated to the satisfaction of the DTSC, and at a minimum, perimeter air monitoring will be compieted for dust,
particulates, and constituents determined to be Constituents of Concern (COCs).

With regard to localized emissions, localized sensifive receptors include the residences east of the propesed project site and
residences and an elementary school southwest of the site across the 110 freeway. Considering project emissions in light of the
project design feaiures discussed above, the Air Quality Report found that proposed project emissions of carbon dioxide, nitrogen
oxides, and particulate matter would not exceed locaiized significant thresholds established by SCAQMD during construction or
operations phases. Air Quatity Report, pp. 53 and 74. Thus, the air quality analysis demonstrates that for long-term operations
and for short-term construction operations emissions from the proposed project will not lead to or significantly contribute to
existing violations of federal and/or state ambient air quality standards for ozone and/for particulate matter.

The appticable air quality management plans setf for comprehensive programs with a goal of leading the area inte compliance with
all federal and state air quality standards. Air quality control strategies and emissions reductions are based upon emissions
projections for future development derived from expected land use, popufation, and employment characteristics identified by local
governments. Thus, comptiance with the air quaiity management plans is determined by comgpliance with local land use plans
and/or population projections. The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan, and thus, with growth projections of
SCAG and the SCAQMD. The results of the emissions analysis indicate that with implementation of project design features,
ermissions during construction and operations phases will not exceed regional or focatized poilutant threshotds. Therefore, the
proposed project is consistent with the air quality management plans from SCAG and SCAQMD applicabie in the area.
Furthermore, with regard fo cumulative impacts, for a resource such as air qualify where cumulative air impacis are addressed by
an approved plan or mitigation program (e.g., the SCAQMD plan), cumulative impacis are determined based upon compliance
with the approved plan or program. Because the proposed project is consistent with the approved air quality plan and project
emissions are net significant on an individual project basis, the project’s incremental contribution to criteria pollutant emissions is
not cumulatively considerable. Impacts from the proposed project will be fess than significant.

With regard to the specific issue of Global Climate Change, a project-specific study was prepared. Urban Crossroads, The Coves
Business Park Greenhouse Gas Emissions Evaluation (Oct. 29, 2068} (GHG Report). Giobal climate change is defined as the
change in average meteoroiogical conditions on the Earth with respect fo tfemperature, precipitation, and storms. Efforts to curtail
global climate change have been embodied in several iaws and regulations in California, including: Titie 24 energy efficiency
standards, Assembly Bl 1493 refated to GHG emissions of vehicles, Executive Order $-3-05 mandating GHG emission
reductions to 80 percent below 1980 levels by 2050, Assembly Bill 32 requiring the California Air Rasources Board (CARB)
responsibility fo reduce GHG emissions in the state fo 1990 levels by 2020, and Executive Order $5-01-07 mandating reductions in
carbon intensity of fransportation fuels. No quantifiable emissions threshold for GHG emissions has yet been adopted by any
agency or government branch overseeing the propesed project. Due to the overwhelming scope of giobal climate change, no
singie development project would have a substantial effect on climate change, rather climate change is cansidered a cumulative
impactissue. In order to assess pofential project impacts on global climate change, the project's design features were compared
with emissions strategies in the California Climate Action Team’s (CAT) Report to the Governor and the list of mitigation maasures
identified by the Cafifornia Attorney General. The GHG Report estimates that implementation of the proposed project wilt result in
approximately 0.0095 teragrams of carbon dioxide equivalent, representing 0.00194 percent of California’s totat carbon dioxide
emissicns in 2004 {the most recent emissions inventory avaitable). GHG Report, pp. 19-20. These emissions are due to the
construction and operafion phase traffic and construction-phase equipment use, electricity generation for the project, and
consumption of natural gas and water by proposed project uses. The landfill gas flare implemented as part of the project will
serve ic destroy methane gas (a GHG) produced by the former landfifl underlying the project sitie. GHG Report, p. 15. The
followirg project design features targeting GHGs {as recommended in the GHG Report and including all applicable GHG reduction
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measures recommended by the California Attorney General in the document "Addressing Global Warming Impacis at the Local
Agency Level.™) will be implemented as part of the proposed project:

=  Construction phase air quality reduction measures discussed in the Air Quality section, above,

«  Pedestrian and bicycle friendly design and mass transit service for the proposed project site that will serve to reduce
vehigie trips and vehicle miles traveled,

«  Design buildings fo be energy efficient. Site bufidings fo take advantage of shade, prevailing winds, landscaping and sun
screens to reduce energy use.

= Install afficient lighting and fighting controf systems. Use daylight as an integral part of lighting systams in buidings.

s install light coiored “cool” roofs, cool pavements, and strategically placed shade trees, as allowed by environmental

agency restrictions.

Install energy efficient heating and cooling systems, appliances and equipment, and control systems.

Instadl light emitting diodes (LEDs) for fraffic, and other outdoor lighting.

Limit the hours cof operafion of cutdoor lighting.

Provide education on energy efficiency.

Install solar or tankless hot water heaters when possible, and energy-efficient heating ventiiation and air conditioning.

tducate consumers about existing incentives.

«  Create water-efficient landscapes.

¢ Install water-efficient irrigafion systems and devices, such as soil moisture-hased irrigation controls.

= isereciaimed water for fandscape irrigation in new developments and on pubiic property. install the infrastructure to

defiver and use reclaimed water.

Design buildings to be water-efficient. Install water-efficient fixtures and appliances.

Restrict watering methods (e.g., prohibit systems thaf apply water to non-vegetated surfaces) and control runoff.

Restrict the use of water for cleaning ouidoor surfaces and vehicles,

Provide education about water conservation and available programs and incentives.

Reuse and recycle construction and demolition waste (including, but not limited to, soil, vegetation, concrete, iumber,

metal, and cardboard).

« Provide interior and exterior storage areas for recyclables and green waste and adequate recycling containers located in
public areas.

«  Provide education and publicity about reducing waste and avaflable recycling services.

= All buildings shall be designed to accommodate renewable energy sources, such as photovoltaic solar electricity
systems, appropriate to their architectural design.

+ A methane recovery system and flare shall be instailed in order to capture and destroy methane gas emissions resulting
from the landfill lccated beneath the project site. GHG Report, pp. 20-23.

L4 L] L] & L]
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Furthermore, the GHG Report found that the project will be compliant with all CAT emission strategies, including those refative to:
CARB vehicle standards, diesel vehicle idie limitations, recyciing goals, planting of landscaping and trees, water use efficiencies,
smart land use and intefligent transportaiion systems, Title 24 energy efficiency requirements, provision of solar-ready roofs,
provision of low flow fixtures, and appliance energy efficiency standards, GHG Report, pp. 24-26. By inciusion of ali feastble and
applicable strategies identified in the CAT report and by he California Attorney Generaf's office, the proposed proiect is consistent
with the goals and objectives of the emissions reduction targets set forth in Executive Order 5-3-05 and Assembly Bill 32;
therefore, project impacts on global climate change will not be cumulatively significant.

d) Local sensitive receptors for the proposed project include existing residences to the east as well as residences and an
etementary school to the southwest, across the 1-118 Freeway. Primary activities generafing risk for the propesed project site are
emissions from diesel trucks making deliveries at the project site and emissions from the landiill gas fiare at the project site.
Results from the Health Risk Assessment indicate that particulate emissions from the dieset! trucks and landfill gas emissions do
not pose a significant health risk to any receptors {including sensitive recepiors) in the proposed project area, with maximum
carcinogen and non-carcinogen risks well below the thresholds established by SCAQMD. Thus, the imptementation of the
proposed project will have a less than significant impact with regard to potential exposure of sensitive receptors fo air quaiity
pollutant concentrations.

&) The General Plan EIR found that implemeniation wauld not create odors affecting a substantial number of people and that any
new or additionai poficies, or modifications to existing Generat Plan policies regarding air resources would be intended to
strengthen the protection of such resources and further efiminate negative impacts on air quality, inciuding objectionabie odors.
General Pian EIR, pp. 7-2--3. As a proposed business park, the proposed project does not contain iand uses typically associated
with objectionable odors. Standard construction requirements would minimize any short-term odor impacts resulting from
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construction activity. Project-generated refuse is expected o be stored in covered containers and removed at regular intervals in
compliance with applicable soiid waste regulations. Air Quality Report, p. 58. Thus, potential impacts from the proposed project
are expected to be less than significant and will not be any greater than or different from impacts discussed in the Generat Plan
ER.

Conclusion: No significant impacts to air guality would occur with implementation of the proposed project and the project wil not
have any impacts greater than or substantially different from what was discussed in the General Plan EIR; therefore, no additional
analysis under CEQA s required.

Potential New/ No Changes New Information
Substanfially or New Showing Ability
Greafer Information to Reduce
Significant | Requiring Further Significant Less Than
Environmental Analysis in Effects in Significant
Issues Effects Subsequent EIR Program EIR Impact No impact

V.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

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

b}  Have asubsiantial adverse effect on any ripatian
habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regianal plans, policies, X
regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.8. Fish and Wildiife Service?

¢} Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act {including, buf not limited o, X
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, ete.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d}  Interfere substantially with the movement of any
native resident or migratory fish or wildiife species
or with established native resident or migratory X
wildlife cotridors, or impede the use of nafive wildlife
nursery sites?

&)  Corflict with any focal policies or ordinances
protecting biological resaurces, such as a tree X
praservation policy or ordinance?

ft Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habifat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community X
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

Discussion: The project site is highly disturbed, vacant land surrounded by urbanized uses, with no trees or appreciable
vegetation.

a) The City of Carson does not have any sensitive or special staius species. General Plan EIR, p. 7-2. Therefore,
implementafion of the proposed project would not adversely affect any candidate, sensitive, or special status species. No
mpacts.

b} No riparian habitat exists on or adjacent to the project site. Impiementation of the proposed project woutd not adversely affect
riparian habitat or other sensitive naturai community. No impacts.

¢) No wetlands exist on or adjacent to the project site, The Dominguez Channel (a jurisdictional water feature} lies to the
northeast of the proposed project site; however, the proposed project construction is not adjacent to this water feature.

7
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Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not adversely affect any federally protected wetlands. No impacts.

d} There are no species, corridors, or nursery sites on the proposed project site or adjacent properties for any native resident or
migratory fish or wildife species. The project site is in a heavily built-out area with litle connectivity value. Therefore,
implementation of the proposed project would not adversely affect the movement of species, establishment of corriders or use of
nursery sites. No impacis.

&) Carson does nof have any local policies or ordinances protecting biclogical resources or tree preservation policy. General
Plan EIR, p. 7-2. Furthermore, the proposed project does not invoive the removal of any nafive or non-native trees or protected
plant communities. As a result, implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources. No impacts.

f) No areas within the City of Carson are included within any natural community conservation plans or other habitat conservation
plans. As such, implementation of the proposed project wouid not conflict with the provisions of any such plans. No impacts.

Conclusion: No impacts to biclogical resources wouid resulf from development of the proposed project.

Potential New/ Mo Changes New Information |-
Substantially or New Showing Ability
Greater Information to Reduce
Significant | Requiring Further Significant Less Than
Environmental Analysis in Effects in Significant
Issues Effects Subsequent EIR Program EIR impact No impact

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical rescurce as defined in X
§1560684.57

by Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuani X
to § 15064 .57

¢y Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unigue geologic X
feature?

dy  Disturb any human remains, including those interred

outside of formal cemeteries? X

Discussion: The General Plan EIR found that impacts of buiid out of the General Plan would have a less than significant impact
with mitigation. Generai Plan EIR, p. 4.11-6. The mitigation measures included in the General Plan EiR are as follows:

MM-CR-1 Require, as part of the environmental review procedure, an evaluation of the significance of
paleontological, archeoiogical and historic resources and the impact of proposed development on those
resources.

MM-CR-2 Promote the preservation of significant historic resources and encourage other public agencies or private
organizations fo assist in the purchase andfor relocafion of sites, buildings and structures deemed to be
of historical significance.

MM-CR-3  Require monitoring of grading operations by a qualified paleontologist or archeologist when the site is
reascnably suspected of containing such resources. If, as a resuit, evidence of resources is found, -
require the property fo be made available for a reasonable period of fime for salvage of known
paleontological and archeological resources by qualified experts, organizations or educational
institutions.

MM-CR-4 Reguire deveiopment on iand containing known archeological resources o use reasonable care o
locate structures, paving, landscaping and fill dirt in such a way as to preserve these resources
undamaged for future generations when it is the recommendation of a qualified archeologist that said
resources be preserved in sifu.

The project site is vacant and sits on a former Class |l landfill operated between November 1956 and October 1958, Thus, no
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historical, archagological or paleontological resources are reasonably anficipated to occur onsite. The landfill will be properly
closed and its contents capped in place per the remedial action plan aiready approved by the Department of Substance Contro!
{DTSC). No known human remains or burial sites are known to exist on vacant properties in the Cify, including the project site.
General Plan EIR, p. 4.11-6. The proposed project is required to comply with all applicable state and federal regulations
concerning surial sites, Mitigation measures MM-CR-2, MM-CR-3, and MM-CR-4 are not appticable to the implementation of the
proposed project as evaluation of the proposed project site reveals that no historical, archaeological or paleontological resources
are likely to be found at the project site. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project will have no impacts relative to
cuifural resowrces.

Conclusion: No impacts to cultural resources are anticipated from deveiopment of the proposed project,

Potential New/|  No Changes

Substantially or New New Information
Greater Information Showing Ability to
Significant | Requiring Further Reduce Less Than
Environmental|  Analysis in Significant Effects | Significant
Issues Effects Subsequent EiR it Program EIR Impact No Impact

VI GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a}  Expose peopie or struciures o potential subsiantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or X
death involving:

i} Rupiure of a known earthguake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alguist-Priolo
Earthguake Fault Zoning Map, issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on other X
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer
to Division of Mines and Gedlogy Special
Publication 42.

iy Strong seismic ground shaking? X
i i_%eismic“re%aied ground failure, including X
liquefaction?

iv)  Landslides? X

v)  Differential Settlement? X

vi)  Subsidence? X

vil}  Shallow or perched groundwater? X

viii}  Slope instability? X

ix}  Shrink/swell potential? X
b}  Resultin substantial soil erosion or the loss of X

topsoil?

¢)  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of sepfic tanks or alfernative waste water X
disposal systems where sewers are not availeble ‘
for the disposal of waste water?

Discussion: Several site-specific geologicat evaluations have been prepared for the project site, including the Final Design
Report for ciosure of the landfill (Tetra Tech, 1988) {(*1998 Final Design Report”); the “Geotechnical Investigation, Carson Valley
Mixed Use Project’ {Coleman Geotechnical, May 14, 2004} (*Coleman Geotechnical Investigation”); and the “Geotechnical

. Feasibility Evaluation” for the Gardena Valley 1 & 2 Landfill property (Haley & Aldrich, August 5, 2005) ("H&A Geotechnical
Feasibility Evaluation”). The General Plan EIR also includes a discussion of potential geotogic and seismic impacts {General
Plan EIR, section: 4.6, Geologic and Seismic Hazards). The following discussion is based upon the information contained in these
studies.

a) i) The project site is not located within any State of California Special Studies Zone or astride a known, active or potentially
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active fault. No active or potentially active faults are currently known to occur beneath the site. Accordingly, there is ne potential
for surface fault rupiure. Coleman Geotechnical Investigation, p. 4. Furthermore the General Plan EIR indicates that
implementation of the goals and policies of the Carson General Plan and compliance with Alguist Priolo Earthquake criteria would
reduce any impacts as a result of fault rupture within the City to a less than significant. General Plan EiR, p. 4.6-12. No project
impacts,

iiy The General Plan EIR found that impacis of implementaticn of the General Plan with mitigation measures incorporated into the
General Plan EIR would result in less than significant impacts relative fo seismic ground shaking. General Plan EIR, p. 4.6-15.
The mitigation measures included in the General Plan EIR are as foliows and will apply to the proposed project;

MM-SAF-1:  Due to the potential for ground shaking in a seismic event, individual development projects shall comply
with the standards set forth in the Uniform Building Code {most recent edition) to assure seismic safety
to the satisfactions of the Department of Building and Safety prior to issuance of a building permit,
including compliance with California Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 117 (Guidelines
for Evaiuation and Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California, adopted March 13, 1997). Given the
proximity of the Avalon-Compton Fault within the City of Carson, more stringent measures may be
warranted.

MM-SAF-2  Individual development projects shall comply with non-structural seismic mitigation measures, e.q.
overhead glass treatments shall use safety giass or film; vending machines, ice machines (if used) and
other types of machines and equipment shall be bolted or braced. Pictures and decorative items within
common areas shail be secured for earthquake safely.

MM-SAF-3  Ensure individual development projects are in comphiance with current seismic mifigation codes.

Adherence of the proposed project to pelicies included in the Carson Generat Plan ensuring compliance with the Uniform Building
- Code {UBC) and {o the mitigation measures from the General Plane EiR, above wili ensure that potential project impacts reiated
fo seismic shaking are less than significant levels.

i) The Generai Plan EIR found that implementation of the General Plan would have less than significant impacts with mitigation.
General Plan EIR, p, £.6-16. The mitigation measure inciuded in the General Plan EIR is as follows and will apply to the
proposed project

MM-SAF-4  Individual development projects shall comply with the standards set forth in the UBC {most recent
edition} for structures on-site to assure safety of the occupants to the satisfaction of the Department of
Building and Safety prior to issuance of a building permit. These standards included compliance with
California Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 117 (Guidelines for Evaluating and
Mitigating Seismic Hazards in California, adepted March 13, 1997} and "Recommended Procedures for
implementation of COMG Special Publication 117 — Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating Liquefaction
in Californig" (Dr. Geofirey R. Martin et al., May 1989},

The State of California Seismic Hazard Zones map {for liguefaction and landsiide potential) indicate that a liquefaction hazard
does exist within a portion of the site that was formerly (pre-landfill) a natural drainage channel. Coleman Gectechnical
Investigation, p. 4. However, the potential for iquefaction is considered very low o negligible based on the lack of groundwater
in the upper 40 to 45 feet, the clay-itke nature of the alluvium materials below the landfill, and the planned support of the
structures on driven piles which will extend to about 40 to 60 feet below grade. Coleman Geotechnical Investigation, g. 5. These
factors and adherence to policies required by the Generai Plan (e.9.. compiiance with Building Code seismic design standards)
{General Pian EIR, pp. 4.6-15-16) and Generat Plan EIR mitigation measures listed above will ensure that potentiat impacts
related to liquefaction are less than significant,

iv) The General Plan EIR found that implementation of the General Plan would have a less than significant impact relative to
landstides. General Pian EIR, p. 4.6-16. Potential for landsliding is considered to be low, based upon the lack of any significant
topographic relief on or near the project site. Coleman Geotechnical Investigation, p. 5. Thus, potential impacts related to
landsiiding are expected o be fess than significant. Furthermore, the General Pian EIR indicates that the official seismic hazard
maps confirm that there are no areas known fo exist within the City of Carson where previcus occurrence of landsfide movement,
or tocal topographic, geological, geotechnical and subsurface water conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground
displacements. As a result, no mitigation in compliance with Public Resources Code 2623 (¢} would be reguired, and adherence
to policies proposed in the General Plan (e.g.. compliance with Building Code seismic design standards) would ensure that any
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impacts resulting from seismic induced landslides remain at less than significant levels. General Plan EIR, p. 4.6-18.

v) and vi) The Generaf Pian EIR found that implementation of the General Plan would have a less than significant impact relative
to unstabie or expansive scils with implementation of mitigation. General Plan EIR, p. 4.6-19.

MM-SAF-6  Future devetopment shali comply with ail recommendations contained in site-specific geologic,
geofechnical, and structural design studies prepared for land development projects. These geotachnical
reports shall address soil conditions, including low soit strength, shrink swell potential and other unstable
soil conditions. Recommendations contained in these site-specific studies shall be reviewed and
approved by the Building Official and incorporated into final grading and structural design plans, as
deemed appropriate by the Building Official.

According to the H&A Geotechnical Feasibility Evaluation {p. 9}, differential settlements on the order of 25 to 75 percent of the
totai settiements are common at landfills such as the proposed project site. Because the approximate thickness of waste is fairly
uniform across the site, differential settlement would likely be most significant near the limits of the waste, where the transition
ocours between substantial waste thickness and noflimited waste thickness, such as is visible at the properties abutting the
southern site boundary. /d.

According to the Final Design Report for closure of the landfill (Tetra Tech, 1989), and the H&A Geotechnical Feasibility
Evaluation, the landfill couid experience approximately 1 to 3 fest of “primary” settiement within 3 to 8 months following site
closure and placement of the 4 feet of additional cover soits on the landfill planned in the Final Design Report, and could
experience approximately 1.5 to 2.5 feet of longterm setflement due to longterm creep and waste decomgposition over 10 fo 50
years. These site-specific geolechnical studies indicate that although relatively significant site setflements can be accommadated
in site design, construction technigues such as surcharging and deep dynamic compactior: can successfully reduce post-
construction settlements at landfills, H&A Geotechnical Feasibility Evaluation, p. 9.

As part of the proposed project design, the project will employ appropriate site compaction techniques as recommended by a
gualified geotechnical engineer, including;

«  deep dynamic compaction and grout injection fo reduce potential post-construction settlement at the proiect site;
s driven pile building foundations that extend through the wastefill to seat in the natural alluvial soils below the landfill; and

«  pile-supported structural ficor slabs and gravity flow utilities (other utilities will be designed with adequate flexibility to
maintain connections in case of large settlements or will also be pile-supported). Coleman Geotechnical Investigation,
pp. 1 and 6.

The potential for significant impacts related to seismic settiement and differential compaction is considered to be very low to
negligible based on the tack of groundwater in the upper 40 to 45 feet, the clayey nature of the alluvium materials below the
fandfill, and the planned support of the structures on driven piles which wifl extend fo about 40 to 80 feet below grade. Coleman
Geotechnical Investigation, p. 5. Such measures, aiong with the requirements of applicable codes (g.g., the Uniform Building
Code), will reduce impacts from potential subsidence and differential seftlement at the project site to less than significant levels.
General Plan EIR, p. 4.6-18. Furthermore, although the City of Carson has experienced some subsidence resulting from prior oil
withdrawals within the Wiimington Qil Field, the City has maintained control of further subsidence, and impacts were deemed in
the General Plan EIR to be less than significant. General Plan EIR, p. 4.6-19. With implementafion of the project inclusive of
project design features, through adherence to the General Plan EIR mitigation measure specified, and in kght of the above
discussions, proposed project impacts relative to subsidence and differential setflement are considered iess than significant.

viiy No evidence of shaflow or perchad groundwater was encountered or noted, in the form of seeps, springs, tufa deposits,
mineral effluorescence, or concentrated growth of phreatophyte planis, during site-specific investigations, Coleman Geotechnical
investigation, p. 4. No impacts,

viif) The General Plan EIR indicates that slope instability in Carson is limited to the slopes adjacent to the flood controi channels
within the City. Instability can occur due fo the unconsofidated nature of the sediments exposed in those slopes; however, the
Generai Plan EIR {p. 4.6-18} found such impacts to be iess than significant Citywide. The Torrance Lateral storm drain channel
lies adjacent fo the northern boundary of the project site, but has no exposed sediments in the siopes of the channel. lmpacts are
considered less than significant. :

ix) The General Plan EIR indicates that unstable soils, such as the Ramona-Piacentia sandy loam in the City of Carson provide
an unsound base for construction and should be evaluated on a site-specific basis, with recommendations of site-specific studies
approved by the City and incorporated into grading and strucfural design plans. Under these circumstances, the General Flan
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EIR determined impacts (with mitigation) from unstable geclogic units ar expansive soils would be less than significant. General
Plan EIR, p. 4.6-18. However, in the site-specific studies conducted for the proposed project site, no evidence of former bedrock
instability was found beneath the sife. Coleman Geotechnical Investigation, p. 6. The bedrock strata underlying the project site is
anficipated to remain grossily stable based on the competent nature of the material and favarabie structurat orientation. id. Since
unstable soils do net underly the project site, no impact is anticipated.

b) The City has established several requirements for development to minimize soil erosion, including requirements to prepare
grading plans and drainage and erosion controls plans that minimize potential impacts from erosion and sedimentation. Per
these requirements plans are required to conform to the Statewide Canstruction Storm Water Permit during construction, which
requires elimination or reduction of potentiai erosion such that downstream receiving waters are protected. The Geology Division
of the County Engineers office reviews ali subdivision maps to assess impacts of development within the City. Given these
considerations, the General Plan EIR found that potential erosion impacts resulting from build out of projects consistent with the
General Pian were less than significant with mitigation. General Plan EIR, p. 4.6-17. The mitigation measure included in the
General Plan EIR is as follows and will apply o the proposed project:

MM-SAF-5  Grading plans for development projects shall include an approved drainage and erosion control plan fo
minimize the impacts from erosion and sedimentation during grading. Plans should conform to all
standards adopted by the City and meet the requirements of Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans

(SWPPPs) required by California State Water Resources Control Board.

The project sife is relatively flat with a low potential for patential soil erosion. Additionally, by providing proper engineering design,
construction, and maintenance of graded surfaces and drainage devices potential erosion at the site is not anticipated to be of
significant concern, Coleman Geotechnical Investigation, p. 6. In light of the policies and requirements implemented as part of
the General Plan, with adherence to General Plan EIR mitigation measures, and in light of the above factors, soil erosion impagts
remain at less than significant levels for development of the proposed project.

¢} Carson is a fully serviced, urban City. All new development within the City, inclusive of the proposed project, will connect to the
City's sewer and storm drain system. Septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems are not used in the City. General
Plan EIR, p. 7-3. Noimpacts related o sepiic tanks or aliemative wastewater disposal systems will resuit.

Conclusion: No significant impacts to geology, soils, and seismic shaking would cccur with implementation of the proposed
project and the project will not have any impacts greater than or substantially different from what was discussed in the General
Plan EIR; therefore, no additional analysis under CEQA is required,

Potential New/|  No Changes
Substantially or New New Informafion
Greater information Showing Ability fo
Significant | Requiring Further Reduce Less Than
Environmental]  Analysis in Significant Effects| Significant
. Issues Effects Subsequent EIR in Program EIR impact No Impact
VIl. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:
a)  Creale a significant hazard to the pubiic or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or X
disposal of hazardous materials?
by  Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonable foreseeable upset X
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous materials into the environment?
¢} Emithazardous emissions or handie hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste X
within one-quarier mile of an exisfing or proposed
school?
d} Belccated on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sftes compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, X
would it create a significant hazard to the public ¢r
the environment?
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&) For aproject located within an airport fand use plan
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, A
would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the prolect area?

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

g} Impair implementation of or physically interfere with
an adopted emergency resbonse pian or X
emergency evacuation pfan?

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

Discussion; Information in this section was obtained from the “Geotechnical Feasibility Evaluation” prepared by Haley & Aldrich
{H&A) for the Gardena Valley 1 & 2 Landfill property, dated August 5, 2009:

a) The General Plan EIR determined that significant hazardous materials impacts due to use, sicrage, transport, or disposal
sould result due to implementation of the General Plan, but that oversight by the relevant agencies {Cal EPA, the State Water
Resources Controi Board, the Los Angetes County Fire Department , the Los Angeles County Health Care Agency, the California
Highway Patroi, and the California Department of Transportation) along with compiiance with applicable regulations are
censidered adequate to offset the negative effects related to the accidenta! release of a hazardous materials ir: the City, and thus
impacts of Generat Pian build out are considered less than significant. Generat Plan EIR, pp. 4.10-22. In addition, the General
Plan introduced policies ensure impacts from hazardous materiais were less than significant including policies requiring the
enforcement of hazardous materials laws and regulations, monitoring of business that hardie hazardous materials, educating the
public about management of hazardous materials, and ensuring that proper emergency routes and response plans are in place.
General Plan EIR pp. 4.10-22, 4.10-24-25.

The proposed project is a mixed use business park with tight industrial, office and retail floor space that is not expected to include
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials with the potential to result in accidental explosion or release of
hazardous substances. Any unanticipated fransport, use, or storage of such materials at the project site in the future would be
required to comply with applicable laws and regulations that the Genera! Plan EIR found adequate to offset negafive effects
related to accidental release of hazardous materiais. Therefore, hazardous materials risks associated with the proposed project
are no more severe or substantially different from those previously identified and addressed by the General Pian EIR, and project
impacts will be less than significant.

b) and d} The General Plan EiR determined that development under the Generat Plan would create significant and unavoidable
impacts related to potential hazardous materials releases, air toxic emissions, ol contamination and landfills and also found
cumulative impacts relafive fo public health and safety to be significant and unavoidable. General Pian £IR, pp. 4.10-32 and
4.13-8. These impacts are primarily based on the premise that the poilutant scurces throughout the City are numerous. Although
measures related to remediation would be implemented on a prolect-by-project basis, the General Plan EIR anticipated that these
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. /d. The General Plan EiR incorporated mitigation measures to reduce
impacts to the extent feasible from air toxics, cil contamination and landfill development. General Plan EIR, pp. 4.10-26, 4.10-28~
29, and 4.10-30. The mitigation measures included in the General Plan EIR are as follows and will apply to the proposed project:

MM-PHS-1  Prior to new development, the development site should be thoroughly assessed for the possibie
presence of contaminated materials. The level of inguiry should be commensurate with the cusrent and
former activities of a particular site. Where site contamination is identified, an appropriate mediation
strategy should be implemented prior to project approval. The remediation activities shall be performed
by qualified and licensed professionals in the particular problem identified and all work shall be
performed under the supervision of the appropriate regulatory oversight program.

MM-PHS-2  [Duplicate of MM-PHS-1 General Plan £IR, 5. 4.10-28]

MM-PHS-3 I any structure is to be placed aver or in close proximity to a previously plugged or abandoned oit or gas
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well, the well may need to be re-abandoned and the surrounding area remediated in accordance with
current reguiation. All activities related to the abandonmaent or re-abandonment will need to be approved
by the Cafifornia Department of Conservation Division of Qif and Gas.

MM-PHS-4  If applicable, project applicant shali complete the State of California, Depariment of Conservation
information packet entitied, Construction Project Site Review and Well Abandonment Procedure, for
submittal and review by the Department.

MM-PHS-5  Unless underground utility iocations are well documented, as determined by the City of Carson
Engineering Services Department, the project applicant shall perform geophysical surveys prior to
excavations to identify subsurface utilities and structures. Pipelines of conduits which may be
encountered within the excavation and graded areas shall sither be relocated or e cut and plugged
according to the applicable code requirements.

MM-PHS-5  [sic numbering per General Pian EIR] A tandfill gas protection plan prepared by a licensed Civil Engineer
wiil be required prior to the issuance of budding permits.

The Gardena Valiey t & 2 Landiill was authorized fo operate as a Class Il landfill from November 1856 to October 1859 under an
Industrial Waste Disposal Permit issued by the County of Los Angeles. On April 18, 1988, then-landowner London Pacific
investment (LPl) entered into a Consent Agreement with the Department of Toxic Substances Control {DTSC) to investigate and
mitigate releases of contaminants from the landfill and ensure that future development of the site is achieved in a manner that
protects public health and safely and the environment. A Remediat investigation and Feasibility Study (R¥FS) work plan was
approved by the Department of Health Service (DHS) on December 1988, Due to anomalies in site hydrogeology that delayed
the hydrogeoiogic site investigation, and to address the tandfill gas migration issue, DHS approved dividing the project info two
separate ‘operable units” consisting of “Wastefili” and *Groundwater” units that are to be addressed separately. A RifFS and
health risk assessment as well as a Remedial Action Plan (RAP) and remedial design were prepared for the Wastefit Operable
Uinit, which was approved by Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) with a Negative Declaration in 1992, DTSC has
indicated historically that there is no significant impact to groundwater from the wastefill on the project site and that offsite sources
may be rasponsible for impacts to local aguifers. This interprefation was documented in the “Priority Setfing for Cleanup of State-
Funded Hazardous Substances Releases Sites, Project Fact Sheet” prepared by the DTSC Southern California Cleanup
Operations Branch B (undated, however estimated by H&A to have been prepared “post 1995"). DTSC has indicated willingness
to collaborate regarding development of the site, and has stated that they have no objections to consfruciion of building over
landfills. DTSC indicated they would evaluate the development plan to ensure that is it consistent with the intentions of the
overall remedial pian and ensures the safety of proposed building cccupants. As part of the proposed project design, a landfil
gas capture and flare system will be installed at the project site to capture and destroy gases released from the landfill.

Results from the Health Risk Assessment prepared for the proposed project site indicate that emissions from the landfill gas
capture and flare system will not pose a significant health risk to any receptors {including sensitive receptors) in the proposed
project area, with maximum carcinogen and non-carcinogen risks well below the thresholds estabiished by SCAQMD. Since
project-specific impacts related fo hazardous materials releases, air foxic emissions, oil contamination and tandfills are not
anticipated to be any more severe than those praviously identified and addressed in the General Plan EIR, and project-specific
anatysis found that implementation of the proposed project will have less than significant impacts relative to releases of gas from
the former landfili, impacts from implementation of the proposed project will be less than significant.

¢) The project site is not located within one-guarter mile of an exisfing proposed school. No impacts.

&) The City of Carson is located within the Los Angeles Tertrinal Control Area. The City is located within two miles of the
Compton Airport. The General Plan EIR determined that implementation of the General Plan, inciusive of the development of a
multi use business park at the proposed project site, would not result in any safety hazards due to aircraft overflight due to
oversight provided by the Federal Aviation Administration and reguiations ensuring that buildings are not foo tail of persons are
not overly concentrated in areas detrimental to the airport. General Pian EIR, pp. 4.10-31, 7-4. The proposed project includes
relatively short structures and a relatively small concentration of persons that will use the project site, and the proposed project
site is not located in the vicinity of any airports. Thus, implementation of the proposed proiect will have no impacts related to
aircraft overflight.

fi The project site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impacts.

g} The General Pian EIR found impacis refated to accidental release of hazardous materials to be significant and unavoidabie,

&
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General Plan EIR, p. 4-10.25. Evacuation, if necessary because of an emergency, would be conducted by the Los Angeles
County Sheriff's Department in accordance with the Cify's Evacuation Plan. General Plan EIR, p. 4.10-5. The General Plan EIR
anticipated development of the project site with a multi use business park, such as the proposed plan. The design of the
proposed project is such that access for emergency vehicles wifl be provided with no interference with emergency evacuation
plans. Given the conciusions reached by the General Plan EIR and the consistency of the project with the General Plan and
emergency plan programs, impacts from development of the proposed project witl be no greater than or substantially different
from those discussed in the General Plan EIR and proposed project impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.

n) The City of Carson and surrounding region are predominately developed. No wildlands exist within or around the City,
Therefore impiementafion of the General Plan, including development of the proposed proiect, would not expose people or
struciures to any impacts retated to wildland fires. General Plan EIR, p. 7-4. No impacts.

Conclusion: No significant impacts to hazards or hazardous materials would occur with implementation of the proposed project
and the project will not have any impacts greater than or substantialiy different from what was discussed in the Generat Pian EIR;
therefore, no additional analysis under CEQA is required.

Potential New/
Substantialty

New Information
Showing Ability

No Changes
or New

Issues

Greater
Significant
Environmental
Effects

Information
Requiring Further
Analysis in
Subsequent EIR

fo Reduce

Significant

Effects in
Program EIR

Less Than
Significant
impact

No Impact

Vi, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

a)  Violale any water guality standards or waste X
discharge requirements? :

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

¢} Substantialiy alter the existing drainage pattern of
the sife or area, including through the alferation of
the course of a stream or rivar, in a manner which X
would result in a substantial erosien or siitation on-
or off-site?

d)  Substartially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the atteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff ina
manner which wouid result in flooding on- or off-
site?

e} Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm X
water drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of poliuted runoff?

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? X

g} Place housing within 2 100-year flogd hazard area
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
sfructures which would impede o7 redirect flood X
flows?

&
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i} Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death invotving flooding, including X
flooding as a result of the fallure of a levee or dam?

I} Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudfiow? X

Discussion: With the exception of the Torrance Lateral, a concrete-lined storm controf channel on an adjacent property that runs
along the northern border of the project site, no hydrologic features exist on or near the project site.  The Dominguez Channel fies
to the northeast of the site, over a mile downstream from the proposed project.

a)and f) The General Plan EiR determined that implementation of the General Plan may generate wastewater during construction
of individual deveiopment projects that would adversely aifect water quality beyond standards specified by water resource
agencies. The Cily of Carson has acknowledged the importance of protecting its water resources and has identified protection and
conservation of water resources as one of its goals (O5C-2) in the General Plan and included policies discussed in the General
Plan EIR stating that the City wili maintain and improve water quality, will prevent potential contamination from hazardous or toxic
substances, and will minimize soil erosion and siltation. General Plan EIR, p. 4.7-14. In addition, the General Plan EIR included
mitigation measures to address water quality and concluded with mitigation, build out of the General Plan would have less than
significant impacts on waier quality. General Plan ER, p. 4.7-14. The mifigation measures included in the General Plan EIR are
as follows and will apply to the proposed project:

MM-HYD-1  Individual development projects would be required to prepare a drainage/grading plan for approval by the
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works prior fo issuance of grading permits.

MM-HYD-2  Individual projects would be required to construct any parkway drains or similar devices regquired by the
drainage/grading plan prior to issuance of & building permit.

In particufar, the proposed project's compliance with the City's public storm drain permit-related program will require the proposed
project fo design and implement Best Management Practices per the County's Standard Urban Storm Water Management Plan
(SUSMP) fo infiltrate, filter or freat runoff from the project site. The SUSMP has been developed to impiement the City's
reguirements under the public storm drain permit to control runoff from developed areas so that water quality standards of area
surface and ground waters are maintained. Thus, compliance with the SUSMP will ensure that water guality is not degraded and
that the City's obligations under the public storm drain permit are upheld. Additionally, the proposed project will be required to
comply with the statewide construction storm water permit issued by the State Water Resources Cantrof Board. This construction
phase permit requires that Best Management Practices be implemented and maintained thai meet technology-based design
standards and that ensure no violatons of water quality standards occur in surface waters or ground waters receiving flow or
percolated waters attributable to the construction project. Adherence to this canstruction storm water permit will ensure that water
guality during the construction phase is protected. Therefore, implementation of the General Plan, inclusive of development of the
proposed project as contemplated in the General Pian EIR, would resut in less than significant impacts in regards to water quality
as water quality standards will be maintained, water quality will not be degraded, and applicable water quality permits will be
upheld through compliance with established water quality reguiatery programs. Through adherence fo applicable faws and
regulatory programs and the mitigation measures discussed in the General Plan EIR, implementation of the proposed project will
not have any impacts greater than or substantially different than were discussed in the General Plan EIR and impacts to water
guality wil! be less than significant.

b} The General Plan EIR idenfifies a significant and unavoidable impacts from depleted groundwater supplies as a resuit of
buildout of the General Plan. General Plan EIR, pp. 4.7-15 and 4.13-8. The City of Carson relies on a combination of whoiesalers
and retailers for its municipal water supply and water recycling efforts; these agencies operate and maintain various pipelines,
pooster stations and other facifities in the City to maintain a supply of potable water and to promote the use of recycled water. Of
the four water purveyors serving the City, only Cai Water utilizes focai ground water for Carson. General Plan EIR, p. 4.7-14. The
General Plan EIR determined that implementation of the General Plan would increase the population and businesses within the
City of Carson, and ultimately increase the demand for water suppiies. /d. The City has identified the protection and conservation
of Carson's water resources as one of its goals in the Open Space and Conservation Element of the General Pian {0SC-2). In
addition, specific policies have been identified to achieve this goal. They include conserving and enhancing the City's water supply
and coordinating and manitoring the community's water conservafion efforts fo ensure their effectiveness (0SC-2.4). General Plan
EIR, p. 4.7-15. Implementafion of the policies in the General Plan would reduce impacts of groundwater depletion, however,
significant and unavoidable impacts would remain as the City is built cut per the General Plan. The proposed project wilt construct
structures and paved surfaces over the surface of the relatively small {14.3 acres) vacant siie. This development will reduce the
amount of groundwater recharge potential that may be present af the site; however, due to the site’s size, the petential amount of
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percolation to groundwater is not of sufficient magnitude to significantly affect groundwater recharge volumes. Also, the amount of
water necessary to support the proposed project from the City's direct withdrawal of ground water is expected to be minimal and
will not result in significant impacts fo ground water sources. The implementation of the proposed proiect will not have any impacis
greater than or substantially different than were discussed in the General Plan EIR,

¢) and e} The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) presently owns and maintains three regional fiood
condrol facilities in and around the City of Carson, including the Torrance Lateral adjacent to the northern boundary of the project
site. The Caiifornia State Depariment of Transportation (Caitrans) also operates and maintains several drainage facilities within
State operating rights-of-way. General Plan EIR, p. 4.7-18. There are also several storm drains operated by the City in the project
site vicinity.

The General Plan EIR acknowledged that implementation: of the General Plan would result in the development of vacant and
underutilized parcels, such as the project site. Development would increase the potential for short-term erosion, sittafion from the
site during the construction phase and would increase the potential for additional surface water runoff to the existing storm drain
system during the construction and operation phase. No new drainage systems or alterations to the existing drainage systems are
planned for the City of Carson, as those identified are considered sufficient fo handie current and projected future use inclusive of
the deveiopment of the proposed project site. However, the City has recognized the need to monitor and improve as necessary,
the storm drain system to ensure ifs adequacy in accommodating future development. Specific policies have been proposed as
part of the General Plan to reduce any impacts to drainage and runoff to less than significant levels including: maintaining and
improving the ievels of siocrm drainage service and ensuring infrastructure systems are adequate to accommodate infensification of
uses. Given these policies, the General Plan EIR found impacts fo drainage systems 1o be less than significant, p. 4.7-16.

The proposed proiect wilt not modify the adjacent flood control channel, and as stafed in the General Plan EIR, the storm drain
system sesving the proposed project site is sufficient to handie flows from the proposed project. Site drainage during and after
construction of the proposed project wilt comply with all applicable codes and requirements, inclusive of requirements under the
statewide general construction permit. Under that permit, best management practices must be implemented during construction
meeling the permit's technology-based limits and ensuring that an adequate combination of erosion and sedimentation controls are
in place on the site to protect disturbed areas. Compliance with this permit will ensure that erosion potential remains minimat and
water quality of downstream water features is protected. After construction, erosion potendial is anficipated to be inconsequential
as the site will be covered in paved surfaces, structures, and landscaping, all serving to reduce potential erosion, especially in
comparison to the site's current vacant status. In light of these factors, and the fact that the existing storm drain system is of
sufficient capacity to manage fiows from the project sife, no significant impacts are anticipated with deveiopment of the proposed
project and the project will not have any impacts more significant or substantially different than those disclosed in the General Plan
ElR.

d), g}, and h) As discussed in the General Plan EIR, 100-year flocd areas in the City are limited to the Dominguez Channel and its
lateral fload condrol channels, A Master Pian of Drainage for the City of Carson was developed in 1887, The Plan assesses
citywide drainage faciliies and establishes long term plans for the development and implementation of agdditional drainage
facilities. The Plan provides exact system configurations and suggested improvements for particular sites within the City. The
General Plan EIR- determined that implementation of the Plan would provide additional control over drainage concerns.
Additionally, the General Plan EIR discusses several poficies, implementation of which (along with the Master Plan of Drainage)
would result in fess than significant impacts regarding drainage and potential fiooding within the City. The policies include:
continued work betwaen the City and relevan{ agencies to reduce potential flooding, fargefing storm drain improvements in those
areas of localized flooding in the City, ensuring the storm drain systems are adequate to manage flows when developtment
intensifies, and maintain the Multihazard Functional Pian for emergency response and recovery, General Plan EIR, p. 4.7-17.
Thus, the General Pian E!R determined that implementation of the Master Plan of Drainage inclusive of the policies in the General
Plan, would result in less than significant impacts in regards to drainage and flooding. General Plan EIR, p. 4.7-18.

The proposed project does not include any residential units. A small partion in the extreme northeast corner of the proiect is
designated on Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood Zone maps as being within zone X" indicating & 0.2 percent
chance of experiencing a 100-year flooding with flood depths of less than 1 foot. General Plan EIR, Exhibit 4.7-2, Fiood Zone Map,
p. 4.7-11, and FEMA Flocd Zone Map of Carson California (available at www fema.gov). implementation of ihe proposed project
will not confiict with the City's policies refated to drainage and as identified in the General Plan EIR, the storm drain system serving
the proposed project site is sufficient to handle flows from the proposed project site. The project design is such that finished fioor
elevations for any structures in the Zone X area marked cn the relevant FEMA map will meet FEMA requirements relative to the be
100-year FEMA flood zone.  Thus, implementafion of the propesed project will not have any significant impacts related to drainage
or floading and would not create any significant impacts greater than or substantially different than discussed in the General Plan
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EIR.

i and }} The potential for earthquake-induced fiooding, isunamis, and seiches can be preclided, as no upstream dams or other
bodies of water are present nearby the project site. Celeman Geotechnical Investigation, p. 5. No impact.

Conclusion; No significant impécts ta hydrology or water quality would occur with implementation of the proposed project and the
project will not have any impacts greater than or substantially different from what was discussed in the Generat Plan EIR;
therefore, no additional analysis under CEQA is required.

Potential New/;  No Changes New Information
Substantially or New Showing Ability
Greater information fo Reduce
Significant | Requiring Further Significant Less Than
Environmental Analysis in Effects in Significant
Issues Effects Subsequent EIR Program EIR Impact No Impact
X LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
g} Physically divide an established community? X
b}  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, o
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the
project {including, buf not Emited to the general X
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of aveiding or
mitigafing an environmental effect?
o} Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation X
plan or natural community conservation plan?

Discussion: The General Plan anticipated development of the project sife with a mulli use business park, such as the proposed
project, General Plan EIR, p. 4.1-16.

a) The project does not propose any changes in land use designation or zoning of the project site. The General Plan EIR
indicated that the current {and use designation, as described in the General Plan, would not result in the physical division of any
established communities, and “would provide better consistency between existing and new uses, resulting in the profection
established communities.” General Plan EIR, p. 7-1. No impact.

b} The proposed project is consisient with all appiicabie land use pians, policies and regulations of agencies with jurisdiclion over
the project. Thus, there will be no impact from implementation of the proposed project.

¢} No areas within the City of Carson are included within any natural community conservation plans or other habitat conservation
plans. General Plan EIR, p. 7-2. As such, implementation of the proposed proiect would not confiict with the provisions of any
such plans. No impact.

Conclusion: No land use or planning impacts will result from implementation of the proposed project.

Pofential New/ !  No Changes New Information
Substantialty or New Showing Ability
Greafer Information to Reduce
Significant | Requiring Further Significant Less Than
Environmental Analysis in Effects in Significant
Issues Effects Subsequent EIR Program EIR impact No Impact

X.  MINERAL RESOURCES. Woutd the project:

a}  Resultin the loss of avallability of a known mineral
resource that would be a value 1o the region and X
the tesidents of the state?

b)  Resultin the loss of avallability of a tocally
imporiant mineral resource recovery site X
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or
other fand use plan?
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" Discussion:

a} No known mineral resources are located within the City. General Plan EIR, p. 7-3. The project site is a former Class || waste
tandfill and no minerai resources exist onsite. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of any known mineral

resources., No impact.

b} No focally important mineral resource recovery sites are located within the City. General Plan EIR, p. 7-3. The proposed
project is not within an area of mineral resource extraction. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the foss of any
mineral resources or resource recovery sites. No impact.

Conclusion; There would be no impact o mineral resources due to implementation of the proposad project.

Issues

Potential New/
Substantially
Greater
Significant
Environmental
Effects

No Changes
or New
information
Requiring Further
Analysis in
Subsequent EIR

New Information
Showing Ability
to Reduce
Significant
Effects in
Program EIR

Less Than
Significant
impact

Mo impact

" XL NOISE. Would the project result in:

a)  Exposurs of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the X
local general plan of noise ordinance, or applicahle
standards of other agencies?

by  Exposure of persons fo or genaration of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundbome noise X
levels?

¢) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing X
without the project?

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

g) Fora project focated within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has nol been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public use X
airport, would the project expose pecple residing
or working in the project area fo excessive noise
levels?

fi  Fora project within the vicinity of a private airstrip,
would the project expose people residing or X
working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

Discussion: A site-specific noise study was prepared for the proposed project. Urban Crossroads, The Coves Business Center
Noise Analysis (Cct. 31, 2008) (Noise Report}.

a), b, ¢), and d) Construction Noise: Typical activities associated with construction are a highly noticeable temporary noise
source. Noise from construction activities is generated by two primary sources during construction phases: 1) the transport of
workers and equipment to consiruction sites. and 2) the noise related to the consiruction itself (.g., on-site equipment). The
General Plan £IR found that as underutilized or vacant parcels are developed, consiruction-related activities would generate
noise from construction equipment, grading operations, and stationary equipment. However, construction noise impacts are
short-term and cease upon completion of each project. The Generat Plan EIR conciuded that compliance with the City Noise
Ordinance and Noise Control Plan, as weli as implementation of the noise policies in the General Plan {including those that
require periodic review and amendment of noise plans and ordinances, exploration of new enforcament options and limitation of
truck traffic where necessary) would serve to reduce shori-term construction noise impacts to less than significant levels.
General Plan EIR, pp. 4.5-29-30,
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Primary noise generating activiies during conséruction would be those from deep dynamic compaction (DDC), grading, and pile

driving. Noise Report, p. 44. Each of these activities will be conducted in three distinct phases at the proposed project site. {As
discussed further under Traffic and Transportation, construction worker commuter fraffic, and thus noise from such traffi, is not
considered to be significant for the proposed project) With the potential sensitivities of these uses, the following preject design

{as recommended in the Noise Report) will be implemented during the construction phase of the proposed groject:

e  consiruction operations will not take place on Sundays, tegal holidays or during nightiime hours,

o DDC, grading, and pile driving activities will occur moving from east to west across the project site so as to reduce
noise levels due to increased distance to the relative equipment as each construction phase progresses,

e & femporary noise attenuation wall consisting of eight-foot high sicrage containers will be placed along the
gastern site boundary, and

e pile driving equipment will be equipped with noise controf devices including mufflers, silencers, engine covers and
noise attenuation shiglds or shrouds {using two-inch thick acoustical material). Noise Report, pp. 44, 45, 47, and 50,

For the DDC, grading, and pile driving phases of construction, the Noise Report predicted that noise from the construction
activities would not exceed Noise Ordinance thresholds (of 75 decibeis and 85 decibels for the residences and church
respectively) with implementation of the construction design components. Noise Report, pp. 45, 47, and 50,

Vibration from the proposed project site is anticipated to occur only in conjunciicn with DDC and pile driving operations during
the construction phase. The City does not have standards regarding acceptable vibration levels: however, conservative
thresholds of significance were utilized in the Noise Report which were adopted from the Federal Transit Administration, and
based upon analyses contained in the Noise Report, vibrafion velocities from the proposed project's construction activities wil
not exceed the applied thresholds. Therefore, vibration impacts will be tess than significant.. Due to the proposed project's
compiiance with the City's Noise Ordinance, construction noise impacts will be less than significant, and wilt be no greater than
those discussed in the General Plan EIR.

Cperation Phase Noise: During the operation phase of the proposed project, potential noise sources will come from vehicular
traffic and stationary sources. The General Pian EIR determined that development under the General Plan would create
unavoidable significant impacts related to traffic noise. General Plan EIR, p. 4 5-47. The General Pian EIR proiected significant
increases in traffic noise levels along several streets in the proposed project vicinity including Del Amo Blvd., Torrance Bivd.,
Main St., and Figueroa St., with projected noise levels for these roadways at 69, 69, 72, and 69 decibels respectively. General
Plan EIR, pp. 4.5-37-38. The significant vehicle noise impacts discussed with implementation of the General Pian are primarily
based on the premise that these noise levels could not be feasibly reduced to a less than significant evel through standard
mitigation practices or appfication of policies discussed in the Genetal Plan EIR. General Plan EIR, p. 4.5-47. With regard to
stafionary noise sources, the General Plan EIR found that implementation ¢f the General Plan would not create significant noise
impacts as individual projects wouid be required fo ensure stationary noise impacts from on-site equipment adhere fo the City's
Noise Ordinance, which is designed to prevent nuisances to persons in the vicinity of the equipment (both sensitive and non-
sensitive recepiors). General Plan EIR, p. 4.5-46. Additionally, the General Plan EIR discusses several noise polices that wil
further ensure stationary noise impacts are less than significant; these policies include those requiring Noise Ordinance
enforcemert, coordination with health officials regarding noise issues, and ensuring acceptable noise levels near noise-sensitive
recepitors (.g., schools and hespitals).

The Noise Report prepared for the project identified the residences to the east of the site and a church to the south of the site as
the nearest sensifive receptors. Existing noise levels in the vicinity of the project site are already high and exceed the applicable
Noise Ordinance levels for both the areas near the church and near the residences. Daytime and nighttime ambient noise levels
near the residences are 65.0 and 54.8 decibels respectively; daytime and nightiime ambient ncise levels near the church are
£9.1 and 53.8 decibals respectivaly. Pursuant o the City's Noise Ordinance (§5502(h)) the existing ambient noise fevels
become the noise standards in the areas near the church and the residences given that the ambient noise levels exceed
otherwise applicabie standards. Given the proposed project's use as light industrial, office and retail uses, the existing noise
levels would be considered normally compatible (industrial uses) and conditionatly compatible (office and retall uses). Noise
Report, p. 42. Because the proposed proiect design includes heat and air conditioning sysfems such that windows at the project
site can be closed if desired, the noise levels for persons at the project site wilt be considered acceptable per the General Plan
fand use and noise compatibility requirements. Id. Regarding traffic noise, hased upon a year 2011 analysis (the first year the
project may be operational) increases in traffic noise due to the proposad project in the vicinity are projected to be up to 0.2
decibels (a change in noise that would be barely distinguishable), which is below the 3 decibei threshold of significance (a
threshold identified as “barely perceptible”); traffic noise impacts are, therefore, considered less than significant, Noise Repor,
9. 32, For stationary sources, the sources at the proposed project will include truck deliveries and operation of rooftop heating
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and air conditioning units {(which will include a three foot parapet wall surrounding the units). All stationary noises from the
prapesed project are projected to be below existing exterior noise levels and wili thus comply with the Noise Ordinance
(projections are 50.5 decibels for daytime and nighttime levels near the residences and 51.6 for daytime and nighttime levels
near the church). Noise Report, p. 38. Additionally, stationary source noise levels are prejected to change due to the project by
0.1 decibeis—a level considered barely perceptible. Noise Report, p. 41. Thus, project-related stationary noise impacts are
expecied {o be less than significant. Due to the proposed project’s compliance with the City's noise- ordinance and in light of the
fess than significant impacts discussed in the Noise Report, noise impacts from the proposed project will be less than significant
and will be no greater than those discussed in the Gensrai Plan EIR.

e} The General Plan EIR determined that ne significant noise impacts occur from the operation of the Compton Airport impact
neise sensitive uses in Carson, However, there is some infrusion of noise from the Long Beach Airport. Currently, noise
generated from the Long Beach Airport does not significantly impact the City of Carson.  However, shouid the volume of air
traffic at Long Beach Airport increase, noise could become & significant impact to residential areas on the east side of the City
{the proposed project site lies on the west side of the City}. The General Pian EIR found that compliance with the guidelines and
specifications set forth in the Long Beach Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance No. C-7320 of the Long Beach Muricipal Code
would serve fo reduce any potentially significant noise impacts from future cperations of the Long Beach Airport and that
implemeniation of policies in the General Plan would serve to reduce any potentially significant noise impacts associated with
future operations of the Compton and Long Beach Airports to fess thar significant levels. General Plan EIR, pp. 4.5-42-43,
Given the proposed project's location or the west side of the City and the lack of significant impacts from operation of the
Compton Airport, less than significant are anficipated from implementation of the proposed project.

f) The project site is not iocated in the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impacts,

Conclusion: No significant impacts to noise would ccour with implementation of the proposed proiect and the project will not
have any impacts greater than or substantially different from what was discussed in the General Plan EIR; therefore, no
additional analysis under CEQA is required.

Pofenfial New/|  No Changes New Information
Subsiantially or New Showing Ability
Greafer Information fo Reduce
Significant | Requiring Further Significamt Less Than
Environrmental Analysis in Effects in Signiffcant
Issues Effects Subsequent EIR Program EIR Impact No Impact

XIii.  POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

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

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

cj Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessiiating the construction of replacement X
housing elsewhere?

Discussion: The General Pian EIR evaluated the possibility of inducing substantial poputation growth in the area, either directly
or indirectly, due fo buildout according to the General Plan, which anficipated a muiti use business park at the project site. The
General Plan EIR determined that no significant population or housing impacts would result due to the consistency of the
projected City population growth with projections from the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG}, the
aniicipated increase in housing within the City and surrounding area to accommodate the increased population, the projected
increase in job opportunities in the City under the build out of the General Plar, and implementation of policies in the General
Plan retated to ensuring jebs/housing bafance within the City. General Plan EIR, pp. 4.2-5-9. Under these circumstances, the
General Plar EIR concluded that build out of the General Plan would have a less than significant impact on popuiation and
housing. /d. The project site is currently vacant ard, therefore, no housing or people will be displaced as result of construction
or operation of the proposed project. The proposed project does not entail roadway or infrastructure extensions or new
residential units. The proposed proiect will develop a business park which will provide job oppertunities to the area as
anticipated by the City’s General Pian. Thus, the implementation of the proposed project will not have any impacts on population
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or housing greater than or substantiaily different than discussed in the General Plan EiR.

Conclusion: No significant impacts to population or housing would occur with implementation of the proposed project and the
project will net have any impacts greater than or substantially different from what was discussed in the General Plan EIR;
therefore, no additional analysis under CEQA is required.

Potential New/ New information
Substantially | No Changes or New Showing Ability
Greater Information to Reduce
Significant | Requiring Further Significant Less Than
Environmental Analysis in Effects in Significant
Issues Effects Subsequent EIR Program EIR Impact No impast

: XHi.  PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of

' new or physically altered governmental facifities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives for any of the public services:

a}  Fire protection? X

b}  Police protection? X

o} Schools? X
d) Parks? X

e}  Qther public facilities? X
Discussion:

a) Al deveiopment resulting from implementation of the propesed General Plan, inclusive of the proposed project, will be
required to comply with all applicable fire code and ordinance requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows and
hydrants. Individual projects, such as the proposed project, will be reviewed by the Los Angeles County Fire Department to
determine the specific fire requirements applicable and to ensure compliance with these requirements. Under these
circumstances, the General Plan EIR concluded that build out of the General Plan would result in a less than significant impact
with regard 1o fire protection. General Plan EIR, p. 4.8-12. The proposed project will comply with the applicable fire-protection
laws and ordinances ard will not have any impacts different from or more substantial than those discussed in the General Plan
EIR; thus, impacts of proposed project implementation will be less than significant,

b} The City of Carson contracts with the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Depariment for police services within the City. General
Plan EIR, p. 4.8-12. The City has determined ihat the ability of the County Sheriff's Department fo provide a standard level of
service as a result of implementation of the Generai Plan wouit be less than significant due in pari to the payment by the City of
additional fees to pay for the additional law enforcement services necessitated by the build out of the General Plan. General
Plan EIR, pp. 4.8-12-13. Policies included in the General Pian that wili further ensure less than significant impacts include these
that promote community policing, continue coordination with the Sheriff's Department, support strict enforcement of codes and
other laws, continue a zero tolerance approach fo gang activifty, and pursue addifional funding sources for public facility.

General Plan EIR, pp. 4.8-13-14. As a business park, the development of which was contemplated in the General Plan, the
proposed project will not create any unigue or greater impacts on police services than those identified in the General Plan EIR;
therefore, impacts from implementation of the proposed project wili be less than significant,

¢} Significant and unavoidable impacts fo schools were identified in the General Plan EfR (General Plan EIR, p. 4.8-23),
however, no residences will be constructed and no popuiation increase wilt result from the proposed project. Thus no impacis to
schools are anticipated with implementation of the proposed project,

d} The City currently has an excess of park land per state standards, and with population increase projections, the General Plan
EIR projects that the City will continue to have an excess of park land with the projected increase in population resulting from
(General Plan build out. Thus, the General Pian EIR determined that implementation of the General Plan would not create a
need for additional park Jand. General Plan EIR, p. 4.8-8. Since the General Plan EIR anticipated development of the project
site with a multt use business park, and given the fack of identified need for any additional park land with General Pian build out,
impacts to parks are cansidered Iess than significant with implementation of the General Pian and the praposed project.
General Plan EIR, p. 4.9-10.

g) The General Plan EIR identified a need for additional library facilities and materials resulting from implementation of the
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General Pian based upon an increase in poputation that will accompany the General Plan build cut. General Plan EIR, p. 4.8
17. The General Plan £IR identified a policy requiring coordination with the Los Angeles County Library to meet identified needs
and shall incorporate necessary policies into the Parks, Recreation: and Human Services Element of the General Plan. Based
upon this policy, the General Plan EIR concluded that library impacts were less than significant. General Pian EIR, 5. 4.8-18.
The preposed project is not anticipated to generate population increases and will have ne impact on the need for library facilities.

Conclusion: No significant impacis to public services would occur with implementation of the proposed project and the project
wili not have any impacts greater than or substantially different from what was discussed in the General Pian EIR; therefore, no
additional analysis under CEQA is required..

Potential New/|  No Changes
Substantially or New New Informafion
Greater information Showing Ability to
Significant | Reguiring Further Reduce Less Than
Environmental Analysis in Significant Effects | Significant
Issues Effects Subsequent EIR in Program EIR impact No Impact
XIV. RECREATION.
a)  Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhoed and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical X
daterioration of the facllity would occur or be
acceleraied?

b}  Does the project include recreafional facilfities or
require the construction or expansion of X
recraational facilities which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

Discussion: The City of Carson has approximately 353.9 acres of available park land. The State of California standard for park
open space is 3 acres for every 1,000 residents. The City has a surplus of approximaiely 85 acres of public open space, and
thus currenily meets the Siate’s siandard. The City is approximately 83 percent developed, so there is the potential fo acquire
and develop additional park land. General Plan EIR, p. 4.9-8. The General Pian projects an increase in population of 13,670
people to 103,400 by 2020. Based on the State park land ratio of 3 acres per 1,000 people, the population increase of 13,670
residents would create a total demand for approximatety 310.2 acres of park land Citywide. The General Plan EiR determined
that implementation of the General Plan would not create a need for additional park land. General Pian EIR, p. 4.9-8. Thus, the
General Plan EIR found that build out of the General Pian would have a less than significant impacts on parks and recreation.
General Plan EIR, p. 4.8-10. Since the General Plan EIR anticipated development of the project site with a multi use business
park, since the project is not expected to increase population in the area, and since no additional acres for park iand are
anticipated to be generated by the proposed project, project impacts to park land will be less than significant.

Conclusion: No significant impacts to recreational resources would cccur with implementation of the proposed project and the
project will not have any impacts greater than or substantially different from what was discussed in the General Plan EIR;
therefore, no additionat analysis under CEQA is required..

Potential New/ No Changes
Substanfiafly or New New Information
Greafer Information Showing Abilify to
Significant | Requiring Further Reduce Less Than
Enviranmental Analysis in Significant Effects | Significant
Issues Effects Subseguent EIR in Program EIR Impact No Impact
XV. TRANSPORTATIONITRAFFIC. Would the project:
a)  Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in
retation to the existing iraffic load and capacity of
the street system {i.e., resuitin a substaniial X
increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the
volume fo capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?
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b}  Exceed, sither individually or cumulalively, a level
of service standard established by the county
congestion management agency for designated
roads or highways?

o) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in {raffic levels or a change in X
tocation that results in substantial safety risks?

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

e}  Result in inadequate emergency access? X

fy  Result in inadequale parking capacity? X

g} Confiict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
supportiag alternative fransportation (2.9., bus X
turmouits, bicycle racks)?

Discussion: A site-specific traffic study was prepared for the proposed project. Urban Crossraads, The Coves Business Center
Traffic Impact Analysis (Cct. 8, 2008 augmanted by lefter report Oct. 29, 2008) (Traffic Report).

a) and b) The General Plan EIR found two significant and unavoidable impacts with respect to traffic and circulation: 1} 41 traffic
segments would operate at deficient levels (fraffic volumes/roadway capacities) (e.g., Level of Service {LOS) E or F) with
implementation of the General Plan under 2020 conditions (General Plan EIR, pp. 4.3-36-37), and 2) implementation of the
proposed General Plan would result in inconsistancies with the Congestion Management Program (CMP) standards with six
freeway segments in the AM or PM peak hours having increases of 0.02 or more in demand tc capacity with a resulting level of
service of . General Plan EIR, p. 4.3-60. Deficient roadway segments inciude Figueroa St., Main St., and Torrance Blvd. in the
immediate preject vicinity. General Plan EIR, Exhibit 4.3-10. The General Plan EIR also found cumulative significant and
unavoidable impacts relative to fraffic. General Plan EIR, p. 4.13-8.

The proposed project site has the following roadways in the immediate vicinity: Main St. (east), Torrance Bivd. (south), Del Amo
Blvd. (north), Figueroa St. (west), Inferstate 110 {I-110 {west of Figueroa St.), and Hamilfon Ave. (west of I-110). The proposed

project is expected to generate a net fotal of approximately 3,576 daily trips with 401 AM peak hour trips and 361 PM peak hour

trips under operation phase conditions. Cumulative projects in the vicinity are expected to generate 77,748 daily trips with 3,008
AM peak hour trips and 8,698 PM peak hour trips.

Under existing conditions, readways in the proposed project study area cperate at accepiable LOS except for Hamilton Ave, at
Del Amo Blvd. and Bamilton Ave. at the I-110 Southbound ramps. In 2011 (the earliest year when the proposed project may be
operational) under “without project conditions’ intersections in the proposed project’s study area would operate at acceptable
LGOS, save for Figueroa St. at Del Amo Blvd., Main St. at Det Amo Blvd., Main St at Vista del Loma, Hamilton Ave. at Det Amo
Blvd. and Hamilton Ave. at the 1-110 Southbound ramps. With the implementation of measures discussed in the Traffic Report—
measures that were committed to implementation as a part of the nearby Carson Markeiplace Project {Carson Markeiplacs EIR,
SCH 2005051059 (Jan. 2008))—acceptable LOS will be achieved at; Figueroa St. at Del Amo Bivd., Main St. at Del Ame Bivd.,
Hamilton Ave. at De! Amc Bivd. and Hamilton Ave. at the I-110 Southbound ramps {of note is that measures to mitigate traffic
impacts at these infersections discussed in the Traffic Report are identical to or less than what was committed to as mitigation for
the Carson Marketplace project). For the infersection of Main St. at Vista del Loma, the Traffic Report notes that only westbound
feft tum movement would operate at unacceptable LOS in the 2011 withouf project condition and that this projected deficiency is
due to cumulative traffic volumes using the cumulative preject list. Under the current ecoenomic conditions, the Traffic Report
notes that the cumulative traffic analysis is considered conservative as projects on the cumulative project list may not ulimately
be developed or may not be developed at originally-anticipaied densities. Thus, the traffic volumes at Main St. at Vista del Loma
may never increase to unacceptable levels. Installation of & traffic signal af Main St. and Vista dei Loma to condrof traffic,
although warsanted under the calculated future cumulative traffic conditions, would not be feasibie. A signaiis to be instalied at
Main St. and Lenardo Dr.—325 feet to the north—as a part of the Carson Marketpiace project mitigation; instaiiation of a second
signal at Vista del Loma so close to the Lenardo signal is not feasible, as such a signal would create adverse traffic delays and
vehicie queuing during peak periods. Thus, the intersection of Main St. and Vista del Loma shouid be monitored by the City for
sufficiency of LOS. If cumulative traffic conditions resuitin an actual deficient LOS at Main St and Vista del Loma (as opposed
to a theoretical deficiency), then the intersection will be restricted fo right-infright-out/left-in access only to ensure adequate 1.OS
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is maintained (requiring re-siriping and curb modifications;.

Under “with” project conditiens in 2011, infersections that would operate at deficient LOS in the project vicinity would be the samea
deficient infersections as under “without” project conditions along with the infersection of Figueroa St. at -110 Northbound
Ramps. To ensure sufficient LOS at Figusroa St. at the |M11G Northbound Ramps is maintained, as part of the proposed project's
design, the following improvements will be implemented (as recommended in the Traffic Report):

«  construct a southbound left tumn fane info the proposed project and implement overlap phasing on the southbound right
turn tane {requires restriping for exclusive left turn lane);

«  gonstruct a second eastbound left turn lane and re-siripe the eastbound shared left-right turn lane (requiring restriping
for the second left turn lane); and :

«  consiruct the westhound approach lanes fo provide for a left furn lane and 2 shared through-right turn lane to align with
the 110 Nerthbound ramps on the cpposite side of Figusroa St.

Additionally, per City requirements, the proposed project would be required fo pay “fair share” traffic fees to fund improvements o
accommodale cumulative growth in the area. With implementation of the proposed project traffic design features, adherence fo
established City traffic fee programs, implementation of the mitigation from the Carson Marketplace project, and the intersection
restriction af Vista del Loma {should i become necessary), the LOS for all intersections in the proposed project study area would
be sufficient. This would represent an improvement over the unavoidable significant impacts to traffic LOS predicted by the
General Plan EIR.

For construction phase traffic specifically, the Traffic Report cencludes that construction of the proposed project will not generate
significant traffic impacts in the vicinity due to: a lack of head for haul trucks for the site, commuter trips for construction site
workers falling outside of traditional peak traffic periods, and the proximity of the 1-110 Freeway to the project site (adjacent to the
site on the west) making it less likely that construction traffic will ufilize local roadways. Traffic Report, amendment.

¢) The General Plan EIR found that implementation of the General Plan, inclusive of the proposed project site which was
accounted for as being developed as a business park in the General Plan, would provide censistency with surrounding land uses
and intensities and that nc changes to air traffic patterns would occur. General Plan =iR, p. 7-3. Because the development of
the site as a business park was contemplated in the Generat Plan, there are no additional or different impacts that would oceur
with implementation of the proposed project; impacis will be less than significant.

d) The proposed project does not include any design features or incompatible uses that would substantially increase traffic
hazards, The proposed light industrial, office and retail flocr space uses at the project site are consistent with the Mixed Use
Business Park designation from the General Plan, which conternplated such a use at the specific location of the proposed
project. Additionally, the proposed project design includes components ensuring that ingressfegress from the project site fo
adjacent streets is conducted within the appropriate street width and with appropriate lane configurations fo ensure fraffic
hazards do not occur. Traffic Report, p. 72. Issues refated o the level of service at infersections relative to the proposed project
are considered less than significant as discussed in greater defall above. Thus, potential proiect impacts relative fo traffic
hazards are considered less than significant.

g) The proposed project site would be accessible fo fire, ambulance, and pofice vehicles from the adjacent roadways. Project
compliance with design requirements imposed by the City (e.g., driveway widths and emergency water supply access points) wili
ensure that project impacts are fess than significant.

f) The City has regulations regarding the number of parking spaces required for specific types of new development within the
City. Carson Municipal Code §9262.21. The site map included with this Checklist demonsirates thaf more than sufficient parking
is proposed than required by City Code. Thus, implementation of the proposed project will not result in any inadequate parking
and impacts relative o parking will be less than significani.

gt Public transportation in the City is proviged primarily by bus and rail lines, and hicycle and pedestrian paths (e.g., sidewalks)
serva most areas of the City. The General Pian EIR determined that the goats and policies in the Transportation and
infrastructure Element in the General Plan would enhance the use of alternative forms of fransportation in the City; these policies
inciude those raquiring the City to provide appropriate pedestrian and bicycle access and promofing ridership on bus and rail
lines. With these policies and the exisiing alternative transportation networks, the General Plan EIR concluded that
imptementation of the General Plar wouid not have significant impacts on alternative transporiation. General Plan EIR, . 4.3
59. The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan, is served by Carson Circuit Transit System, Carson Shuttle, and
Los Angeles County Mefropoiitan Transportation Authority bus lines. In light of the above factors, no significant aliernative
fransportation impacts would occur with implementation of the proposed project and the proposed project will have no impacts
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different than or greater than those discussed in the General Plan EIR.

Conclusion: No significant impacts relative to traffic and transportation would occur with implementation of the proposed project
and the project wili not have any impacts greater than or substantially different from what was discussed in the General Plan EIR:
therefore, no additional analysis under CEQA is required..

Potenfial New/ | No Changes
Substantially or New New Information
Greater Information Showing Abilfty to
Significant | Requiting Further Reduce Significant | Less Than -
Environmental Analysis in Effects in Program | Significant
Issues Effects Subsequent EIR EIR Impact | No impact
~ XVI.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater freatment requirements of the X

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b} Requirs or resulf in the construction of new water
or waste water treatment facilities or expansion of X
existing faciliies, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

¢} Require or result in the consiruction of new storm
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing X
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

dj  Have sufficlent water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entittements and X
rescurces of are new or expanded entitlements
needed?

e}  Resultin a determination by the waste water
freatment provider, which setves or may serve the
project that it has adeguate capacity to serve the X
project's projected demand in addition to the
provider's existing commitmenis?

fi  Be served by a tandfifl with sufficient permitted
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste X
disposal needs?

g} Comply with federal, state, and iocal statutes and X
© regulations related fo solid waste?

Discussion:

a), b) and e) The General Plan EiR determined thaf implementaticn of the General Plan would cause additional demand on the
existing sewer system from increased sewage flows; however, the General Plan EIR concluded that the sewer lines, maintained
by CSMD, would not be significantly impacted with implementation of the General Plan. General Plan EIR, p. 4.8-19. Thus, the
General Pian EIR concluded that build out of the General Plan would have a less than significant impact on sewer services.
General Pian EIR, p. 4.8-20. The California Health and Safety Code allows the two sewer providers for the City—Cal Water and
SCWC-—io charge a fee for connecting to their sysiems or for increasing the existing strength and/or quaniity of wastewater
attributable to a particutar parcel or operation already connected. The connection fees will pay for incremental expansion of the
sewerage system fo mitigate the impact of individual projects. The two sewer agencies’ facilities are sized and service is phased
in accordance with SCAG regional growth projections. implementation of the General Piar was found to be in line with these
projections. Therefore, a less than significant impact would result from build out of the General Plan, inclusive of the proposed
project, which was contemplated in the Genera! Plan.

As a mixed use business park, the proposed project would not be anticipaied to generate uses that would have constituents in
stich a quantity or of such a quality to cause the City's sewer providers o not meet their treatment limitation in their water guality
permits. Any manufacturing uses that couid eveniually be iocated within the proposed project wouid be required by the sewer
providers to obtain and maintain compliance with pre-treatment permits, the purpose of which is to ensure that sewer inflows will
not catise an upset at the sewage treatment plant. All other sewer flows from the proposed project witl be domestic in nature
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{e.g., toliets and sinks for favatories) and would not be anficipated fo create treatment issues with the sewer agencies. Through
the pre-treatment permitting process, sewer flows from the proposed proiect will not create treatment problems for the sewer
agencies and impacts will be less than significant. impacts from the proposed project on wastewater facilities will be no greater
or different that those presented in the General Plan EIR.

¢) The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) presently owns and mazintains three regional flood control
facilites in and around the City of Carson, including the Torrance Lateral adjacent o the northern boundary of the project site.
The California State Department of Transportation {Caltrans} also operates and maintains several drainage facilities within State
operating right-of-ways. General Plan EIR, p. 4.7-18. There are aisc several storm drains operated by the Cily in the project site
vicinity. The Generai Plan EIR acknowledged that implementation of the General Pian would result in the development of vacant
and underufilized parcels, such as the project site. Development wouid increase the potential for additional surface water runoff
to the existing storm drain systern during the consfruction and operation phase. No new drainage systems or alterations to the
existing drainage systems are planned for the City of Carson and the proposed project does nof involve modification of the
adjacent flood control channel. The General Plan EIR identified existing drainage facilities as being sufficient to hardle current
and projected future use inclusive of the development of the proposed project site. However, the City has recognized the need to
monitor and improve as necessary, the storm drain systern fo ensure its adequacy in accommodating future development.
Specific policies have been proposed as part of the General Plan to reduce any impacts to drainage and runoff to less than
significant levels including: maintaining and improving the levels of storm drainage service and ensuring infrastructure systems
are adequate to accommodate intensification of uses. Given these policies, the General Plan EIR found impacts to drainage
systems to be less than significant, p. 4.7-16. In light of these factors, no significant impacts are anficipated with development of
the proposed project and the project will not have any impacts more significant or substantially different than those disclosed in
the General Plan EIR.

b) and d} Cal Water and SCWC provide water service fo the City of Carson. Both providers maintain water mains and
connections with MWD within the City streets. The General Plan EIR identified that population increases resulting from
implementation of the General Pian would result in an increase in usage of the existing water system. Cai Water has indicated
that while no additional faciliies are planned, there are sufficient water supplies to serve the City with implementation of the
General Plan. SCWC has also confirmed that changes resulting from implementation of the General Plan are within the range of
SCWC's present assumptions for the planning for providing of water service fo the partion of the City within its service area. The
Generat Plan incorporated the change of the propesed project site from vacant to a mixed use business park. Thus, the
projections for water usage in the General Plan encompassed those for the proposed project, and the anticipated sufficient
stipplies of water and sufficiency of current water systems to serve the General Plan build out would aiso encompass the
praposed project.  Furthermore, if the water providers identified any water system improvements or additional facilities
necessitated to serve the proposed project, the water providers will require the proposed project applicant to fund and/or
centribute the cost of all or a portion of the necessary improvement, ensuring that the water supply system remains adequaie to
serve the proposed project. In kght of these factors, and in consideration of policies in the General Plan retated to water supply
(e.g., promoting water conservation in the City, maintaining and improving aging water systems, pursuing available funding
sources to improve public fagilities, and rehabilitating public facifities in 2 way that resulis in water savings) the General Plan EIR
found that impacts on water suppfies and water service systems due to General Plan implementation would be less than
significant. General Plan EIR, p. 4.8-19. The proposed project will not have significant impacts on water supply or water
systerns and impacts will be no different or greater than those discussed in the General Plan EIR.

f) and g} The General Plan EIR determined tha implementation of the General Plan would result in increased supply of solid
waste and increased demand for solid waste services. Landfills througheut California are rapidly reaching their capacities. The
State of California has established 50 percent as the minimum waste reduction rate for all cities. The City of Carson has adopted
a Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) and has achieved 56 percent waste reduction as of 1998, The General Plan
EiR concluded that implementation of the General Plan, inclusive of the development of the proposed project site which was
contempiated in the General Plan, wouid have less than significant on solid waste faciiities due fo compliance with state {aws and
implementaticn of the City's Source Reduction and Recycling Element, General Plan EIR, pp. 4.8-20-21. Furthermore, the
proposed project will be encouraging recycling and reuse of materials during the construction and operations phase in
conjunction with other measures aimed at reducing the propesed project's contributions of greenhouse gas emissions. Urban
Crosstoads, The Coves Business Park Greenhouse Gas Emissions Evaluation, pp. 23-24 {Oct. 28, 2008). In fight of these
factors, the proposed project's impacts on solid waste disposal will be less than significant and the project will have ne greater or
different impacts than those contemplated in the General Plan EIR.
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Conclusion: No significant impacts to utiliies and service systems would occur with implementation of the proposed project and
the project wili not have any impacts greater than or substantially different from what was discussed in the General Plan EiR;
therefore, no additional analysis under CEQA is required..

Potential New/ New Information
Substantially | No Changes or New Showing Ability
Greafer Information fo Reduce
Significant | Requiring Further Significant Less Than
Environmental Analysis in Effects in Significant
Issues Effects Subsequent EIR Program EIR Impact No impact

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

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

b)  Does the proiect have impacts thai are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable?
{"Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are considerable X
when viewed in connection with the effacts of past
projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects.)

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

Discussion:

a) Based on the preceding responses, the project site is currently vacant and was formerly used as a landfill. Redevelopment of
the project site does not have the potential o degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habita of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wiidlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to efiminate a piant or animal
sommunity, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rate or endangered plant or animal, or efiminate important examples of
the major perieds of California history or prehistory. implementation of the project will have no impacts.

b) The General Plan EIR, by its nafure, assessed the cumulative impacts of development within the City. Per the General Plan
EIR, impacis in the following areas will be less than significant: land use; population, employment and housing; geologic and
sefsmic hazards (with mitigation); hydrology and drainage {water quality, drainage and flooding with mitigation); public services
and ufilities; parks and recreation; public health and safety (use/generation/ransport of hazards, aircraft overfiight, and rail iine
hazards); cultural rescurces (with mitigation); and aesthetics. General Plan EIR, pp. 4.1-32, 4.2-9, 4.6-19, 4.7-14, 4.7-16, 4.7-18,
4.8-12-22, 4.9-1C, 4.10-22,; 4.11-6, and 4.12-10. Per the General Plan EIR, impacts in the following areas will be significant and
unaveidable: traflic and transportation, air quality, noise, hydrology {groundwater depletion), public services and utilities
(schools), public health and safety (accidental release of hazards, air foxics, oil contamination, and fandfills), and cumulative
effects of traffic, air quality, hydrology and public health and safety. General Plan EIR, pp. 4.3-80, 4.4-22, 4.5-47, 4.7-18, 4.10-
32, 4.13-8. The proposed proiectis not anticipated {o have significant cumulative impacts when viewed in connection with other
reasonably foreseeable future projects. As discussed in the preceding responses, the proposed project will comply with all
appiicable resource protection iaws from federal, state, and local agencies, which have been desigred o ensure that cumulative
impacts from new development, such as the proposed business park, are properly controlied so as not to significantly affect the
aesthetic environmen, retention of agricultural land, on- or off-site habiiats and species, water resources, cultural and
paleontological resources, fand use planning, geologic resources, municipal resources, pubiic services and utility systems, the
health and safety of persons on- or off-site, and the interests of others in the surrounding area to enjoy their property. Through
compliance with these regulatory programs, project impacts will not be cumuiatively considerable. Thus, the implementation of
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the proposed project will not have significant impacts greater than or substantially different from those discussed in the General
Plan EIR.

c) Based on the preceding responses, implementation of the proposed project will have a less than significant impact relative fo
aesthetics, agricultural resources, air quality, cultural resources, geology and cils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology
and water quafity, lang use and planning, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, fransportation and traffic,
and utifities and service systems. Therefore, the proposed project wilt not have any direst or indirect significant impacts on
humar: beings.

Conciusiqn: Impacts from the proposed project witt be less than significant and are not anticipated to be different or greater
than those identfied in the General Plan £IR; therefore, no additional CEQA analysis is required for the proposed project beyond
the General Plan £IR.

Date of Preparation: November 17, 2008




Page 31 of 31

Figure 1

Site Plan
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