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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
1.1. PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

REPORT 
In accordance with State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines §§ 15120 
through 15132, the City of Gardena prepared a Draft EIR (DEIR) for the Normandie Crossing 
Specific Plan Project (SCH No. 2023050241). The DEIR was made available for review and 
comment to the public, responsible and trustee agencies, interested groups, and organizations 
for a 45-day period that occurred between December 4, 2023 and January 20, 2024. The DEIR 
was also made available directly to State agencies through the State Clearinghouse, Office of 
Planning and Research.  

The Project was heard before the Planning Commission at the March 19, 2024, public hearing. As 
a result of input received from the community through the public hearing and public review 
processes, as well as from a follow-up meeting the Applicant had with neighborhood residents 
following the Planning Commission hearing, the Applicant proposed plans for a revised project 
which is now included as the Community Input Alternative. This new Alternative addresses the 
following primary concerns that were raised by the community and neighborhood residents: 
density; and apartment building height and mass, parking and the alignment of the driveway on 
170th Street. This revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) includes the 
Community Input Alternative in addition to responses to comments received after the public 
comment period closed on January 20, 2024.  

1.2. FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
Before approving a project, CEQA requires that the Lead Agency prepare and certify  an FEIR. The 
contents of a FEIR are specified in State CEQA Guidelines § 15132, as follows: 

(a) The draft EIR or a revision of the draft.

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR either verbatim or in summary.

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the draft EIR.

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review
and consultation process.

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.

The FEIR allows the public and Lead Agency an opportunity to review DEIR revisions, the 
comments and responses, and other EIR components, such as the Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) before Project approval. The FEIR serves as the environmental 
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document to support a decision on the proposed Project. This FEIR document consists of the 
following components: 

 Section 1.0: Introduction,
 Section 2.0: Comment Letters and Responses,
 Section 3.0: Errata to the DEIR, and
 Section 4.0: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

It is noted, none of the corrections/clarifications identified in this FEIR constitute “significant new 
information” pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5. The new information added merely 
clarifies/amplifies and makes insignificant modifications to the DEIR. The corrections/ 
clarifications do not involve changes in the Project or significant new information. They do not 
result in a new impact or substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact 
identified in the DEIR. No new or substantially different mitigation measures than those identified 
in the DEIR are required. Moreover, the new information does not affect the DEIR’s overall 
conclusions. Therefore, recirculation of the DEIR is not warranted. 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines § 15090, prior to approving a project, the Lead Agency must 
certify that:  

1. The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;

2. The Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, and that the
decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to
approving the Project; and

3. The Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis.

These certifications, or “Findings of Fact,” are not part of the FEIR, but can be found in the 
Resolution certifying the EIR. Both the FEIR and the Findings will be submitted to the Lead Agency 
for consideration of the proposed Project. 
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2.0 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 

2.1 LISTS OF PUBLIC AGENCIES, PERSONS, AND 
ORGANIZATIONS COMMENTING ON THE DEIR 

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines § 15132, the public agencies, and persons and 
organizations commenting on the DEIR are listed below in Table 2-1: List of Commenting Public 
Agencies and Persons and Organizations. As indicated in Table 2-1, comments on the DEIR were 
received from three public agencies, one organization, and three residents. 

Table 2-1: List of Commenting Public Agencies And Persons And Organizations

No. Date Author Author Title Agency/Organization 
Public Agencies 

A1 01/04/24 Ronald M. Durbin 
Chief, Forestry 

Division, Prevention 
Services Bureau 

County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department 

A2 01/17/24 Frances Duong Acting LDR/CEQA 
Branch Chief 

State of California 
Department of Transportation 

District 7 

A3 01/23/24 Curtis M. Welty, PG Associate Oil and 
Gas Engineer 

State of California 
Department of Conservation 

Geologic Energy Management 
Division 

Persons and Organizations 

A4 01/19/24 Stephanie Papayanis Attorney Western States Regional 
Council of Carpenters 

A5 02/25/24 Tish McCauley Resident N/A 
A6 02/18/24 Keren Hwang Resident N/A 
A7 02/01/24 Kevin Collier Resident N/A 
A8 03/13/24 Donnetta Jalomo Resident N/A 
A9 03/04/24 Kevin Collier Resident N/A 

A10 3/18/24 Mitchell M. Tsai Attorney Western States Regional 
Council of Carpenters 

A11 03/19/24 Brenda Rodriguez Resident N/A 
A12 03/19/24 Dalia R. Juarez Resident N/A 
A13 03/19/24 Terri C. Resident N/A 

A14 03/19/24 Yvonne & Arthur 
Acosta Residents N/A 

A15 03/19/24 Ace Rose Resident N/A 
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Table 2-1: List of Commenting Public Agencies And Persons And Organizations

No. Date Author Author Title Agency/Organization 
A16 03/20/24 Brandon Smith Residents N/A 
A17 03/20/24 Gloria Mazzocco Homeowner N/A 
A18 03/20/24 Liliana Arreguin Resident N/A 
A19 04/02/24 Various Residents N/A 

A20 03/19/24 Layne Fajeau Attorney Supporters Alliance for 
Environmental Responsibility 

A21 03/27/24 Bryan Flynn Attorney Supporters Alliance for 
Environmental Responsibility 

A22 10/23/24 Note to File N/A N/A 

2.2 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES 
In compliance with State CEQA Guidelines § 15132, this Section includes all comments received 
on the DEIR, along with the City of Gardena’s responses to significant environmental points raised 
by those comments. The comments are grouped according to author (i.e., Public Agencies and 
Persons and Organizations). Each individual comment letter listed in Table 2-1 is reproduced on 
the following pages. Each letter and the individual comments in each letter have been 
consecutively numbered for ease of reference. Following each comment letter, a response is 
provided for each comment raising substantive environmental issues. The responses are 
numbered and correlated to the bracketed and identified portions of each comment letter.  

Responses may include text revisions to clarify or amplify information in the DEIR, as a result of 
environmental points issues in the comments, or as requested by the Lead Agency. A response 
to a comment requiring DEIR revisions presents the relevant DEIR text in a box, with deleted text 
indicated by strike through and added text indicated by double underline, as follows:  

Deleted DEIR text   Added DEIR text 

DEIR text revisions are also presented in FEIR Section 3.0: Errata to the Draft EIR. 
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Letter A1 – County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
Page 1 of 3 
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Letter A1 – County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
Page 3 of 3 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A1 
Ronald M. Durbin, Chief, Forestry Division, Prevention Services Bureau  
County of Los Angeles Fire Department  
January 4, 2024 

A1-1 This comment from the Planning Division states that the fire protection for the area 
appears to be adequate for existing development. This comment also notes that each 
development (including this Project) would increase the demand on existing 
resources.  
 
As noted in DEIR Section 4.11: Public Services, the Project would result in population 
growth that would incrementally increase the demand for fire protection in the area. 
However, as the Project site is currently served by fire protection services and is in a 
suburban setting where fire protection services and equipment/infrastructure are 
already in place, the Project does not propose and would not require new or physically 
altered fire protection facilities to maintain fire service objectives. Therefore, impacts 
concerning fire protection would be less than significant. No further discussion is 
necessary. 
 

A1-2 This comment provides the Land Development Unit’s comments on the DEIR. The 
comment states that the Project development must comply with all applicable code 
and ordinance requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows, and fire 
hydrants.  
 
As stated in DEIR Section 4.11, the Project would be constructed with fire safety 
features in compliance with applicable provisions of the adopted Los Angeles County 
Fire Code, ordinances, and standard conditions regarding fire prevention and 
suppression measures related to water improvement plans, fire hydrants, fire access, 
and water availability (DEIR Page 4.11-6). The Los Angeles County Fire Department 
(LACFD) Fire Prevention Division has reviewed the Project, including the Site Plan, and 
provided requirements regarding firefighter and fire truck access, water system, fire 
flow, fire hydrant type/location, building address numbers, etc., which would enhance 
the Project’s fire protection. The comment notes that the corrections and comments 
provided to the Applicant have not changed. The Applicant is required to continue to 
work with Fire Prevention Engineering to satisfy all requirements issued during the 
Fire Prevention Engineering Section’s Building Plan Check Review. It is noted, LACFD 
also reviewed the Project’s NOP and provided Conditions of Approval, which the 
Project would be required to comply with. The comment also provides contact 
information for further communication. This comment does not address the DEIR’s 
adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue.  
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The Applicant had several meetings with LACFD to address its concerns and revised 
the Conceptual Site Plan. According to the Applicant, these plans have been reviewed 
and approved by the LACFD Fire Prevention Division. As such, no further response is 
necessary. 
 

A1-3 This comment provides the Forestry Division’s comments on the DEIR and details the 
Division’s responsibilities within the LACFD. The comment requests that potential 
impacts within their responsibilities be addressed. Watershed management and 
erosion control are discussed in DEIR Section 4.7: Hydrology and Water Quality and 
archeological and cultural resources are discussed in DEIR Section 4.2: Cultural 
Resources. Impacts concerning these resources are addressed and, where a potential 
impact would occur, mitigation is incorporated. Therefore, with mitigation 
incorporated, impacts concerning issues would be less than significant. Regarding 
impacts to oak trees, fire hazards, and endangered species, as discussed in DEIR 
Section 7.0: Effects Found Not to be Significant, there are no trees, fire hazards, or 
endangered species on or adjacent to the Project site. No further discussion is 
necessary.  
 

A1-4 This comment provides the Health Hazardous Materials Division’s comments on the 
DEIR and recommends that a soil management plant (SMP) be implemented at the 
Project site prior to grading as an additional mitigation measure. As discussed in DEIR 
Section 4.6: Hazards and Hazardous Materials, MM HAZ-1 requires a Construction 
Management Plan to be prepared prior to issuance of demolition permits which 
would address potential undocumented contaminated soil. MM HAZ-1 sufficiently 
addresses the Health Hazardous Materials Division’s request for a SMP. Thus, no 
modifications to MM HAZ-1 are required. No further discussion is necessary. 
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Letter A2 – State of California Department of Transportation District 7 
Page 1 of 4 
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Letter A2 – State of California Department of Transportation District 7 
Page 4 of 4 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A2 
Frances Duong, Acting LDR/CEQA Branch Chief 
State of California Department of Transportation, District 7 
January 17, 2024 

A2-1 This comment introduces the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
response and summarizes the Project. This comment does not address DEIR’s 
adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue. As such, no further response is 
necessary. 

 
A2-2 This comment provides the Project’s environmental setting within the context of 

transit services. This comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a 
significant environmental issue. As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
A2-3 This comment provides the Project’s environmental setting within the context of 

pedestrian and bicycle facilities. This comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy 
or raise a significant environmental issue. As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
A2-4 This comment summarizes vehicle miles travelled (VMT) screening criteria under 

Senate Bill (SB) 743 and notes that the Project can be screened out from a full VMT 
analysis based on the City’s transportation guidelines and impact thresholds. The 
commenter further notes the DEIR does not show why other criteria are not 
considered (specifically, Criteria 1 and 3). Therefore, the comment recommends a 
VMT analysis be performed to “preempt any potential environmental challenges from 
third parties, ensuring a thorough evaluation of transportation impacts.” 

 
 City VMT guidelines do not require a project to meet multiple criteria to screen out 

from a VMT analysis. The Project meets a criterion in the City guidelines and therefore 
would have a less than significant impact concerning VMT. However, DEIR Appendix 
4.13-1: CEQA Transportation Study, specifically states that Criterion 1 does not apply 
because the Project would generate more than 110 daily trips based on the 11th 
Edition ITE Trip Generation Manual. Additionally, DEIR Appendix 4.13-1 specifies that 
Criterion 3 does not apply because the Project is not located in proximity to high 
quality transit. Therefore, additional analysis concerning VMT is not required or 
warranted. No further response is necessary. 

 
A2-5 This comment encourages the City to evaluate transportation demand management 

(TDM) strategies and intelligent transportation system (ITS) applications to better 
manage its transportation network. The Project implements TDM strategies and ITS 
applications via features such as unbundled parking, additional bicycle parking, and a 
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one-month free transit pass to help renters become acquainted with public transit 
and pre-leasing for area employees. No further response is necessary. 

 
A2-6 This comment recommends a mitigation measure concerning VMT which would 

require a VMT analysis to be done after development is completed to help validate 
the City’s VMT traffic model results. CEQA’s purpose is to inform government 
decisionmakers and the public of the potential environmental effects and to prevent 
significant, avoidable environmental damage. CEQA does not require a project to 
“look back” or “prove itself” after approval. Additionally, the Project would result in a 
less than significant impact concerning VMT, therefore, no mitigation is required; see 
DEIR Impact 4.13-2. Therefore, no mitigation measures are required under CEQA. No 
further response is necessary. 

 
A2-7 The comment expresses concern concerning the DEIR’s adequacy in addressing a 

previous comment requesting a safety analysis for highway off-ramps near the Project 
as neither transportation appendices (i.e., DEIR Appendix 4.13-1 or DEIR Appendix 
4.13-2: Local Transportation Study) appear to address their previous comment. The 
comment reminds the Applicant that traffic safety is a CEQA matter and therefore 
should be considered in the analysis.  

 
 Additional discussion has been added to the Local Transportation Assessment (DEIR 

Appendix 4.13-2); see below. The Project would not result in safety impacts to 
Caltrans facilities due to the small number of trips to these facilities and distance to 
these facilities.  

 

DEIR Appendix 4.13-2: Local Transportation Assessment 
DEIR Page 9 

 
3.3.1 Freeway Ramp & Intersection Queueing at State Facilities 

As detailed below in section 3.7, based on the Project’s estimates, trip 
generation and distribution, few trips are expected at the I-405 off-ramps 
to Normandie/190th or the I-110 off-ramps to Redondo Beach Boulevard 
(<25 peak hour trips at each location). Therefore, the Project is not 
expected to add two or more car lengths to these off-ramp queues during 
peak hours, exacerbate potentially unsafe ramp conditions at these 
locations (if such conditions exist or are projected to occur in the opening 
year of the Project), and analysis is not needed. At the intersection of SR-
91 and Vermont Avenue, Project traffic is expected to primarily be 
eastbound and westbound through movements since primary Project 
access is from Normandie Avenue, where most turning movements would 
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occur. As such, the Project is not expected to add substantial traffic to any 
left or right-turning movements at the intersection of SR-91 and Vermont 
Avenue, and the Project is not expected to materially affect the utilization 
of turn pocket storage that would lead to an impedance of through traffic. 
Therefore, no further analysis is needed related to queueing at these 
locations. 
 

3.3.2 Pedestrian & Bicycle Volumes at State Facilities 
As detailed below in section 3.7, 5% of the Project’s net new trips are 
expected to be walking or biking in nature, which may also include a 
subsequent trip on transit. This amounts to less than 10 trips during either 
peak hour in total. Most of these non-transit biking and walking trips are 
expected to be local in nature, accessing nearby schools and businesses 
within 0.5 miles of the Project Site. Substantial bicycle and pedestrian trips 
generated by the Project are not expected to occur at the SR-91 and 
Vermont Avenue, I-405 off-ramps at Normandie/190th, or I-110 off-ramps 
at Redondo Beach Boulevard intersections given how far away they are 
from the Project Site. SR-91 and Vermont Avenue is located 0.8 miles from 
the Project Site, while the other two intersections are located over one 
mile from the Project Site. Because these locations are outside of the 
Project Study Area, Multi-Modal Conflict Analyses and/or Complete Street 
Access considerations should not be necessary.  

 
A2-8 This comment provides resources for guidance on performing VMT safety analysis and 

notes that use of oversized transport vehicles on State highways would require a 
Caltrans permit. This comment does not address the adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental issue. As such, no further response is necessary. 
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Letter A3 – State of California Department of Conservation Geologic Energy Management 
Division 
Page 1 of 2 
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Letter A3 – State of California Department of Conservation Geologic Energy Management 
Division 
Page 2 of 2 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A3 
Curtis M. Welty PG, Associate Oil and Gas Engineer 
State of California Department of Conservation Geologic Energy Management Division 
January 23, 2024 
 
A3-1 This comment introduces the California Department of Conservation – Geologic 

Energy Management Division (CalGEM) and summarizes the department’s 
jurisdictional authority. This comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise 
a significant environmental issue. As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
A3-2 This comment provides a revision to the DEIR’s existing setting concerning nearby 

existing wells and notes the adjacent plugged well (an abandoned “wildcat” well 
identified as “Gardena E.H.”) mapped outside the Project is within the Project site 
(approximately 121 feet north, 55 feet east). This comment is noted, and a minor 
revision to the existing setting and impact analysis in DEIR Section 4.6: Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials is included as shown below. 

DEIR Section 4.6: Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
  DEIR Page 4.6-9 
 

According to California Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (CalGEM), 
no oil or gas wells are located on one abandoned “dry hole” “wildcat” well, 
identified as “Gardena E.H,” exists 121 feet north and 55 feet east from the 
intersection of 170th Street and Brighton Way thereby placing the well within the 
parking area east of the southernmost building. There are no oil or gas wells 
located or immediately adjacent to the site. The closest well was identified to be 
located approximately 480 feet south of the site and is reported as “abandoned”. 

 
DEIR Page 4.6-21 
 
As previously addressed, the Phase I ESAs identified various onsite RECs 
associated with past uses of the Project site. As discussed in Section 4.6.1: 
Existing Setting, there is an existing abandoned well within the Project site where 
townhomes are proposed. This well is already abandoned and would be capped 
during Project construction in coordination with CALGEM. 

 
A3-3 This comment reiterates the requirement to contact the Division’s district office to 

obtain information on the requirements and approval of remedial operations if any 
well is damaged or uncovered during Project operations. Further, the comment 
recommends that “a diligent effort be made to avoid building over any plugged and 
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abandoned well.” This comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a 
significant environmental issue. As such, no further response is necessary. 
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Letter A4 – Western States Regional Council of Carpenters 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A4 
Stephanie Papayanis, Attorney 
Western States Regional Council of Carpenters 
January 19, 2024 
 
A4-1 This comment is introductory in nature and states that the Law Office of Mitchell M. 

Tsai has submitted comments on behalf of the Western States Regional Council of 
Carpenters. No further response is necessary. 

 
A4-2 The comment states that the commenter reserves the right to supplement the 

comments and incorporates by reference all comments regarding the EIR. The 
comment is noted. No further response is necessary. 

 
A4-3 The commenter requests receipt of further notices referring to or related to the 

Project. The City acknowledges the commenter’s request and will include the 
commenter on the mailing list for future Project-related CEQA notices. No further 
response is necessary. 

 
A4-4 The commenter requests that the City require the Project to be built using local 

workers who have graduated from a specified apprenticeship program.  
 
The Project includes approval of a Development Agreement which includes a 
requirement that the Applicant implement a local hiring policy as specified in 
Development Agreement Exhibit D as a public benefit. The commenter does not 
explain or provide any evidence, let alone substantial evidence, as to how using labor 
that has graduated from a state-approved apprenticeship training program, or who 
are registered apprentices in such a program, creates any environmental benefits. The 
commenter’s request does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or identify an 
environmental issue. As such, no further response is necessary. 

 
A4-5 The commenter suggests that using local workers (i.e., residing within 10.0 miles of 

the Project site) would reduce VMT, reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG), improve 
jobs/housing balance, and the Project’s economic performance. See Response A4-4, 
noting that the Development Agreement already requires utilizing a local workforce 
where possible as a public benefit. Additionally, see Responses A4-6 thru A4-8. The 
commenter also suggests that local hire provisions can improve the positive economic 
impact of the Specific Plan. Economics are not a CEQA issue. Nonetheless, it is noted 
that Development Agreement Exhibit D also includes a “buy local” provision. 
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A4-6 
Thru 
A4-8 The commenter references an attachment to the comment letter from Soil Water Air 

Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) (“SWAPE Letter”; March 8, 2021) and refers the reader 
to the SWAPE Letter for commentary and analysis related to local hire requirements 
related to GHG modeling. This commenter alleges that workforce requirements 
promote the development of skilled trades that yield sustainable economic 
development. The comment states that labor should be considered an investment 
and well-trained workers are key to delivering emissions reductions and moving 
California closer to its climate targets.  
 
This commenter also alleges that workforce policies have significant environmental 
benefits and that they improve an area’s jobs-housing balance, and decrease the 
amount and length of job commutes and the associated greenhouse gas emissions. 
The commenter refers to a 2021 South Coast Air Quality Management District 
statement that the use of a local state-certified apprenticeship program can result in 
air pollutant reductions. This comment alleges that local hire mandates and skill 
training are critical facets of a strategy to reduce VMT. The commenter also references 
a 2006 article from the Journal of the American Planning Association to note the 
approach to balancing jobs and housing is to create local jobs rather than to develop 
new housing.  

 
See Response A4-4, noting that the Development Agreement already requires utilizing 
a local workforce where possible as a public benefit. Additionally, as mentioned 
above, sustainable economic development is not an environmental issue, as such no 
further response is necessary. 

 
The commenter included a letter from SWAPE dated March 8, 2021 (which predates 
the NOP’s release), which discusses GHG emissions associated with trip lengths for 
construction workers traveling to a job site. The SWAPE letter provided calculations 
for GHG emissions reductions resulting from local hire provisions being applied to the 
referenced project’s construction. The SWAPE letter concludes that if a local hire 
provision with a 10.0-mile radius were implemented, the GHG emissions associated 
with the Project’s construction would decrease. The SWAPE letter states that it ran a 
model “reducing all worker trip lengths to 10 miles….” Therefore, the SWAPE letter 
assumes that a local hire program would produce 100 percent local residents as a 
project’s construction workforce while being located within 10.0 miles of a project 
site. It is noted that the SWAPE letter and the calculations provided used data related 
to a different project in a separate jurisdiction, the Village South Specific Plan in the 
City of Claremont, respectively. The calculations also use prior versions of CalEEMod 
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and EMFAC. Therefore, the calculations do not pertain to the Project and are not 
based on correct modeling. 

 
The commenter also relies on a 2008 California Roundtable discussion noting that 
people who live and work in the same jurisdiction could include potential reductions 
in VMT and vehicle hours traveled.  
 
The DEIR concluded that the Project would result in less than significant impacts 
concerning GHG emissions and VMT and therefore no further mitigation would be 
required; see DEIR Section 4.5: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and DEIR Section 4.13: 
Transportation, respectively. As impacts related to GHG and VMT are less than 
significant, there is no obligation pursuant to CEQA to further reduce these potential 
impacts. Additionally, the commenter does not provide any substantial evidence (only 
conclusory opinions) to dispute the DEIR’s analysis to demonstrate that local hire 
mandates and skill-training policies would specifically reduce VMT. These comments 
do not relate to the DEIR’s adequacy or content, do not provide new information or 
evidence related to the DEIR’s analysis, and do not affect the DEIR’s completed 
analysis or conclusions. 

 
A4-9 This comment provides background information concerning the Affordable Housing 

and High Road Jobs Act of 2022 and reiterates its comments that the City should 
consider utilizing local workforce policies to benefit the local area economically and 
to mitigate GHG emissions, improve air quality, and reduce transportation impacts. 
The commenter’s opinions are noted; see Response A4-4 thru A4-8. 

 
A4-10 The comment suggests the incorporation of training requirements for construction 

activities to prevent community spread of COVID-19 and other infectious diseases 
during Project construction and notes that such requirements include construction 
site design requirements, testing procedures, and infectious disease preparedness 
and response timing.  

 
COVID-19 is a public health issue, not a Project-related CEQA effect. State and local 
governments implement regulations and enforce safe working conditions for 
construction sites. Project construction activities would be subject to compliance with 
all applicable safety regulations if COVID-19 persists at the commencement of 
construction of any Project phase. Construction workers would be required to comply 
with any guidelines and requirements issued by the State of California, the County of 
Los Angeles, and the City of Gardena, as well as any additional safety measures 
required by the Project site’s construction manager. This comment does not relate to 
the DEIR’s adequacy or content, does not provide new information or evidence 
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related to the DEIR’s analysis, and does not affect the DEIR’s completed analysis or 
conclusions. No further response is necessary. 

 
A4-11 This comment provides background to CEQA and the fair argument test regarding an 

EIR’s analysis. No further response is necessary. 
 
A4-12 This comment provides a background to the standards and purposes of Phase I, II, and 

III ESAs and questions the adequacy of the DEIR’s analysis of hazardous materials due 
to the Phase I ESA’s using an older assessment standard. 

 
 ASTM E1527-13 already includes “likely presence” as a test, as the commenter notes 

on page 13. Furthermore, the use of older ASTM standard would not change 
conclusion. As the commenter notes, the site was identified as a REC, so the analysis 
and conclusion (and thus mitigation) would remain unchanged with an updated Phase 
I. As analyzed in DEIR Impact 4.6-1, the Project would comply with COA HAZ-1, which 
requires an asbestos survey prior to demolition and COA HAZ-2 which requires 
independent evaluation for lead-based paint (LBP) to address potential impacts to 
construction workers during demolition of structures which could include asbestos or 
LBP. Furthermore, the Project would be required to prepare a Construction 
Management Plan per MM HAZ-1, which would mitigate construction impacts from 
undocumented contaminants to less than significant. 

 
A4-13 This comment questions the relevancy of the DEIR’s Phase I ESA analysis as they are 

outdated and use older, less stringent standards rather than the newer and current 
standard (ASTM-E1627-13 vs. ASTM E1527-21).  

  
 Please see Response A4-12 above. 
 
A4-14 This comment notes that there is potential for the presence of asbestos-containing 

materials (ACM) and/or LBP citing the North Phase I ESA (DEIR Appendix 4.6-1). The 
comment further discusses the harms of ACM and LBP to human health and concludes 
that these risks should be considered significant and concludes that the DEIR should 
be revised and recirculated “to thoroughly assess the potential hazards impact of the 
Project and its required demolition activities and potential handling of asbestos and 
lead-based paint and mitigate those impacts to a level of insignificance.” 

 
 As discussed in DEIR Section 4.6, the Phase I ESA notes the potential presence of ACM 

and LBP and designates existing buildings as a REC. However, as discussed in DEIR 
Section 4.6, these potential impacts would be addressed by COA HAZ-1 and COA HAZ-
2, which would require an asbestos survey prior to demolition and LBP testing if paint 
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is separated from building materials during demolition, thereby reducing the potential 
impacts to less than significant. No further response is necessary.  

 
A4-15 The comment cites the DEIR’s construction nose analysis and alleges MM NOI-1 and 

NOI-2 are insufficient in addressing noise impacts concerning the Project. The 
comment suggests the City revise and recirculate the DEIR to “adequately mitigate 
the Project’s significant noise impacts,” but provides no suggestions or mitigation 
measures to reduce the impact to less than significant. 

  
 As discussed in DEIR Section 4.9: Noise, noise impacts from construction would be 

considered significant and unavoidable. As noted in DEIR Section 4.9, the Project’s 
construction activities would be exempt from the City’s noise standards with certain 
restrictions pursuant to Gardena Municipal Code (GMC) § 8.336.080 (construction 
activities would not take place during City-set days/hours). However, construction 
noise levels have been conservatively analyzed to the City’s operational noise 
standards. Mitigation measures NOI-1 and NOI-2 would reduce construction noise by 
establishing a temporary sound barrier and requiring all power construction 
equipment (including combustion engines), fixed or mobile to be equipped and 
maintained with state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devices. Nonetheless, 
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. The commenter does not provide 
any suggested mitigation measures which could reduce construction noise below the 
operational noise standards. As discussed in DEIR Section 6.5: Alternatives 
Considered but Rejected, unless demolition is avoided (and the existing structures 
remain), no modification of the Project would avoid the Project’s significant 
unavoidable construction noise impacts. This was rejected as infeasible, as it would 
preclude development throughout the majority of the Project site.  

 
A4-16 The comment summarizes and concludes the letter by suggesting the City should 

revise and recirculate the DEIR to address “comments and issues identified in this 
letter.” Further, the comment suggests the City “should require additional 
environmental studies be performed to comply with CEQA and other state laws.” 

 
 Please see Responses A4.4 - A4.15 above. No further response is necessary. 
 
A4-17 This comment includes attachments referenced in the comment letter, including a 

March 8, 2021 SWAPE letter to Mitchem M. Tsai RE: Local Hire Requirements and 
Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling and the professional work experiences 
for two experts (on unrelated projects). As such, no further response is necessary.  

  



Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project Section 2.0 
Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report Comment Letters and Responses 

         

 Page 2-42 November 2024 

Letter A5 – Tish McCauley 
Page 1 of 1 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A5 
Tish McCauley, Resident 
February 25, 2024 
 
A5-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not address an environmental topic. 

As such, no response is required.  
 
A5-2 This comment notes concerns with existing traffic volumes on South Normandie 

Avenue and how Project trips would affect these traffic volumes. Specifically, the 
commenter notes existing traffic congestion during school drop-off and pick-up times 
Monday through Friday. The Project would increase trips on South Normandie 
Avenue. However, the Project has been designed to minimize increased trips through 
TDM strategies and ITS applications. These include features such as unbundled 
parking, additional bicycle parking, and a one-month free transit pass to help renters 
become acquainted with public transit and pre-leasing for area employees.  

 
 The commenter is concerned that Project traffic would use West 170th Street to avoid 

congestion on South Normandie Avenue. The townhome component has an 
entry/exit onto West 170th Street as well as West 169th Street. The apartment 
component does not have access to West 170th Street. Thus, it is likely only townhome 
residents would use West 170th Street. Additionally, the townhome component also 
has an entry/exit on West 169th Street, thus, only the townhomes closer to West 170th 
Street would use this entry/exit.  

 
 This comment also notes another residential development on South Normandie 

Avenue and Magnolia Avenue. As shown on DEIR Appendix 4.13-2 Figure 3 and listed 
in DEIR Appendix 4.13-2 Table 4, this future development is analyzed as Related 
Project #6. 

 
A5-3 This comment notes concerns with mass and height. The Project has been designed 

to buffer surrounding land uses from the apartment component by including three-
story townhomes at the perimeter of the Project site, adjacent to existing residential 
uses. There are already two-story residential uses and a multi-family development on 
West 169th Street north of the Project site, thus, the Project would be similar in 
character and use to surrounding land uses.  

  
 Additionally, in response to community feedback, the “Community Input” Alternative, 

which would reduce the apartment building height from seven to five above ground 
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stories, has been analyzed in DEIR Section 6.0: Alternatives; see FEIR Section 3.0: 
Errata to the Draft EIR for a complete description of the Community Input Alternative.  

 
A5-4 This comment notes concerns with the apartment building height and breeze to 

residential uses east of the Project site. It is noted that South Normandie Avenue is 
east of the Project site and the apartment building would be more than 80 feet away 
from the residences to the east. Additionally, a single building is unlikely to interfere 
with breeze. Furthermore, breeze and air conditioning are not an environmental 
concern. Therefore, no further response is necessary.  

 
A5-5 This comment notes concerns with street parking by Project residents on surrounding 

streets. The Project proposes 399 parking spaces for the apartment building and 160 
parking spaces for the townhomes. Based on the provided parking and connection to 
surrounding public transit, it is not anticipated that Project residents would park on 
surrounding streets. Furthermore, regular street parking by Project residents would 
also be inconvenient, as Project residents would need to carry belongings to and from 
the Project site. Finally, parking is not an environmental concern, therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 

 
A5-6 This comment notes the classification of Brighton Way as an alley. The DEIR already 

refers to this street as an alley throughout (see DEIR Page 2-1). Therefore, no further 
response is required. The comment also says that the alley would be used as an 
entrance/exit. However, the Conceptual Site Plan clearly shows the entrance and exits 
to the Project site are not through the alley. 
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Letter A6 – Keren Hwang 
Page 1 of 1 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A6 
Keren Hwang, Resident 
February 18, 2024 
 
A6-1 This comment states concern over traffic on South Normandie Avenue. As shown in 

DEIR Appendix 4.13-2 Table 7, all intersections operate at acceptable levels of service 
except for the South Normandie Avenue at West 169th Street intersection. It is typical 
for minor street stop-controlled intersections to operate at lower levels of service. 
The commenter incorrectly states that South Normandie Avenue is two lanes. South 
Normandie Avenue is a four-lane street with left turn pockets to turn west at West 
169th Street and to turn east at West 170th Street. 

 
A6-2 This comment states concern over the apartment building height. A building of similar 

height is under construction at 12850 Crenshaw Boulevard, at the City’s northwestern 
extent. Given the blighted condition of the existing site, redevelopment would 
improve the site’s visual condition. Additionally, the Project’s building heights would 
be consistent with the development standards in the proposed Normandie Crossing 
Specific Plan. For further discussion on building height, see Response A8-1.  

 
A6-3 This comment states concern over earthquakes. As discussed in DEIR Section 7, the 

Project site is not within an Alquist-Priolo fault zone. Additionally, Project’s 
Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation; see DEIR Appendix 4.4-1: Preliminary 
Geotechnical Investigation) was prepared and found that risk of surface fault rupture 
was low. The geotechnical report contains recommendations which the Applicant is 
required to follow in accordance with GMC § 18.42.200A. Therefore, no impact would 
occur and no mitigation was required.  
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Letter A7 – Kevin Collier 
Page 1 of 1 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A7 
Kevin Collier, Resident 
February 1, 2024 
 
A7-1 This comment requests clarification on the electric vehicle (EV) charging provided by 

the Project. In conformance with the Specific Plan standards and the latest Title 24 
requirements, the apartment building would provide 20 stalls with EV chargers 
installed, 40 spaces that are EV capable with electrical panel space and load capacity, 
and 100 spaces that are EV ready with branch circuit, raceway, and receptacles. Each 
townhome unit would have one EV ready space within each garage. 

 
A7-2 This comment requests clarification on the total parking provided by the Project. The 

Project includes four types of parking: standard, accessible (for compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act [ADA] requirements), EV parking as described above, 
and tandem parking (tandem refers to two spaces that in front of each other, rather 
than side by side). Each tandem space can accommodate two vehicles. The Project 
proposes the following parking:  

 
• Level 1: 195 spaces, 155 of which would be standard, 8 of which would be 

handicapped, and 32 of which would be tandem; 
• Level 2: 204 spaces, 170 of which would be standard and another 34 would be 

tandem. The EV spaces referred to in Response A7-1 would be spread between 
the two floors. 

 
A7-3 This comment suggests alternative means to incentivize public transit. The 

commenter begins by suggesting issuing street parking permits to surrounding 
residents. The Applicant cannot issue parking permits to surrounding residents, 
however, this suggestion will be passed on to the City Council. Regular street parking 
by Project residents would also be inconvenient, as Project residents would need to 
carry belongings to and from the apartment component daily.  

 
The next alternative offered is to provide free garage parking to apartment residents. 
Providing free garage parking to residents would not incentivize use of public 
transport, thus, this suggestion is not feasible. Furthermore, Assembly Bill (AB) 1317 
requires all residential parking to be unbundled from rent for any residential use of 
16 or more units that are issued a certificate of occupancy after January 1, 2025. The 
Project apartment component includes 328 units and would be issued a certificate of 
occupancy after January 1, 2025; thus, the Project would be required to comply with 
AB 1317 and prohibited from providing free garage parking.  
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The final alternative offered is to increase the number of EV chargers to incentivize EV 
owners to park off-street. As discussed in Responses A7-1 and A7-2, the Project 
provides EV parking, which is consistent with State regulatory requirements. As the 
Project does not have any significant air quality or GHG impacts, it is not necessary to 
install more chargers at this time to mitigate impacts. However, the comment about 
installing more chargers has been passed on to the Applicant.  
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Letter A8 – Donnetta Jalomo 
Page 1 of 6 
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Letter A8 – Donnetta Jalomo 
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Letter A8 – Donnetta Jalomo 
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Letter A8 – Donnetta Jalomo 
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Letter A8 – Donnetta Jalomo 
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Letter A8 – Donnetta Jalomo 
Page 6 of 6 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A8 
Donnetta Jalomo, Resident 
March 13, 2024 
 
A8-1 This comment questions the Project’s compatibility with the existing surrounding uses 

concerning the development’s density and apartment building’s height.  
 

The Project site would be developed at a density of approximately 77 dwelling unit 
per acre (DU/AC). Higher density residential uses were already anticipated for the 
northerly portion of the Project, which is designated High Density 30 Overlay and 
zoned Housing Overlay 4 (HO-4), allowing 21-30 dwelling unit per acre (DU/AC). The 
Project would remove six circa 1952-1979 industrial buildings, which are in a blighted 
condition, and fully improve a property that is currently inadequately maintained and 
devoid of landscaping with residential uses and landscaping. The Project would also 
comply with City Policy DS 2.7, which requires appropriate setbacks, massing, 
articulation, and height limits to provide privacy and compatibility where multiple-
family housing is developed adjacent to single-family housing. The apartment 
building’s design and access is oriented towards Normandie Avenue and away from 
the nearest single-family housing located to the south and west of the Project site. 
Further, the Project appropriately transitions building massing from a single- to multi-
family scale by locating the townhomes along the Project boundary that borders 
single-family housing (south and west) and the apartment building near the multi-
family apartments (north) and Normandie Avenue (east). Additionally, the Project’s 
building heights would be consistent with the development standards in the proposed 
Normandie Crossing Specific Plan. This comment does not address DEIR’s adequacy 
or raise a significant environmental issue.  

 
Additionally, in response to community feedback, the “Community Input” Alternative, 
which would reduce the apartment building height from seven to five above ground 
stories, has been analyzed in DEIR Section 6.0: Alternatives; see FEIR Section 3.0: 
Errata to the Draft EIR for a complete description of the Community Input Alternative.  

 
This comment also suggests that the proposed Project does not provide adequate 
parking spaces and requests clarification about access to the parking areas. Parking is 
not an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA, and this comment does not address 
the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue. As such, no further 
response is necessary. Notwithstanding, as noted in DEIR Section 2.0: Project 
Description, the Project proposes 399 parking spaces for the apartment building and 
160 parking spaces for the townhomes. Additionally, the Project further promotes use 
of multi-modal transportation networks through its proximity to such networks. The 
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Project site is less than one mile from five different bus routes and the Harbor 
Gateway Transit Center; see DEIR Section 4.13: Transportation. Existing GTrans bus 
stops are located less than 600 feet to the north of the Project site along 166th Street. 
Additional Torrance Transit and Metro services are located approximately 0.25 mile 
to the south of the Project site, at the intersection of Artesia Boulevard and South 
Normandie Avenue. The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(Metro) Harbor Gateway Transit Center is also located approximately 0.9-mile to the 
south, providing more access to public transit opportunities. The Project would also 
implement TDM strategies such as unbundled parking, additional bicycle parking, and 
a one-month free transit pass to help renters become acquainted with public transit 
and pre-leasing for area employees. These strategies provide alternative 
transportation options, reducing parking demand. Given these factors, it is not 
anticipated that Project residents would park on surrounding streets.  
 
Concerning access to the Project, vehicular access to the proposed Project site would 
be provided by the following four driveways: 
 

• Driveway 1 would serve Subarea A and provide access to the apartment 
building’s parking garage from 169th Street west of South Normandie Avenue. 

 
• Driveway 2 would serve Subarea A and provide a right-in/right-out only 

driveway that would also serve the apartment building’s parking garage from 
southbound South Normandie Avenue. 

 
• Driveway 3 would serve Subarea B and provide access to the townhomes from 

170th Street. This driveway would also serve as fire truck access for both 
Subareas A and B. 

 
• Driveway 4 would serve Subarea B and provide access to the townhomes from 

169th Street. This driveway would also serve as fire truck access for both 
Subareas A and B. 

 
There would be adequate access to the Project’s parking areas Therefore, this 
comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental 
issue and no further response is necessary. 

 
A8-2 This comment expresses concern about the Project’s proposed parking areas and 

requests clarification if there would be two parking spaces per unit and where parking 
would be located. As noted above in Response A8-1, parking is not considered an 
environmental issue per CEQA, and this comment does not address the DEIR’s 
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adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue. As such, no further response is 
necessary. Notwithstanding, the Project proposes 399 parking spaces for the 
apartment building and 160 parking spaces for the townhomes. Parking for the 
apartment complex is proposed to be in the apartment building’s first two levels. 
Parking for the townhomes would be in attached garages and would have an 
additional 10 surface parking spaces for guests.  

 
This comment also requests clarification about the Project’s driveways and whether 
there would an entrance point on 168th Street and Brighton Way. As shown on DEIR 
Exhibit 2-4: Conceptual Site Plan, no driveways or access points for the proposed 
Project are proposed on 168th Street or on Brighton Way. Vehicular access to the 
proposed Project site is described in Response A8-1. As described in Response A8-1, 
there would be a proposed access driveway for the Apartment building’s parking 
garage from 169th Street west of South Normandie which is located across the street 
from the multifamily development located at 16819 Normandie Avenue. The 
commenter notes that the multifamily development located at 16819 Normandie 
Avenue utilizes parking on the local streets to avoid utilizing the electronic garage. 
Parking is not an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA, as such, no further response 
is necessary. Notwithstanding, please refer to Response A8-1 for a discussion 
concerning parking. All roadway and driveway improvements would be constructed 
pursuant to Los Angeles County Fire Department requirements. Therefore, this 
comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental 
issue and no further response is necessary. 
 

A8-3 This comment requests clarification about the access driveways for the proposed 
townhomes and whether they would be located on 170th Street. The comment also 
suggests that access to the proposed townhomes should utilize the existing signal at 
Normandie Avenue to reduce traffic impacts in the neighborhood. As mentioned 
above in Response A8-2, Driveway 3 would provide access to the townhomes from 
170th Street and Driveway 4 would provide access to the townhomes from 169th 
Street. No access to the townhomes is proposed on Normandie Avenue near the 
existing signal, however, an access driveway to the proposed apartment building is 
proposed on Normandie Avenue. The apartment building would utilize the driveway 
at Normandie Avenue to access the parking lot rather than using the other Project 
access points. Finally, with the adoption of the changes to the State CEQA Guidelines 
in 2018, automobile delay, as measured by “level of service” (LOS) and other similar 
metrics, generally no longer constitutes a significant environmental effect under 
CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subd. (b)(3)). Notwithstanding, the Project has 
been designed to minimize traffic through TDM strategies and ITS applications. These 
include features such as unbundled parking, additional bicycle parking, and a one-
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month free transit pass to help renters become acquainted with public transit and 
pre-leasing for area employees. This comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy 
or raise a significant environmental issue and no further response is necessary. 

 
A8-4 This comment expresses concern about neighborhood compatibility and suggests that 

residential developments be limited to three stories high. Please refer to Response 
A8-1 concerning neighborhood compatibility and Project building height.  This 
comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental 
issue and no further response is necessary. 

 
 
A8-5 This comment discusses housing affordability and expresses dissatisfaction with the 

high rental prices at nearby developments. As this comment does not address the 
adequacy of the EIR or raise a significant environmental issue, no further response is 
required. 

 
A8-6 This comment expresses dissatisfaction with current traffic congestion in the Project 

area and concern that the Project would worsen traffic conditions. As mentioned 
above in Response A8-3,  with the adoption of the changes to the State CEQA 
Guidelines in 2018, automobile delay, as measured by “level of service” (LOS) and 
other similar metrics, generally no longer constitutes a significant environmental 
effect under CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subd. (b)(3).). Also, the Project has 
been designed to minimize traffic through TDM strategies and ITS applications. This 
comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental 
issue and no further response is required.  

 
 This comment also expresses concern about mobile source noise generated by  

Project traffic. As noted in DEIR Section 4.9: Noise, Project traffic would result in a 
maximum noise level increase of 1.8 dBA CNEL along West 170th Street (west of 
Normandie Avenue). In addition, the estimated noise level increases along Normandie 
Avenue and West 169th Street (west of Normandie Avenue) would be 0.2 dBA CNEL 
and 0.3 dBA CNEL, respectively. As previously noted, a 3-dBA increase is considered a 
“barely perceptible” difference (i.e., the change in noise is perceived but does not 
cause a human response). As such, the Project’s estimated traffic noise level increases 
are considered negligible. The comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or 
provide any evidence to support the assertion of additional and excessive noise. 

 
A8-7 This comment expresses concern that the Project would increase housing density in 

Gardena and result in traffic congestion similar to the neighboring cities of Carson and 
Torrance. Please refer to Response A8-3 for a discussion concerning traffic congestion. 
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This comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental issue and no further response is required. 

 
A8-8 This comment notes its opposition to the Project and encourages the public and lead 

agency to oppose it as well. This comment is noted, and no further response is 
required. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A9 
Kevin Collier, Resident 
March 14, 2024 
 
A9-1 This comment notes its opposition to the Project due to its density and the resulting 

potential impacts on local street parking and traffic congestion. This comment also 
notes its support of the Reduced Density Alternative. Please refer to Response A8-1 
for a discussion concerning Project density. Regarding parking, parking is not an 
environmental issue pursuant to CEQA, and this comment does not address the DEIR’s 
adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue. As such, no further response is 
necessary. Notwithstanding, please refer to Response A8-1 for a discussion 
concerning parking. Finally, please refer to Response A8-3 for a discussion concerning 
traffic congestion.  

 
A9-2 This comment expresses concern regarding a statement made at the January 31, 2024 

community meeting regarding leasing parking spaces and how this could potentially 
lead to Project tenants parking in the surrounding streets. Parking is not an 
environmental issue pursuant to CEQA, and this comment does not address the DEIR’s 
adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue. As such, no further response is 
necessary. Notwithstanding, Assembly Bill (AB) 1317 requires all residential parking 
to be unbundled from rent for any residential use of 16 or more units that are issued 
a certificate of occupancy after January 1, 2025 in Los Angeles County. The proposed 
apartment building includes 328 units and would be issued a certificate of occupancy 
after January 1, 2025. Therefore, pursuant to AB 1317 requirements, the proposed 
Project would not provide free garage parking. As noted above in Response A9-1, it is 
not anticipated that Project residents would park on surrounding streets.  

 
A9-3 This comment requests clarification for Project consistency with Gardena Climate 

Action Plan Policy LUT E2. Gardena Climate Action Plan Policy LUT E2 is as follows:  
  
 Measure LUT: E2 – Unbundle Parking Costs From Property Costs. Unbundling 

separates parking from property costs, allowing individuals who wish to purchase 
parking spaces to do so and those that don’t, to save money. Parking can be priced 
separately from home rents/purchase prices or office leases. This measure can help 
reduce the number of vehicles per household. 

 
 Refer to Response A9-2 for a discussion concerning unbundled parking. Therefore, the 

project would be consistent with Gardena Climate Action Plan Policy LUT E2 by 
providing unbundled parking. This comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or 
raise a significant environmental issue and no further response is required.  
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A9-4 This comment questions the Project’s consistency with General Plan Policy LU 1.5 

stating that rather than encourage alternative transit modes, the Project would 
encourage on-street parking. As stated in DEIR Table 4.8-4: Gardena General Plan 
2006 Analysis, the Project would not conflict with General Plan Policy LU 1.5 as it 
would provide adequate residential amenities including off-street parking (i.e., 
approximately 399 off-street vehicle and 173 bicycle parking spaces). The parking 
proposed by the Project is consistent with the Normandie Crossing Specific Plan but 
less than the City’s parking requirements, providing 1.2 parking spaces per apartment 
unit. Refer to Response A8-1 for a discussion concerning parking demand.  Further, 
new residents who sign a 12-month lease would be offered one free monthly Metro 
pass. This comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental issue and no further response is required.  

 
A9-5 This comment questions the adequacy of the Project’s traffic study (DEIR 

Appendix 4.13-2: Local Transportation Assessment) and claims the study date is not 
representative of typical traffic conditions. With the adoption of the changes to the 
State CEQA Guidelines in 2018, automobile delay, as measured by “level of service” 
(LOS) and other similar metrics, generally no longer constitutes a significant 
environmental effect under CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subd. (b)(3).)  
Notwithstanding, the analysis of existing traffic conditions in Appendix 4.13-2 was 
based on 2022 intersection traffic counts. As stated in Appendix 4.13-2, the analysis 
assumes that traffic levels around the Los Angeles region that were affected by the 
COVID-19 Pandemic stabilized in 2022 since schools resumed in-person instruction 
and remaining restrictions were lifted. Although the COVID-19 Pandemic resulted in 
both temporary and permanent shifts in traffic patterns, pandemic-related 
restrictions that could affect travel largely expired/stabilized in 2022. Therefore, the 
traffic counts that were collected are considered adequate and appropriate for use in 
the Project’s analysis. No further response is required. 

 
A9-6 This comment expresses support for the Reduced Density Alternative. This comment 

is noted, and no further response is required. 
 
A9-7 This comment requests that the City require the Applicant to provide more than 20 

EV charging stalls and more than 20 EV ready charging stalls to encourage Project 
tenants to use parking spaces in the garage rather than street parking. The Project 
complies with the Normandie Crossing Specific Plan standards and the latest Title 24 
requirements regarding EV parking spaces. The apartment building would provide 20 
stalls with EV chargers installed, 40 spaces that are EV capable with electrical panel 
space and load capacity, and 100 spaces that are EV ready with branch circuit, 
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raceway, and receptacles. Each townhome would have one EV ready space within 
each garage. This comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental issue and no further response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A10 
Mitchell M. Tsai , Attorney  
Western States Regional Council of Carpenters 
March 18, 2024 
 
A10-1 
Thru 
A10-17 This comment letter is a duplicate of Comment Letter No. A4 written on behalf of the 

Western States Regional Council of Carpenters. For responses to A10-1 through A10-
17, please refer to Responses A4-1 through A4-17 above.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A11 
Brenda Rodriguez, Resident 
March 19, 2024 
 
A11-1 This comment expresses opposition to the Project. This comment has been noted and 

no further response is necessary. 
 
A11-2 This comment expresses concern about the Project leading to traffic in the 

surrounding neighborhoods,  as well as such traffic leading to air quality impacts from 
mobile sources. As mentioned in Response A8-3, with the adoption of the changes to 
the State CEQA Guidelines in 2018, automobile delay, as measured by “level of 
service” (LOS) and other similar metrics, generally no longer constitutes a significant 
environmental effect under CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subd. (b)(3).). 
Notwithstanding, please refer to Response A8-3 for a discussion regarding traffic.  

 
Regarding air quality impacts, DEIR Table 4.1-6: Operational Air Pollutant Emissions, 
presents the Project’s operational mobile source emissions and maximum daily total 
and indicates they would be below the SCAQMD’s mass daily significance thresholds. 
As such, Project operations would result in a less than significant air quality impact. 
The comment does not provide any evidence regarding traffic and air impacts or 
address the DEIR’s adequacy, thus, no further response is required.  

 
A11-3 This comment discusses affordability of the housing provided by the Project and 

expresses concerns of resident displacement. Please refer to Response A8-5 for a 
discussion concerning affordable housing units. Regarding displacement of residents, 
as concluded in DEIR Section 7.0: Effects Found Not to be Significant, the Project 
would remove the existing onsite industrial uses and, in their place, construct 
residential uses. The Project would not displace existing housing or people or require 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere and no impact would occur in this 
regard. This comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental issue and no further response is required. 

 
A11-4 This comment urges decision makers to deny the proposed Project in order to protect 

the community from overdevelopment. This comment is noted, and no further 
response is necessary.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A12 
Dalia Juarez, Resident 
March 19, 2024 
 
A12-1 This comment notes its opposition to the Project and discusses housing affordability 

in the Project area. Please refer to Response A8-5 for a discussion concerning 
affordable housing units. This comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise 
a significant environmental issue and no further response is required. 

 
A12-2 This comment expresses concern with the Project’s trip generation and resulting 

impacts to traffic and road maintenance services. As mentioned in Response A8-3, 
with the adoption of the changes to the State CEQA Guidelines in 2018, automobile 
delay, as measured by “level of service” (LOS) and other similar metrics, no longer 
constitutes a significant environmental effect under CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21099, subd. (b)(3).). Notwithstanding, please refer to Response A8-3 for a discussion 
regarding traffic. Regarding roadway maintenance, this is not an environmental issue 
pursuant to CEQA. Notwithstanding, the overall condition of the City’s pavement 
network is rated as "Good," with a weighted average Pavement Condition Index (PCI) 
of 81.2 (range from 0 to 100). Additionally, the City's Public Works Department 
continues to allocate funds from its Capital Improvement Plan toward annual network 
pavement maintenance and rehabilitation, which is expected to gradually improve 
the City's weighted PCI over time. This comment does not address the DEIR’s 
adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue and no further response is 
required. 

 
A12-3 This comment notes that multiple tenants could live in a singular unit. This comments 

also notes that people deserve fair and equitable housing and questions if the City will 
make use of the Tenant Protection Act of 2019, a state law that protects tenants from 
excessive rent increases and evictions without cause. This comment does not address 
the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue. This comment has 
been provided to City staff. This comment is noted, and no further response is 
necessary.  

 
A12-4 This comment questions the Project’s impact to local schools. As concluded in 

DEIR Section 4.11: Public Services, sufficient capacity exists at the existing elementary 
and middle school facilities to accommodate the Project’s forecast student 
population. Further, the Project would be subject to payment of school impact fees in 
accordance with SB 50. Pursuant to Government Code §65995(3)(h), “payment of 
statutory fees is deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any 
legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the planning, use 
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or development of real property…”. Therefore, the Project would not result in adverse 
physical impacts associated with the construction of school facilities. A less than 
significant impact would occur in this regard, and no mitigation is required. This 
comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy and no further response is required.  

 
A12-5 This comment suggests that the Project could increase traffic in the surrounding 

neighborhood and result in impacts to street parking in the local neighborhoods if 
there is no parking lot. As mentioned in Response A8-3, with the adoption of the 
changes to the State CEQA Guidelines in 2018, automobile delay, as measured by 
“level of service” (LOS) and other similar metrics, generally no longer constitutes a 
significant environmental effect under CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subd. 
(b)(3).). Notwithstanding, please refer to Response A8-3 for a discussion regarding 
traffic. Additionally, parking is not an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA, and this 
comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental 
issue. As such, no further response is necessary. Notwithstanding, please refer to 
Response A8-1 for a discussion regarding parking.  

 
A12-6 This comment expresses concern about the Project’s building heights and architecture 

and impacts to solid waste generation, water demand, and construction emissions. 
Please refer to Response A8-1 for a discussion concerning Project building height.  

 
Regarding solid waste generation, as concluded in DEIR Section 4.15: Utilities and 
Service Systems (Impact 4.15-7), the Project would not generate solid waste in excess 
of state or local standards, in excess of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals. Regarding water demand, as concluded in 
DEIR Section 4.15 (Impact 4.15-5), Golden State Water Company would have 
sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. Please refer to 
Response A11-2 for a discussion concerning air quality impacts.  The commenter does 
not provide any evidence to substantiate their allegations and does not address the 
DEIR’s adequacy. No further response is required. 
 

A12-7 This comment expresses discontent with the noticing of the proposed Project and has 
been provided to City staff. This comment is noted, and no further response is 
necessary.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A13 
Terri C., Resident 
March 19, 2024 
 
A13-1 This comment questions the density of the Project and the long-term compatibility of 

the project within the City. Please refer to Response A8-1 for a discussion concerning 
Project density . The City’s General Plan (Gardena General Plan 2006) is a state-
required long-range planning document, which identifies the City’s long-term 
objectives for the next 15-20 years; see DEIR Section 4.8.: Land Use and Planning for 
a discussion of Project consistency with the Gardena General Plan. As concluded in 
Section 4.8, the Project would not conflict with the relevant Gardena General Plan 
goals and policies and would not result in a significant environmental impact 
concerning a conflict with the Gardena General Plan. This comment does not address 
the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue and no further response 
is required.  

 
A13-2 This comment expresses concern with the Project’s density and how it will impact the 

sense of community in Gardena. Please refer to Response A8-1 for a discussion 
concerning Project density. Sense of community is not a CEQA matter, however, this 
comment has been noted and passed on to decision makers. This comment does not 
address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue and no further 
response is required. 

 
A13-3 This comment asks about Project construction duration, and noted concern about 

construction noise, construction air quality, and construction-related road 
blockages/traffic. As stated in DEIR Section 2.0: Project Description, construction is 
anticipated to occur over approximately 3.5 years. Please refer to Response A4-15 for 
a discussion concerning construction noise. Please refer to Response A11-2 for a 
discussion concerning air quality impacts. Finally, regarding construction-related road 
blockages and traffic, as stated in DEIR Section 4.13: Transportation, Project 
construction may require traffic lane, parking lane, and/or sidewalk closures, 
including along Normandie Avenue, but would not result in the complete closure of 
any public or private street. The Project would implement PDF TR-1, which requires a 
Construction Traffic Management Plan, approved by the City, to minimize the 
potential conflicts between construction activities, street traffic, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians during construction. With implementation of the Construction Traffic 
Management Plan, temporary construction activities would not impede use of the 
streets for emergencies or access for emergency response vehicles. As such, Project 
construction would not result in inadequate emergency access and a less than 
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significant impact would occur. Therefore, this comment does not address the DEIR’s 
adequacy e and no further response is required. 

 
A13-4 This comment expresses concern about safety related to pedestrian facilities. As 

discussed in DEIR Section 4.13: Transportation, the Project proposes to construct 
sidewalks along the Project site frontage: on the south side of West 169th Street 
(between Brighton Way and Normandie Avenue), on the north side of West 170th 
Street (between Brighton Way and Normandie Avenue), on the west side of 
Normandie Avenue (between West 169th Street and West 170th Street), and on the 
east side of Brighton Way (between West 169th Street and West 170th Street). 
Additionally, the Project proposes to construct approximately 266 linear feet of offsite 
sidewalk improvements along the south side of West 169th Street, just west of the 
Project site, between Brighton Way and the alley to the west of Brighton Avenue. The 
sidewalk improvements would be constructed pursuant to GMC §17.08.170: 
Improvements and designed to be consistent with the GGP Circulation Element 
requirements for a Local Street. With the incorporation of these proposed sidewalk 
improvements, the Project would create a continuous and complete pedestrian 
network in the area surrounding the Project site, thereby increasing pedestrian safety 
within the area. This comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy and no further 
response is required. 

 
A13-5 This comment requests the lead agency to consider the opinions of current 

constituents when considering the Project. This comment is noted, and no further 
response is required.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A14 
Yvonne and Arthur Acosta 
March 19, 2024 
 
A14-1 This comment expresses concern about the Project’s traffic and air quality impacts to 

the neighborhood directly behind the Project site. With the adoption of the changes 
to the State CEQA Guidelines in 2018, automobile delay, as measured by “level of 
service” (LOS) and other similar metrics, generally no longer constitutes a significant 
environmental effect under CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subd. (b)(3)). 
Notwithstanding, please refer to Response A8-3 for a discussion concerning traffic 
congestion. Please refer to Response A11-2 for a discussion concerning air quality 
impacts. This comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy and no further response 
is required.  

 
A14-2 This comment suggests that decision makers should focus efforts on improving, 

protecting, and funding the natural environment and green spaces, namely the 
Gardena Wetlands Willows specifically. It is noted that this is a private Project, and no 
City funds are being spent. This comment has been noted and passed on to decision 
makers.  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A15 
Ace Rose 
March 19, 2024 
 
A15-1 This comment expresses concerns about the Project’s impact to traffic and parking in 

local neighborhoods.  With the adoption of the changes to the State CEQA Guidelines 
in 2018, automobile delay, as measured by “level of service” (LOS) and other similar 
metrics, generally no longer constitutes a significant environmental effect under 
CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subd. (b)(3)). Notwithstanding, please refer to 
Response A8-3 for a discussion concerning traffic congestion. Additionally, parking is 
not an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA, and this comment does not address 
the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue. As such, no further 
response is necessary. Notwithstanding, please refer to Response A8-1 for a 
discussion regarding parking. This comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or 
raise a significant environmental issue and no further response is required.  

 
A15-2 This comment notes that decision makers may have an interest in the Project as it 

could lead to property taxes and revenue, but that they oppose the Project and urge 
decision makers to do the same. This comment has been noted and passed on to 
decision makers. 

  



Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project Section 2.0 
Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report Comment Letters and Responses 

         

 Page 2-100 November 2024 

Letter A16 – Brandon Smith 
Page 1 of 2 

  



Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project Section 2.0 
Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report Comment Letters and Responses 

         

 Page 2-101 November 2024 

Letter A16 – Brandon Smith 
Page 2 of 2 

  



Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project Section 2.0 
Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report Comment Letters and Responses 

         

 Page 2-102 November 2024 

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A16 
Brandon Smith 
March 20, 2024 
 
A16-1 This comment notes that housing projects with high unit counts can positively impact 

rent prices for local renters and surrounding residences. This comment is noted, and 
no further response is necessary.  

 
A16-2 This comment notes that the Reduced Density Alternative would raise rent prices for 

the remaining units in order for the Applicant to recuperate costs. It reiterates that 
the Project’s proposed density would help reduce rent prices, and while it would be 
preferred to have 100 percent affordable homes, it would not be an economically 
feasible option for the Applicant. This comment has been noted, and no further 
response is necessary. 

 
A16-3 This comments notes that the concerns surrounding local traffic and safety is the 

responsibility of the City to resolve; see also Responses A8.3 above, respectively. The 
comment suggested that the City consider options such as speed bumps, chicanes, 
and crosswalk bump-outs to slow traffic and prevent 169th street from becoming a 
shortcut for drivers. This comment is noted and has been passed on to the decision 
makers.  

 
A16-4  This comment suggests that the City require a concession from the builder to pay for 

Class IV bicycle paths which would incentivize use of alternatives modes of 
transportation. The comment notes that the local area is ideal for bicycle travel and 
that the 173 bicycle spaces proposed by the Project helps incentivize bicycle travel. 
As noted in DEIR Section 4.13: Transportation,  there are existing and proposed South 
Bay Bicycle Master Plan (SBBMP) bike routes near the Project site. As stated in DEIR 
Section 4.13 (Impact 4.13-1), the Project does not propose any changes to the existing 
bicycle facilities surrounding the Project site and it would not impede or alter the 
installation of the SBBMP’s -planned bicycle facilities, including the Bike Friendly 
Street segment planned along West 170th Street. This comment has been noted and 
will be passed on to decision makers.  

 
A16-5 This comment notes that the Project would result in additional funding for first 

responders and City infrastructure and would reduce visually blighted areas in the 
City. This comment has been noted, and no further response is necessary. 

 
A16-6 This comment notes that the City needs housing projects that do not displace current 

residents in order to resolve the housing crisis and meet the minimum required 
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housing allowance. This comments notes its support of the proposed Project. This 
comment is noted and, no further response is required. 
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Letter A17 – Gloria Mazzocco 
Page 1 of 2 
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Letter A17 – Gloria Mazzocco 
Page 2 of 2 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A17 
Gloria Mazzocco, Homeowner 
March 20, 2024 
 
A17-1 This comment expresses concerns about the Project’s impacts to local infrastructure, 

schools, and traffic congestion. As concluded in DEIR Section 4.19: Utilities and 
Service Systems, with mitigation incorporated, the Project would result in less than 
significant environmental effects associated with construction of the proposed water 
facilities, wastewater facilities, stormwater drainage facilities, electric power and 
telecommunication facilities. Additionally, the proposed Project would result in a less 
than significant impact in regard to water supply, wastewater treatment, and solid 
waste generation. Please refer to response A12-4 for a discussion concerning impacts 
to local schools.  With the adoption of the changes to the State CEQA Guidelines in 
2018, automobile delay, as measured by “level of service” (LOS) and other similar 
metrics, generally no longer constitutes a significant environmental effect under 
CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subd. (b)(3)). Notwithstanding, please refer to 
Response A8-3 for a discussion concerning traffic congestion. This comment does not 
address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue and no further 
response is required. 

 
A17-2 This comments states that the Initial Study failed to mention the Gardena Willows 

Wetland Preserve. The Gardena Wetland Willows Preserve is located 0.3-mile 
southeast of the Project, just north of the commercial development at the northwest 
corner of Vermont Avenue and Artesia Boulevard. While the Initial Study did not 
mention the Gardena Wetland Willows Preserve in the analysis, the Initial Study 
concluded that based on review of the existing and adjacent site conditions, no 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status plant or wildlife species, riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community, or wetlands are present on or adjacent to the 
Project site. The Project site is fully developed and contains no natural habitats, with 
only minimal landscaping. The Project site is also bounded by roadways and 
surrounded by urban uses (i.e., single- and multi- family residential on all sides). 
Finally, Project construction activities would also occur entirely within Project site 
boundaries. Therefore, the Project would not have an adverse effect on any 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status plant or wildlife species, riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community, or wetlands. This comment does not address the 
DEIR’s adequacy or provide any evidence of an impact to the Willows Wetland.  No 
further response is required. 

 
A17-3 This comment expresses concern of the Project’s impact to Gardena Wetland Willows 

due to the reduction of impermeable surface area and the resulting impacts on runoff, 
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water quality, soil, and air quality. As concluded in DEIR Section 4.7: Hydrology and 
Water Quality, the proposed Project would result in an increase in landscaped areas 
throughout the Project site, which would decrease impervious surfaces from 99.7 
percent under existing conditions to 85.9 percent under proposed Project conditions. 
The Project would reduce impervious surfaces thereby reducing flows under 10-year, 
25-year, and 50-year storm events between 11.7 percent and 13.8 percent, when 
compared to existing conditions. Because the Project would decrease surface runoff, 
it would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or result in flooding on- or off-site. 
The Project would also treat site runoff in accordance with the LID Standards Manual. 
Further, as concluded in DEIR Impact 4.8-1, the Project would be subject to 
compliance with NPDES and GMC requirements, which include implementation of 
BMPs. Overall, the Project would not substantially contribute to runoff.  

 
 Regarding water quality, following compliance with NPDES and GMC requirements, 

which include implementation of BMPs as a Condition of Approval, the Project’s 
construction and operational activities would not violate any water quality standards 
or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality. Concerning soil, 
the Projects proposed LID systems are designed to safely convey stormwater runoff 
into the sub-surface soil without the threat of contaminant mobilization and will assist 
in improving the groundwater quality.  

 
Finally, concerning air quality, as noted in DEIR Section 4.2: Air Quality, the Project’s 
construction and operational emissions would be below SCAQMD thresholds and 
would result in a less than significant impact.  
 
The comment does not provide any evidence of any impacts and does not address the 
DEIR’s adequacy No further response is required.  

 
A17-4 This comment expresses concern about the Project’s proposed parking areas 

suggesting that the Project would result in parking on local streets. Parking is not an 
environmental issue pursuant to CEQA, and this comment does not address the DEIR’s 
adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue. As such, no further response is 
necessary. Notwithstanding, please refer to Response A8-1 for a discussion regarding 
parking.  

 
A17-5 This comment notes that a seven-story apartment building is excessive for the City. 

Please refer to Response A8-1 concerning Project building height.  This comment does 
not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue and no 
further response is required. 
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A17-6 This comment notes that a residential project to the north uses the local streets for 

parking; see Response A17-5 above concerning parking on local streets. This comment 
also mentions that the residential project to the north took a long time to become 
fully occupied and notes discontent that only 20 units for the Project will be deemed 
affordable. This comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant 
environmental issue and no further response is required. 

 
A17-7 This comment expresses concerns about Project construction-related air quality and 

noise impacts to nearby sensitive receptors. Please refer to Response A11-2 for a 
discussion concerning air quality impacts. Please refer to Response A4-15 for a 
discussion concerning construction noise. This comment does not address the DEIR’s 
adequacy and no further response is required. 
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Letter A18– Liliana Arreguin 
Page 1 of 1 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A18 
Liliana Arreguin, Resident 
March 20, 2024 
 
A18-1 This comment expresses concern about the Project’s potential impacts to congestion. 

With the adoption of the changes to the State CEQA Guidelines in 2018, automobile 
delay, as measured by “level of service” (LOS) and other similar metrics, generally no 
longer constitutes a significant environmental effect under CEQA. (Pub. Resources 
Code, § 21099, subd. (b)(3)). Notwithstanding, please refer to Response A8-3 for a 
discussion concerning traffic congestion. This comment does not address the DEIR’s 
adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue and no further response is 
required. 

 
A18-2 This comment expresses concern about the Project’s construction noise impacts and 

the potential impacts to parking on local streets. Please refer to DEIR Section 4.9: 
Noise and to Response A4-15 for a discussion concerning construction noise. The 
comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy on this issue and no further response 
is necessary.  

 
Additionally, parking is not an environmental issue pursuant to CEQA, and this 
comment does not address the DEIR’s adequacy or raise a significant environmental 
issue. As such, no further response is necessary. Notwithstanding, please refer to 
Response A8-1 for a discussion regarding parking.   

 
A18-3 This comment expresses opposition to the Project. This comment is noted, and no 

further response is necessary. 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 1 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 2 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 3 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 4 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 5 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 6 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 7 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 8 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 9 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 10 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 11 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 12 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 13 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 14 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 15 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 16 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
Page 17 of 18 
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Letter A19– Various  
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A19 
Various, Residents 
April 2, 2024 
 
A19-1 This petition is has been provided to City staff. The petition expresses concern with 

the height and density of the proposed apartment building, and potential impacts 
related to traffic and quality of life. Please refer to Response A8-1 for a discussion 
concerning Project building height and density. As mentioned in Response A8-3, with 
the adoption of the changes to the State CEQA Guidelines in 2018, automobile delay, 
as measured by “level of service” (LOS) and other similar metrics, no longer 
constitutes a significant environmental effect under CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21099, subd. (b)(3).). Notwithstanding, please refer to Response A8-3 for a discussion 
regarding traffic. As traffic and quality of life are not CEQA issues, this comment has 
been noted, and no further response is necessary.  
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Comment Letter A20 – Layne Fajeau 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A20 
Layne Fajeau, Attorney 
March 19, 2024 
 
A20-1 This comment is introductory in nature and states that the Law Office of Lozeau Drury 

has submitted comments on behalf of the Supporters Alliance for Environmental 
Responsibility (SAFER). No further response is necessary. 

 
A20-2 The comment suggests the City should revise and recirculate the DEIR to address “all 

feasible mitigation measures to reduce noise pollution.” Further, the comment 
suggests the City recirculate the Draft EIR.  

 
 As discussed in Section 4.9, due to the distance to sensitive receptors, there are no 

feasible mitigation measures to mitigate construction noise to less than significant. As 
discussed in Section 6.5, the analysis considered, but ultimately rejected, an 
alternative which would avoid the Project’s significant unavoidable construction 
noise, given the only way to avoid the significant impact would be no construction. 
Section 6.5 includes discussion of other mitigation measures incorporated to attempt 
to mitigate the impact, but nevertheless the impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. The commenter has not provided substantial evidence of any other 
feasible mitigation measures that should be adopted. 

 
A20-3 The comment states that the commenter reserves the right to supplement the 

comments and incorporates by reference all comments regarding the EIR. The 
comment is noted. No further response is necessary. 
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Comment Letter A21 – Brian Flynn 
Page 1 of 4 
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Comment Letter A21 – Brian Flynn 
Page 2 of 4 
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Comment Letter A21 – Brian Flynn 
Page 3 of 4 
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Comment Letter A21 – Brian Flynn 
Page 4 of 4 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A21 
Bryan Flynn, Attorney 
March 27, 2024 
 
A21-1 This comment is introductory in nature and states that the Law Office of Lozeau Drury 

has submitted comments on behalf of the Supporters Alliance for Environmental 
Responsibility (SAFER). The comment also summarizes the Project. No further 
response is necessary. 

 
A21-2 This comment states that SAFER has concerns regarding the Draft EIR and believes the 

Draft EIR should be recirculated. See responses A21-3 through A21-4. This is simply a 
generalized comment that does not require a response. 

 
A21-3 This comment states that COA HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-1 are deferred mitigation 

measures, as neither include performance standards or criteria. Given the potential 
for unknown hazardous materials/contamination is unknown (place, medium, 
amount, type of contaminant, etc.), it is not possible to set performance standards for 
unknown contamination that could be included in MM HAZ-1. In regard to 
COA HAZ- 1, Section 18.42.200 of the GMC requires the Project to comply with 
SCAQMD Rule 1403 for asbestos-containing materials. SCAQMD Rule 1403 provides 
requirements for demolition and renovation activities to include asbestos surveying, 
notification, ACM removal procedures and time schedules, ACM handling and clean-
up procedures, and storage, disposal, and landfilling requirements for asbestos-
containing waste materials. Therefore, if the Asbestos Survey required per 
COA HAZ- 1 determines that there are ACMs present, the criteria and standards of 
performance for removal would be completed in accordance with standard 
procedures set forth in SCAQMD Rule 1403. Therefore, COA HAZ-1 would not be 
deferred mitigation as the removal process pursuant to SCAQMD rule 1403 is required 
per the GMC. Phase I Environmental Site Assessments, Phase II Environmental Site 
Assessments, and a Vapor Intrusion Risk Assessment (VIRE) were prepared for the 
Project to assess potential for hazardous materials and contamination; see DEIR 
Section 4.6. This comment is noted, and additional discussion to the regulatory setting 
and impact analysis in DEIR Section 4.6: Hazards and Hazardous Materials is included 
as shown below. 

DEIR Section 4.6: Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
  DEIR Page 4.6-19 
 

Pursuant to GMC Section 18.42.200 (B), the Project is required to comply with the 
objective standards of the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD)  Rule 1403 for asbestos-containing materials. SCAQMD Rule 1403 
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provides requirements for demolition and renovation activities to include 
asbestos surveying, notification, ACM removal procedures and time schedules, 
ACM handling and clean-up procedures, and storage, disposal, and landfilling 
requirements for asbestos-containing waste materials. 
 

DEIR Section 4.6: Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
  DEIR Page 4.6-20 
 

The existing buildings were noted as a REC due to potential ACM and LBP. 
Demolition of the onsite buildings has the potential to cause airborne asbestos 
and LBP concentrations that would exceed federal and State thresholds and may 
pose an exposure risk for construction workers. Therefore, ACM and LBP would 
be removed or stabilized prior to demolition. Condition of Approval (COA) HAZ-1 
requires an ACM and LBP survey of the existing onsite buildings. COA HAZ-1 
includes measures for the safe dismantling and removal of building components 
and debris and prevents the accidental release of asbestos, and COA HAZ-2 
includes measures to safely demolish structures containing potential LBP, thereby 
protecting workers and the public from potential exposure to hazardous materials 
and wastes during demolition. Further, GMC §18.42.200(B) requires the Project to 
comply with the objective standards of the SCAQMD  Rule 1403, which provides 
requirements asbestos surveying, notification, ACM removal procedures and time 
schedules, ACM handling and clean-up procedures, and storage, disposal, and 
landfilling requirements for asbestos-containing waste material. Therefore, 
following compliance with COA HAZ-1, COA HAZ-2, and GMC §18.42.200(B), the 
potential presences of these materials would not result in a significant hazard to 
the public through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions.  
 

 
A21-4 This comment states that the Project must include a statement of overriding 

considerations, and that the statement of overriding considerations must include a 
determination of the economic benefits of the Project, supported by substantial 
evidence, including whether the provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers.  

 
 A statement of overriding considerations will be prepared alongside the Staff Report 

following completion of the Final EIR. The statement of overriding considerations will 
include relevant considerations, supported by substantial evidence, for why the 
benefits of the project outweigh any significant impacts.   certain mitigation measures 
are infeasible. A statement of overriding considerations is not prepared or released as 
part of a Draft or Final EIR, nor would it be appropriate to do so.  Furthermore, the 
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provision of highly trained workers is only one consideration that may be taken into 
account; it is not mandatory that employment is provided for such workers or that 
the EIR address this issue to make a statement of overriding considerations finding.  
Thus, the comment is noted, and no further response is necessary.  

 
A21-5 This comment summarizes and reiterates that SAFER has concerns regarding the Draft 

EIR and believes the Draft EIR should be recirculated. See responses A21-3 through 
A21-4.  Again, this is a generalized statement that does not require a response. 
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NOTE TO FILE NO. A22 
October 23, 2024 
 
A22-2 During a review of DEIR Section 4.1: Air Quality (Impact 4.1-3) a typo was found.   

Therefore, a revision has been made to DEIR Section 4.1; please see below.  
 

DEIR Section 4.1: Air Quality 
DEIR Page 4.1-19 

 
Error! Reference source not found. Table 4.1-8: Maximum Residential Receptor 
and Carcinogenic Resk presents the carcinogenic risk estimate for the maximum 
exposed residential receptor.  

 
A22-1 During a review of DEIR Section 4.2: Cultural Resources (Impact 4.3-2) a typo was 

found.   Therefore, a revision has been made to DEIR Section 4.2; please see below.  
 

DEIR Section 4.2: Cultural Resources 
DEIR Page 4.2-17 

 
The depth of excavation for the Project is approximately 60 feet below the surface, 
which would likely require excavation of underlying alluvial sediments and 
removal of the overlying artificial fill. 
 

DEIR Section 4.2: Cultural Resources 
DEIR Page 4.2-19 

 
The maximum anticipated depth of excavation below the existing surface grade is 
estimated at 60 feet. 
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3.0 ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR 
The responses included in FEIR Section 2.0: Comment Letters and Responses, may include text 
revisions to clarify or amplify information in the DEIR and/or appendices, as initiated by the Lead 
Agency or due to environmental issues raised in the comment letters. Should a response to a 
comment require DEIR revisions, the relevant DEIR text is presented in a box, with deleted text 
indicated by strike through and added text indicated by double underlining, as shown in the 
following example:  

Deleted DEIR text     Added DEIR text 

It is noted none of the corrections/clarifications identified in this section constitute “significant 
new information” pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5. The corrections/clarifications 
identified in this section merely clarify/amplify and make insignificant modifications to the DEIR. 
The corrections/clarifications involve only minor changes in the Project, but do not involve 
changes to the environmental setting or significant new information. 

3.1 PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT 

DEIR Table of Contents 
DEIR Page xiii 

Appendix 4.7-2: Water Resources Analysis 

Appendix 4.9-1: Noise Impact Study 

Appendix 4.9-2: Operational Noise Analysis 

DEIR Section ES: Executive Summary 
DEIR Page ES-3 

Redesignate the residential parcel at 16964 179th Street Brighton Avenue from Industrial 
to Single Family Residential and rezone from General Industrial Zone (M-2) to Single 
Family Residential Zone (R-1) consistent with the existing residential land use.  
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DEIR Section 2.0: Project Description 
DEIR Page 2-10 
 
The parcel immediately adjacent to the Project site’s southwest corner, at 16964 West 179th 
Street Brighton Avenue, is occupied by a single-family residential (SFR) DU.  
 
DEIR Page 2-10, Table 2-3: Surrounding Land Uses and Zoning  
 

Table 2-1: Surrounding Land Uses and Zoning 

Direction Existing On-the-Ground Land Uses  Zoning1 

North 

North: West 169th Street, with a 63-unit single-
room occupancy multi-family development 
across the street, at 16819 South Normandie 
Avenue. 

Northwest: Single-family residential uses are 
west of South Normandie Avenue. 

North: Industrial Zone (M-1)2  

 

 

Northwest: Low-Density Multi-Family Residential 
Zone (R-2)3 

South 

South: West 170th Street, with single-family 
residential uses across the street. 

Southwest: One single-family residential 
dwelling unit is immediately adjacent, at 16964 
West 179th Street Brighton Avenue.  

South: Single-Family Residential Zone (R-1)4 

 

Southwest: General Industrial Zone (M-2)5 

East 

East: South Normandie Avenue and an existing 
UPRR track (north/south orientation) are 
immediately adjacent and to the east. 

Northeast/Southeast: Multi- and single-family 
residential uses are across South Normandie 
Avenue, respectively.  

East: General Industrial Zone (M-2)5 

 

 

Northeast: Normandie Estates Specific Plan6 / 
Southeast: Single-Family Residential Zone (R-1)4 

West 
Brighton Way (an alleyway) is to the west, with 
single-family and duplex residential uses across 
the alley.  

Low-Density Multiple Family Residential Zone (R-
2)3 

Notes:  
1. City of Gardena. (2020). Zoning. Available at https://cityofgardena.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Gardena_Zonning_2020.pdf.  
2. GMC Chapter 18.36: Industrial Zone (M-1). See GMC §18.36.040: Performance Standards, for property development standards. 
3. GMC Chapter 18.14: Low-Density Multi-Family Residential Zone (R-2). See GMC §18.14.050: Property Development Standards, for 

property development standards. 
4. GMC Chapter 18.12: Single-Family Residential Zone (R-1). See GMC §18.12.050: Property Development Standards, for property 

development standards. 
5. GMC Chapter 18.38: General Industrial Zone (M-2). M-1 Zone performance standards apply; see GMC §18.36.040. 
6. Normandie Estates Specific Plan single-family detached residential. 
7. GMC §18.14.050: Property Development Standards. 

 
DEIR Page 2-11 
 
Additionally, the Project proposes to redesignate and rezone two parcels that are adjacent to the 
site and outside the proposed Specific Plan area to be consistent with existing uses, as depicted 
on Exhibit 2-2. These areas include the residential parcel at 16964 West 179th Street Brighton 
Avenue and the UPRR parcel immediately adjacent and east of the Project site.   

https://cityofgardena.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Gardena_Zonning_2020.pdf
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DEIR Page 2-13, Exhibit 2-4: Conceptual Site Plan  
(Previous Conceptual Site Plan dated December 15, 2022) 
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(Revised Conceptual Site Plan dated February 27, 2024) 
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DEIR Page 2-15 
 
Additionally, the Project proposes approximately 50,493 44,420 total SF of open space, 
comprised of approximately 20,150 13,600 SF of private open space and approximately 30,343 
32,820 SF of common open space. The Project proposes approximately 20,432 SF of planting 
areas, including approximately 10,553 SF within Subarea A and approximately 9,879 SF within 
Subarea B.  
 
DEIR Page 2-15, Table 2-4: Land Use Summary – Proposed Project 
 

Table 2-2: Land Use Summary - Proposed Project 

Description Industrial  
(Square Feet)1 

Residential1 
(Gross Square Feet) (Dwelling Units) 

Industrial (to be removed) -115,424 - - 
Industrial (to be removed, but 
excluded from Project impact offsets) 9,324   

Apartment Building - 308,308 328 

Townhome-Style Residential - 120,673 121,270 75 

Project Total -106,100 +428,981 +429,578 +403 
Notes: 

1. See Table 2-1. 
2. Urban Architecture Lab (2022 2024). 16911 Normandie Apartments and Townhomes Entitlement Set, Sheet No. G0.01: Project 

Information.  
 
DEIR Page 2-15 
 
The Project proposes an approximately 308,308-SF apartment building with 328 DU at a density 
of approximately 155 154 DU/AC. 
 
DEIR Page 2-15 
 
Each Subarea A unit would be provided a minimum of 50 9,850 SF of private open space. The 
common open space amenities proposed in Subarea A total approximately 22,698 22,140 SF and 
include: roof deck with BBQs and seating areas; swimming pool with BBQ and seating areas; a 
dog park fitness room; club houses; and a courtyard with seating area.  
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DEIR Page 2-16, Table 2-5: Land Use Summary – Proposed Apartment Building1 
 

Table 2-3: Land Use Summary – Proposed Apartment Building 1 

Level Description Floor Area2 
(Square Feet) 

Dwelling  
Units 

L1 
Lobby 2,800 2,080  

Amenity I: Fitness Room 2,682 2,526  

L2 - L7 
Apartment Units 241,109 241,065 

328 (68 Studio, 194 
1-Bedroom,  

66 2- Bedroom) 

Balconies (Covered)4 6,991  

L3 
Amenity II: Courtyard 1,446 1,332  

Amenity III: Pool Court 1,500 1,382  

L4 Amenity IV: BBQ Covered Dining Area 795 725  

Other Other3 50,985 52,207  

Total  308,308  
Notes: 
1. Urban Architecture. (2022 2024). 16911 Normandie Apartments & Townhomes Entitlement Set.  
2. “Floor Area,” as defined in GMC Chapter 18:04: Definitions. 
3. Other = Circulation, stairs, elevator shafts, trash vestibules, and trash rooms.  
4. Only covered portions of balconies are included in the floor area calculation. 

 
DEIR Page 2-16 
 

o Vehicle Parking, 195 Spaces: 135 155 Standard, 20 electric vehicle charging (one of 
which is a van electric vehicle charging), and 8 accessible, and 32 tandem. 

 
DEIR Page 2-16 
 

o Vehicle Parking, 204 Spaces: 150 170 Standard and 20 electric vehicle charging 
and 34 tandem. 

 
The apartment building would provide 20 spaces with EV chargers installed, 40 spaces that are 
EV capable with electrical panel space and load capacity, and 100 spaces that are EV ready with 
branch circuit, raceway, and receptacles. The EV parking spaces would be distributed between 
the building’s first two levels. 
 
DEIR Page 2-16 
 
Up to 90 66 spaces could be tandem; tandem spaces could only be rented as a pair to a single 
unit. 
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DEIR Page 2-16 
 
The Project proposes 75 townhome-style units in nine ten buildings (totaling approximately 
120,673 121,270 gross SF), at a density of approximately 24 DU/AC. 
 
DEIR Page 2-17 
 
The various proposed townhome product types are 30 two bedroom, 35 65 three-bedroom, and 
10 four-bedroom units.  
 
DEIR Page 2-17, Table 2-6: Land Use Summary – Proposed Townhomes  
 

Table 2-4: Land Use Summary – Proposed Townhomes 
Level Description Floor Area1 (Square Feet) Dwelling Units 

L1-L3 
Townhouses 115,982 119,480 

30 two-bedroom 
35 65 three-bedroom 

10 four-bedroom 

Balconies (Covered)2 3,916 1,190  

L1 Amenity V  775 600  
 Subtotal 120,673 121,270  

Source: Urban Architecture. (2022 2024). 16911 Normandie Apartments & Townhomes Entitlement Set.  
Notes: 
1. “Floor Area,” as defined in GMC Chapter 18:04: Definitions. 
2. Only covered portions of balconies are included in the floor area calculation. 
 
DEIR Page 2-17 
 
The common open space amenities proposed in Subarea B total approximately 7,645 8,680 SF 
and include the following: swimming pool with BBQ and seating areas; dog park; club house; and 
paseos with seating areas playground. 
 
DEIR Page 2-19 
 

 Removing approximately 170 linear feet of railroad spur track, which enters the 
Project site on UPRR property and that formerly served the southernmost industrial 
building (i.e., 16911 South Normandie Avenue).  

 
DEIR Page 2-19 
 
Residential Parcel at 16964 179th Street Brighton Avenue 
Concerning the SFR parcel immediately adjacent to the Project site’s southwest corner (not a part 
of the Specific Plan area) at 16964 West 179th Street Brighton Avenue, the Project proposes to 
redesignate the parcel from Industrial to Single Family Residential, and rezone from General 
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Industrial Zone (M 2) to Single Family Residential Zone (R-1) consistent with the existing 
residential land use. 
 
DEIR Page 2-22 
 

o Concerning the residential parcel at 16964 West 179th Street Brighton Avenue, a 
General Plan amendment to change the land use designation on the General Plan 
Land Use Map from Industrial to Single-Family Residential; and rezone from General 
Industrial Zone (M2) to Single Family Residential Zone (R-1) consistent with existing 
residential land use.  

 
DEIR Page 2-22 
 

o Concerning the residential parcel at 16964 West 179th Street Brighton Avenue, a 
zoning map amendment to change the zone on the Zoning Map from General 
Industrial (M-2) Zone to Single-Family Residential (R-1) Zone; and 

 
DEIR Section 4.1: Air Quality 
DEIR Page 4.1-1 
 
It is noted, the Air Quality Report and Health Risk Assessment identified above were based on an 
earlier Conceptual Site Plan, which has since been slightly modified (“February 2024 Conceptual 
Site Plan”). Section 2.3: Project Characteristics describes the proposed Project based on the 
February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan. Given the February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan involved only 
minor modifications to the Project, the Air Quality Report and Health Risk Assessment 
significance conclusions remain valid and applicable to the February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan. 
 
It is further noted that Kimley-Horn conducted a third-party review on behalf of the City of 
Gardena (“City”) of the Project’s Air Quality Report and Health Risk Assessment; see Appendix 
4.1-1 and Appendix 4.1-2. 
 
DEIR Page 4.1-19 
 
Error! Reference source not found. Table 4.1-8: Maximum Residential Receptor and Carcinogenic 
Resk presents the carcinogenic risk estimate for the maximum exposed residential receptor.  
 
DEIR Section 4.2: Cultural Resources  
DEIR Page 4.2-17 
 
The depth of excavation for the Project is approximately 60 feet below the surface, which would 
likely require excavation of underlying alluvial sediments and removal of the overlying artificial 
fill. 
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DEIR Page 4.2-19 
 
The maximum anticipated depth of excavation below the existing surface grade is estimated at 
60 feet. 
 
DEIR Section 4.3: Energy  
DEIR Page 4.3-1  
 
It is noted, the Energy Assessment and Air Quality Report identified above were based on an 
earlier Conceptual Site Plan, which has since been slightly modified (“February 2024 Conceptual 
Site Plan”). Section 2.3: Project Characteristics describes the proposed Project based on the 
February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan. Given the February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan involved only 
minor modifications to the Project, the Energy Assessment and Air Quality Report significance 
conclusions remain valid and applicable to the February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan.  
 
It is further noted that Kimley-Horn conducted a third-party review on behalf of the City of 
Gardena (“City”) of the Project’s Air Quality Technical Report; see Appendix 4.1-1. 
 
DEIR Page 4.3-13 
 
Additionally, the Project’s proposed apartment building would provide 1.2 parking spaces per 
unit, including approximately 40 electric vehicle (EV) spaces 20 spaces with EV chargers installed, 
40 spaces that are EV capable with electrical panel space and load capacity, and 100 spaces that 
are EV ready with branch circuit, raceway, and receptacles which would to encourage carpooling 
or other alternate modes of transportation. 
 
DEIR Section 4.5: Greenhouse Gas Emissions  
DEIR Page 4.5-1  
 
It is noted, the GHG Technical Report identified above was based on an earlier Conceptual Site 
Plan, which has since been slightly modified (“February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan”). Section 2.3: 
Project Characteristics describes the proposed Project based on the February 2024 Conceptual 
Site Plan. Given the February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan involved only minor modifications to the 
Project, the GHG Technical Report significance conclusions remain valid and applicable to the 
February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan.  
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DEIR Page 4.5-27, Table 4.5-2: Summary of Construction GHG Emissions 
 

Table 4.5-5: Summary of Construction GHG Emissions 

Calendar Year 
Total Off-Road 

Emissions 
Total On-Road Emissions Total 

Construction 
Emissions1 

Worker Vendor Hauling 
(MT CO2e) 

20212024 234.36 39.86 23.61  52.2553.52 350.09351.35 
20222025 365.09 301.17 38.28  − 704.53 
20232026 364.32 375.53 56.40  − 796.25 
Total2027 238.75 244.91 37.10  − 520.76 

Total 1,202.52 961.47 155.38 53.52 2,372.89 
30-year Amortized 79 

1. Construction emissions include on-site and off-site (worker/vendor/hauling) emissions, estimated using CalEEMod. CO2e includes CO2, 
CH4, and N2O emissions, weighted by their respective global warming potentials.  

2. CalEEMod - California Emissions Estimator Model 
CH4 = methane; CO2 = carbon dioxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents; GHG = greenhouse gases; MT = metric tons;  
N2O = nitrous oxide; yr = year 

Source: Ramboll US Corporation. (2023). Greenhouse Gas Technical Report Table 7; see Appendix 4.5-1.  

 
 
DEIR Page 4.5-30, Table 4.5-4: City of Gardena Climate Action Plan Analysis 
 

Table 4.5-6: City of Gardena Climate Action Plan Analysis 

Strategy Goal Project Analysis 

Land Use and 
Transportation 

(LUT) 

A Accelerate the market 
for EV vehicles 

No Conflict. The Project would designate 
approximately 40 percent of the 399 parking stalls 
in the apartment building to be capable, ready, or 
equipped for EV Chargers. More specifically, the 
Project would provide 10 percent of parking stalls 
to be EV capable, 25 percent of parking stalls to be 
EV ready with Level 2 EV charging receptacles, and 
5 percent of parking stall to be equipped with 
Level 2 EV Chargers.  

B Encourage ride-sharing 

No Conflict. A designated loading area at the 
apartment building along Normandie Avenue 
would be signed and distinguished (e.g., with 
paving and/or paint) such that it may be utilized 
as a pick-up and drop-off zone for ride-sharing 
services. 

C Encourage transit 
usage 

No Conflict. Existing GTrans bus stops are located 
less than 600 feet to the north of the Project site 
along 166th Street. The Project includes ROW 
improvements along 169th Street which would 
create a continuous pedestrian path and allow 
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Strategy Goal Project Analysis 
greater access to public transit opportunities. 
Additional Torrance Transit and Metro services 
are located approximately 0.25 mile south of the 
Project site, at the Artesia Boulevard and South 
Normandie Avenue intersection. The Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(Metro) Harbor Gateway Transit Center is also 
located approximately 0.9 mile to the south, 
providing more access to public transit 
opportunities. Per the NCSP, new apartment 
residents who sign a 12-month lease would be 
offered a one-time free monthly Metro pass. 

D 
Adopt active 
transportation 
initiatives 

No Conflict. The Project would provide 173 bicycle 
parking spaces on the first level of the apartment 
building (located in secured facilities accessible 
only by apartment building residents). All bicycle 
parking would be located in a safe, convenient 
location, encouraging the use of bicycle 
transportation by residents and guests.  

E Parking strategies 
No Conflict. The vehicle parking spaces would be 
unbundled from the rental of the apartment units 
to encourage alternate modes of transportation. 

F Organizational 
strategies 

No Conflict. The proposed apartment amenities 
include a multi-purpose office space to provide 
workspace for residents that work from home. 
Additionally, this amenity would encourage future 
residents to telecommute work and therefore 
reduce VMT.  

G Land use strategies 

No Conflict. The Project proposes 403 DU at a 
density of 77 (DU/AC). The apartment building 
would provide 155 154 DU/AC and the 
townhomes would provide 24 DU/AC. 

H Digital technology 
strategies 

No Conflict. The Project buildings would be 
capable of connection to a future fiber network in 
order to implement the South Bay Fiber-Optic 
Master Plan.1 

Energy Efficiency 
(EE) 

A 
Increase energy 
efficiency in existing 
residential units 

Not Applicable. The Project does not involve 
existing residential units. 

B Increase energy 
efficiency in new 

No Conflict. The Project would be built to meet 
the California Green Building Code. Additionally, 
the proposed pools would use electricity for 

 
1  Magellan Advisors. (2017). Fiber-Optic Master Plan – Prepared for the South Bay Workforce Investment Board and the South Bay Cities 

Council of Governments.  
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Strategy Goal Project Analysis 
residential 
developments 

filters, pumps, and water heating rather than 
natural gas. 

C 
Increase energy 
efficiency in existing 
commercial units 

Not Applicable. The Project site is currently 
occupied by industrial uses. 

D 

Increase energy 
efficiency in new 
commercial 
developments 

Not Applicable. The Project includes only 
residential uses.  

E 
Increase energy 
efficiency through 
water efficiency 

No Conflict. The Project would be subject to 
compliance with the California Green Building 
Code, which requires that indoor potable water 
use be reduced by 20 percent through the use of 
water saving fixtures and/or flow restrictions. 

F 

Decrease energy 
demand through 
reducing urban heat 
island effect 

No Conflict. The Project would reduce the 
impervious surface area by 13.8 approximately 8.6 
percent, thereby reducing the temperature of the 
site and surrounding area. The Project would also 
provide shade from providing 89 75 new trees. 

G 

Participate in 
education, outreach, 
and planning for 
energy efficiency 

Not Applicable. The Project is a new residential 
development, and as such, would not directly be 
involved in planning for energy efficiency. 

H 
Increase energy 
efficiency in municipal 
buildings 

Not Applicable. The Project is a new residential 
development. 

I 
Increase energy 
efficiency in city 
infrastructure 

Not Applicable. The Project is a new residential 
development, and as such, would not directly be 
involved in planning for the City’s infrastructure 
efficiency. 

J 
Reduce energy 
consumption in the 
long- term 

No Conflict. New residential and non-residential 
buildings would be subject to the 2022 Title 24 
Part 6 Building Code.  

Solid Waste 
(SW) 

A 
Increase Diversion and 
Reduction of 
Residential Waste 

No Conflict. The Project would be subject to 
compliance with the state’s waste diversion goal 
of 75 percent waste diversion by 2020. 

B 
Increase Diversion and 
Reduction of 
Commercial Waste 

Not Applicable. The Project is a new residential 
development. 

C Reduce and Divert 
Municipal Waste 

Not Applicable. The Project is a new residential 
development. 
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Strategy Goal Project Analysis 

Urban Greening 
(UG) 

A 
Increase and maintain 
urban greening in the 
community 

No Conflict. The Project includes an increase of 
approximately 50,493 44,420 SF of open space 
and proposed to plant 75 new trees. 

B 
Increase and maintain 
urban greening in 
municipal facilities 

Not Applicable. The Project does not involve 
municipal facilities. 

Energy 
Generation & 

Storage  
(EGS) 

A 
Support energy 
generation and storage 
in the community 

Not Applicable. The Project is a new residential 
development, which would be serviced by SCE. 

Sources: Refer to Exhibit 2-4: Conceptual Site Plan and Appendix 4.5-1 for assumptions used in this analysis.  
 
DEIR Page 4.5-30, Table 4.5-5: RTP/SCS Goals and Analysis 
 

Table 4.5-7: RTP/SCS Goals Analysis 

Goal Project Analysis 

Goal 1 
Encourage regional economic 
prosperity and global 
competitiveness. 

Not Applicable. The Project proposes residential 
uses only.  

Goal 2 
Improve mobility, accessibility, 
reliability, and travel safety for 
people and goods. 

No Conflict. The Project includes ROW 
improvements along West 169th Street which 
would create a continuous pedestrian path and 
allow greater access to public transit opportunities. 
The Project proposes to construct sidewalks along 
the Project site frontage: on the south side of West 
169th Street (between Brighton Way and South 
Normandie Avenue), on the north side of West 
170th Street (between Brighton Way and South 
Normandie Avenue), on the west side of South 
Normandie Avenue (between West 169th Street 
and West 170th Street), and on the east side of 
Brighton Way (between West 169th Street and 
West 170th Street). Additionally, the Project 
proposes to construct approximately 266 linear 
feet of offsite sidewalk improvements along the 
south side of West 169th Street, just west of the 
Project site, between Brighton Way and the alley 
just west of Brighton Avenue. Additionally, the 
Project includes railroad improvements on 
Normandie Avenue. Both ROW and Railroad 
improvements would upgrade existing 
infrastructure and increase mobility, reliability, and 
travel safety for people and goods.  
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Goal Project Analysis 

Goal 3 
Enhance the preservation, security, 
and resilience of the regional 
transportation system. 

No Conflict. The Project includes railroad 
improvements on Normandie Avenue. These 
improvements would enhance the preservation, 
security, and resilience of the regional 
transportation system. 

Goal 4 
Increase person and goods 
movement and travel choices within 
the transportation system. 

No Conflict. The Project includes sidewalk 
improvements, as described in Goal 2 above. The 
Project also proposes railroad track improvements 
along South Normandie Avenue, which include the 
following: 
• Removing the approximately 170 linear feet of 

railroad spur track, which enters the project site 
on UPRR property. 

• Removing approximately 830 linear feet of 
railroad spur currently located along the Project 
site’s eastern boundary.  

• A new median both north and south of the track 
alignment, and  

• New warning devices and tactile warning strips 
on the South Normandie Avenue east and west 
sidewalks.  

• Refreshing railroad crossing pavement markings 
immediately north and south of the track 
alignment. 

Goal 5 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
and improve air quality. 

No Conflict. The Project site is in an urban area 
near existing transit routes and freeways. The 
Project’s location within an urbanized, walkable 
area would reduce trip lengths, which would 
reduce GHG and air quality emissions. 

Goal 6 Support healthy and equitable 
communities 

No Conflict. The Project does not exceed South 
Coast AQMD’s regional or localized thresholds. 
Based on the Friant Ranch decision, projects that 
do not exceed the South Coast AQMD’s localized 
significance thresholds (LSTs) would not violate any 
air quality standards or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation and 
result in no criteria pollutant health impacts. 

Goal 7 

Adapt to a changing climate and 
support an integrated regional 
development pattern and 
transportation network. 

Not Applicable. This is not a project-specific goal. 

Goal 8  

Leverage new transportation 
technologies and data-driven 
solutions that result in more efficient 
travel. 

No Conflict. As mentioned previously, the Project 
would designate approximately 40 percent of the 
559 399 apartment parking stalls to be capable, 
ready, or equipped for EV Chargers. Each 
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Goal Project Analysis 
townhome unit would have one EV ready space 
within each garage. Additionally, a designated 
loading area at the apartment building along 
Normandie Avenue would be signed and 
distinguished (e.g., with paving and/or paint) so 
that it may be used as a pick-up and drop-off zone 
for ride-sharing services. 

Goal 9 

Encourage development of diverse 
housing types in areas that are 
supported by multiple transportation 
options. 

No Conflict. The Project proposes various housing 
types that would provide diverse housing options 
and be served by public transit located within 
approximately 0.25 mile of the Project site. Existing 
GTrans bus stops are located less than 600 feet 
north of the Project site along 166th Street. 
Additional Torrance Transit and Metro services are 
located approximately 0.25 mile south of the 
Project site, at the Artesia Boulevard and South 
Normandie Avenue intersection. The Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(Metro) Harbor Gateway Transit Center is also 
located approximately 0.9 mile south of the Project 
site, providing more access to public transit 
opportunities. The Project includes ROW 
improvements along 169th Street, which would 
create a continuous pedestrian path and allow 
greater access to public transit opportunities. 
Further, the Project would provide new apartment 
residents who sign a 12-month lease one free 
monthly Metro pass. 

Goal 10 
Promote conservation of natural and 
agricultural lands and restoration of 
habitats. 

Not Applicable. The Project site is not located on 
agricultural lands and does not contain native 
habitat. 

Source: Southern California Association of Governments. (2020). Connect SoCal (2020 - 2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy. 

 
DEIR Section 4.6: Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
DEIR Page 4.6-9 
 
According to California Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (CalGEM), no oil or gas 
wells are located on one abandoned “dry hole” “wildcat” well, identified as “Gardena E.H”, exists 
121 feet north and 55 feet east from the intersection of 170th Street and Brighton Way thereby 
placing the well within the parking area east of the southernmost building. There are no oil or 
gas wells located or immediately adjacent to the site. The closest well was identified to be located 
approximately 480 feet south of the site and is reported as “abandoned”. 
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DEIR Page 4.6-19 
 
Pursuant to GMC Section 18.42.200 (B), the Project is required to comply with the objective 
standards of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)  Rule 1403 for asbestos-
containing materials. SCAQMD Rule 1403 provides requirements for demolition and renovation 
activities to include asbestos surveying, notification, ACM removal procedures and time 
schedules, ACM handling and clean-up procedures, and storage, disposal, and landfilling 
requirements for asbestos-containing waste materials. 
 
DEIR Page 4.6-20 
 
The existing buildings were noted as a REC due to potential ACM and LBP. Demolition of the 
onsite buildings has the potential to cause airborne asbestos and LBP concentrations that would 
exceed federal and State thresholds and may pose an exposure risk for construction workers. 
Therefore, ACM and LBP would be removed or stabilized prior to demolition. Condition of 
Approval (COA) HAZ-1 requires an ACM and LBP survey of the existing onsite buildings. COA 
HAZ-1 includes measures for the safe dismantling and removal of building components and debris 
and prevents the accidental release of asbestos, and COA HAZ-2 includes measures to safely 
demolish structures containing potential LBP, thereby protecting workers and the public from 
potential exposure to hazardous materials and wastes during demolition. Further, GMC 
§18.42.200(B) requires the Project to comply with the objective standards of the SCAQMD  Rule 
1403, which provides requirements asbestos surveying, notification, ACM removal procedures 
and time schedules, ACM handling and clean-up procedures, and storage, disposal, and landfilling 
requirements for asbestos-containing waste material. Therefore, following compliance with COA 
HAZ-1, COA HAZ-2, and GMC §18.42.200(B), the potential presences of these materials would 
not result in a significant hazard to the public through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions. 
 
DEIR Page 4.6-21 
 
As previously addressed, the Phase I ESAs identified various onsite RECs associated with past uses 
of the Project site. As discussed in Section 4.6.1: Existing Setting, there is an existing abandoned 
well within the Project site where townhomes are proposed. This well is already abandoned and 
would be capped during Project construction in coordination with CALGEM. 
 
DEIR Section 4.7: Hydrology and Water Quality 
DEIR Page 4.7-1 
 
Information in this section is based primarily on hydrology and water quality data provided in 
Appendix 4.7-1: Water Resources Technical Report (“Water Resources Technical Report”). 
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DEIR Page 4.7-1 
 
It is noted, the Water Resources Technical Report was based on an earlier Conceptual Site Plan, 
which has since been slightly modified (“February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan”). Section 2.3: 
Project Characteristics describes the proposed Project based on the February 2024 Conceptual 
Site Plan. A follow-up 16911 S Normandie Water Resources Technical Report and Updated 
Entitlements Package Dated February 27, 2024 (“Water Resources Analysis”) (Fuscoe 
Engineering, March 7, 2024) (see Appendix 4.7-2) was conducted to analyze the February 2024 
Conceptual Site Plan. The Water Resources Analysis found the Water Resources Technical 
Report’s significance conclusions remain valid and applicable to the February 2024 Conceptual 
Site Plan.  
 
It is further noted that Kimley-Horn conducted a third-party review on behalf of the City of 
Gardena (“City”) of the Project’s Water Resources Technical Report; see Appendix 4.7-1. 
 
DEIR Page 4.7-17 
 
The Project proposes various exterior open spaces, thus, would increase the Project site’s 
pervious surfaces from almost nothing (0.3 percent) to 14.1 approximately 8.6 percent. 
 
DEIR Page 4.7-18 
 
The proposed Project would result in an increase in landscaped areas throughout the Project site, 
which would decrease impervious surfaces from 99.7 percent under existing conditions to 85.9 
91.1 percent under proposed Project conditions. 
 
DEIR Page 4.7-19, Table 4.7-4: Existing Versus Proposed Drainage Conditions 
 

Table 4.7-8: Existing Versus Proposed Drainage Conditions 

Drainage Area  Area (acres) % Impervious Q10 (cfs) Q25 (cfs) Q50 (cfs) 

Existing 5.25 99.70 10.61 13.80 16.76 

Proposed 5.25 85.9 91.1 9.18 12.10 14.80 

Difference 0 13.8 8.6 1.43 1.70 1.96 

% Change from Existing 
to Proposed Conditions - -13.8% -8.6% -13.5% -12.3% -11.7% 

Source: Appendix 4.7-1, Table 6 

 
DEIR Page 4.7-24 
 
Fuscoe Engineering, Inc. (2024). 16911 S Normandie Water Resources Technical Report and 

Updated Entitlements Package Dated February 27, 2024; see Appendix 4.7-2. 
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DEIR Section 4.8: Land Use and Planning 
DEIR Page 4.8-5 
 

 Southwest: As noted above, there is one single-family residential dwelling unit 
immediately adjacent to the Project site and to the southwest, at 16964 West 179th 
Street Brighton Avenue.  

 
DEIR Page 4.8-7 
 
The parcel immediately adjacent to the Project site’s southwest corner, at 16964 West 179th 
Street Brighton Avenue, and the parcel immediately adjacent and east of the Project site are both 
designated Industrial. 
 
DEIR Page 4.8-11 
 
The multi-family residential development proposes two types of residential uses: an apartment 
building with 328 DU at the Project site’s northern portion; and 75 townhome-style units within 
nine ten buildings; see Exhibit 2-4: Conceptual Site Plan. 
 
DEIR Page 4.8-11, Table 4.8-4: Gardena General Plan 2006 Analysis 
 

Table 4.8-9: Gardena General Plan 2006 Analysis 

General Plan Policy Project Analysis 
Community Development Element: Land Use Plan 
LU Goal 1: Preserve and protect existing single-family and low/medium-density residential 
neighborhoods while promoting the development of additional high-quality housing types in the City. 
Policy LU 1.1: Promote sound housing and 
attractive and safe residential 
neighborhoods. 

No Conflict. The NCSP would implement new zoning and 
development standards to promote development of 
high-quality housing in the City. The Project facilitates the 
surrounding neighborhood’s transition into a more 
complete community, in that it would bring new 
residents to the neighborhood, bring new housing to this 
area, improve the streetscape, and activate the 
pedestrian realm.  

Policy LU 1.2: Protect existing sound 
residential neighborhoods from 
incompatible uses and development. 

No Conflict. Factors influencing land use compatibility 
include aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic. As 
concluded in Section 4.2: Air Quality, Section 4.9: Noise, 
Section 4.13: Transportation, and Section 4.16 
Aesthetics, respectively, the Project would result in less 
than significant operational impacts concerning these 
resource areas, which in turn would influence land use 
compatibility. The surrounding properties include single- 
and multi-family land uses. Therefore, the Project would 
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be a compatible land use and would involve removal of 
potentially incompatible industrial uses with NCSP 
approval.  

Policy LU 1.4: Locate new medium- and high-
density residential developments near 
neighborhood and community shopping 
centers with commensurate high levels of 
community services and facilities. 

No Conflict. Commercial uses and services are located 
approximately 0.16 mile south of the Project site at the 
Artesia Boulevard at Normandie Avenue intersection. 
These shopping centers are characterized by commercial 
and retail uses that would provide community services 
and facilities to the Project’s future residents. 
Additionally, the Project would cluster urban-density 
housing at an appropriate location in the vicinity of the 
Harbor Gateway Transit Center, which would offer easy 
access to public transportation and reduce their 
automobile dependence.  

Policy LU 1.5: Provide adequate residential 
amenities such as open space, recreation, 
off-street parking and pedestrian features in 
multi-family residential developments. 

No Conflict. The Project would incorporate quality 
residential amenities, including private and community 
open spaces. The Project’s apartment amenities include 
a fitness room, dog park, and bike room on the ground 
level; pools, BBQ’s and courtyards with fire pits on level 
three; and a roof deck and club room on level seven. The 
Project’s townhome amenities include a dog park, paseos 
playground, courtyard with BBQ’s and fire pits, and a 
pool. The Project provides adequate residential 
amenities which would create more attractive and livable 
spaces for residents. The Project would also provide 
approximately 399 off-street vehicle and 173 bicycle 
parking spaces.  

Policy LU 1.6: Ensure residential densities are 
compatible with available public service and 
infrastructure systems. 

No Conflict. The Project permits residential density 
compatible with available public service and 
infrastructure systems. As described in Section 4.12: 
Public Services and Recreation, and Section 4.15: 
Utilities and Service Systems, the Project includes 
measures to ensure that the plan area is served by 
adequate public services, infrastructure, and utilities.  

Policy LU 1.8: Minimize through-traffic on 
residential streets. 

No Conflict. The Project proposes three vehicle access 
points at 169th Street (north), 170th Street (south), and 
Normandie Avenue (east). 169th Street and 170th Street 
are classified as Local Streets in the GGP. Traffic on these 
two roadways proceed to Normandie Avenue, which is 
classified as a Major Collector. The Project minimizes 
through-traffic on residential streets by orienting 
vehicular access towards Normandie Avenue.  
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Community Development Element: Economic Development Plan 
ED Goal 3: Attract desirable businesses to locate in the City. 
Policy ED 3.3: Maintain a multidisciplinary 
proactive approach to improve the City’s 
image as a desirable business location. 

No Conflict. The Project facilitates the development of 
quality housing near local technology and creative sector 
companies and other employment centers to further 
attract desirable businesses to locate in the City. 
Innovative technology firms and their employees place a 
premium on quality-of-life and livability factors, 
including access to quality housing options; social, 
cultural, and environmental amenities; access to shops 
and restaurants; and low-stress commutes. Project 
implementation would help alleviate the negative 
impacts of a lack of housing for local technology and 
creative sector employees. The Project adopts a multi-
disciplinary, proactive approach, balancing job growth in 
the expanding technology sector with new high-quality 
housing opportunities to enable local employees to live 
close to where they work. 

Community Development Element: Community Design Plan 
DS Goal 1: Enhance the visual environment and create a positive image of the City. 
Policy DS 1.3: Promote a stronger design 
review process to ensure that public and 
private projects comply with best design 
practices and standards. 

No Conflict. The Project has been subject to City review 
and approval to ensure that future development is held 
to quality design practices and standards.  

Policy DS 1.4: Provide a sense of arrival to 
Gardena through entry monument signs, 
landscaping features, architectural and 
motifs at key gateway locations.  

No Conflict. The Project would enhance the visual 
environment by replacing obsolete, industrial warehouse 
buildings with a new multi-family development. The 
Project would incorporate high-quality design and 
landscaping consistent with the Specific Plan standards. 
Developing new residential uses in proximity to growing 
local technology and creative sector industries would 
help create a positive image of the City. The Project 
would provide onsite landscaping features and a high-
quality sign identifying the Project, consistent with GMC 
Chapter 18.58 sign standards, at a key gateway location 
in the City.  

DS Goal 2: Enhance the aesthetic quality of the residential neighborhoods in the City.  
Policy DS 2.1: Provide stronger design 
guidelines for residential development, 
including both new construction and 
additions to existing single-family units or 
multi-family dwellings. 

No Conflict. The Project is intended to achieve quality 
and attractively designed development that can serve as 
a model for future multi-family development in the City. 
The Project would replace aged and dilapidated industrial 
warehouse buildings with a residential development that 
is intended to serve as a catalyst to transform southeast 
Gardena into a multi-family neighborhood. 

Policy DS 2.2: Ensure that new and 
remodeled dwelling units are designed with 
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architectural styles, which are varied and are 
compatible in scale and character with 
existing buildings and the natural 
surroundings. 
Policy DS 2.3: Encourage a variety of 
architectural styles, massing, floor plans, 
color schemes, building materials, façade 
treatments, elevation and wall articulations. 

No Conflict. The NCSP development standards would 
ensure the development includes a variety of massing, 
floorplans, color schemes, façade treatments, elevations, 
and wall articulations.  

Policy DS 2.7: Require appropriate setbacks, 
massing, articulation and height limits to 
provide privacy and compatibility where 
multiple-family housing is developed 
adjacent to single-family housing. 

No Conflict. The apartment building portion of the 
Project design and access is oriented towards Normandie 
Avenue and away from the nearest single-family housing 
located to the south and west of the Project site. Further, 
the Project appropriately transitions building massing 
from a single- to multi-family scale by locating the 
townhome style buildings along the Project boundary 
that borders single-family housing (south and west) and 
the apartment building near the multi-family apartments 
(north) and Normandie Avenue (east).  

Policy DS 2.9: Integrate new residential 
developments with the surrounding built 
environment. In addition, encourage a strong 
relationship between the dwelling and the 
street. 
Policy DS 2.10: Provide landscape 
treatments (trees, shrubs, groundcover, and 
grass areas) within multi-family 
development projects in order to create a 
“greener” environment for residents and 
those viewing from public areas. 

No Conflict. The Project would provide landscape 
treatments that would create a “greener” environment. 
The Project would replace existing industrial warehouses 
with a multi-family residential building that incorporates 
street trees to shade the street and sidewalk and create 
a pedestrian-scale screen between the ground level and 
upper levels of the building. The upper-level courtyards 
would all be landscaped and visible from the street, 
further enhancing the “green” environment for residents 
and those viewing from public areas. 

Policy DS 2.11: Incorporate quality 
residential amenities such as private and 
communal open spaces into multi-unit 
development projects in order to improve 
the quality of the project and to create more 
attractive and livable spaces for residents to 
enjoy. 

No Conflict. The Project would incorporate quality 
residential amenities, including 16,120 13,600 SF of 
private and 32,900 32,820 SF of community open spaces. 
The Project’s apartment amenities include a fitness 
room, dog park, pool, and bike room on the ground level; 
pools, BBQs and courtyards on level 3; and a roof deck 
and club room on level 7. The Project’s townhome 
amenities include a dog park, paseos playground, 
courtyard with BBQs, and a pool. These amenities would 
create more attractive and livable spaces for residents to 
enjoy. 

Policy DS 2.12: Provide well-designed and 
safe parking areas that maximize security, 
surveillance, and efficient access to building 
entrances. 

No Conflict. The apartment building portion of the 
Project would provide parking in an enclosed garage 
consisting of two vertical floors, starting at the ground 
level. The parking garage would be accessible only to 
residents and would be secured by a key fob entry 
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system. Residents would be able to enter the building 
directly from the parking garage. The townhome units 
would have enclosed parking garages. 

Policy DS 2.14: Require design standards be 
established to provide for attractive building 
design features, safe egress and ingress, 
sufficient parking, adequate pedestrian 
amenities, landscaping, and proper signage. 

No Conflict. The Project includes design guidelines to 
ensure that the Project is designed with a varied but 
cohesive architectural style. These design standards 
would ensure that the Project would be designed with 
attractive building design features, safe egress and 
ingress, sufficient parking, adequate pedestrian 
amenities, landscaping, and proper signage. 

Policy DS 2.15: Promote innovative 
development and design techniques, new 
material and construction methods to 
stimulate residential development that 
protects the environment. 

No Conflict. The Project would provide a new high-quality 
residential development through Specific Plan 
implementation, which would conform to the latest 
CALGreen sustainability standards and encourage 
attractive architectural design and features to stimulate 
residential development and protect the environment. 

Community Development Element: Circulation Plan 
CI Goal 1: Promote a safe and efficient circulation system that benefits residents and businesses and 
integrates with the greater Los Angeles/South Bay transportation system. 
Policy CI 1.1: Prioritize long-term 
sustainability for the City of Gardena, in 
alignment with regional and state goals, by 
promoting infill development, reduced 
reliance on single-occupancy vehicle trips, 
and improved multi-modal transportation 
networks, with the goal of reducing air 
pollution and greenhouse gas emissions, 
thereby improving the health and quality of 
life for residents. 

No Conflict. The Project’s apartment building portion 
would provide 173 bicycle parking spaces and 399 auto 
parking spaces, consistent with the NCSP but less than 
the City’s parking requirements, providing 1.2 parking 
spaces per apartment unit. As such, the Project would 
discourage multi-vehicle households. Providing less 
parking spaces per unit encourages residents to carpool 
or seek alternative modes of transportation. The Project 
further promotes use of multi-modal transportation 
networks through its close proximity to such networks. 
Existing GTrans bus stops are located less than 600 feet 
to the north of the Project site along 166th Street. 
Additional Torrance Transit and Metro services are 
located approximately 0.25 mile to the south of the 
Project site, at the intersection of Artesia Boulevard and 
South Normandie Avenue. The Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) Harbor 
Gateway Transit Center is also located approximately 0.9 
mile to the south, providing more access to public transit 
opportunities. Further, per the NCSP, new residents who 
sign a 12-month lease would be offered one free monthly 
Metro pass. The Project would provide two parking 
spaces per townhouse unit, plus 10 guest parking spaces. 

CI Goal 3: Develop Complete Streets to promote alternative modes of transportation that are safe and 
efficient for commuters, and available to persons of all income levels and disabilities. 
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Policy CI 3.1: Work with Gardena Municipal 
Bus Lines and MTA to increase the use of 
public transit, establish or modify routes, and 
improve connectivity to regional services. 

No Conflict. Transit and pedestrian facilities exist near 
the Project site. Existing GTrans bus stops are located less 
than 600 feet to the north of the Project site along 166th 
Street. Additional Torrance Transit and Metro services 
are located approximately 0.25 mile to the south of the 
Project site, at the intersection of Artesia Boulevard and 
South Normandie Avenue. The Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) Harbor 
Gateway Transit Center is also located approximately 0.9 
mile to the south, providing more access to public transit 
opportunities. To improve access to public 
transportation, the Project includes the construction of 
onsite and offsite sidewalks in this area. The Project 
includes the construction of sidewalks per Local Street 
requirements along the south side of 169th Street, 
Brighton Way (west), and 170th Street (south). 
Additionally, the Project proposes to construct offsite 
sidewalk improvements offsite along the south side of 
169th Street. The Project, with the incorporation of these 
sidewalk improvements, would improve connectivity to 
regional services and promote alternative modes of 
transportation for residents. Further, the NCSP proposes 
that new residents who sign a 12-month lease would be 
offered one free monthly Metro pass. This provision 
would increase the use of established public transit in the 
area. 

Policy CI 3.3: Maintain and expand sidewalk 
installation and repair programs, particularly 
in areas where sidewalks link residential 
neighborhoods to local schools, parks, and 
shopping areas. 

No Conflict. The Project would include reconstruction of 
sidewalks, curbs, and gutters adjoining the Project site. 
Furthermore, as mentioned above, the Project proposes 
to construct offsite sidewalk improvements offsite along 
the south side of 169th Street and onsite along Brighton 
Way (west) and 170th Street (south) pursuant to the GGP 
Circulation Element requirements for a Local Street (2 
lanes, undivided with parking).  

Policy CI 3.4: Maintain a citywide bicycle 
route and maintenance plan that promotes 
efficient and safe bikeways integrated with 
the MTA’s regional bicycle system. 

No Conflict. The Project promotes bicycle usage through 
provision of bicycle access along street frontages and 
bicycle parking.  

Housing Element 
Goal 3.0: Minimize the impact of governmental constraints on housing construction and cost. 
Policy 3.3: Encourage the use of special 
development zones and other mechanisms 
to allow more flexibility in housing 
developments. 

No Conflict. The Project reduces the impact of 
governmental constraints on housing construction and 
cost by implementing special zoning and development 
standards to permit more flexibility in housing 
developments in southeast Gardena. The Project offers 
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an opportunity to create a vibrant, multi-family 
neighborhood. The Project facilitates more diverse multi-
family housing options to serve the City’s growing and 
evolving technology industry, and balances job growth 
with new high-quality housing opportunities. By 
permitting denser development than would otherwise be 
permitted under existing zoning, the Project incentivizes 
construction of new multi-family housing with a variety 
of unit types thereby reducing costs. 

Goal 4.0: Provide adequate residential sites through appropriate land use and zoning to accommodate 
the City’s share of regional housing needs. 
Policy 4.1: Implement land use policies that 
allow for a range of residential densities. 

No Conflict. Upon adoption of the General Plan 
Amendment and zone change to Specific Plan, the Project 
would be consistent with land use designations and 
zoning to provide for the development of multi-family 
residential development. The provision of up to 403 
residential units near regional serving public transit 
infrastructure assists the City in meeting its share of the 
regional housing needs allocation. Currently, residential 
development in southeast Gardena primarily consists of 
single-family housing with minimal multi-family housing 
along arterials. The Project permits a greater range of 
residential densities than is currently permitted in this 
area of the City. Additionally, three parcels of the existing 
Project site are designated with a Housing Overlay which 
identifies that the site has potential to be redeveloped 
with residential uses to help the City meet its Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation.  

Community Resources Element: Conservation Plan 
CN Goal 2: Conserve and protect groundwater supply and water resources. 
Policy CN 2.2: Comply with the water 
conservation measures set forth by the 
California Department of Water Resources. 

No Conflict. The Project conserves and protects 
groundwater supply and water resources through 
compliance with all applicable regulations, including the 
water conservation measures set forth by the 
Department of Water Resources. The Project site is 
approximately 99.7% impervious under existing 
conditions.2 The Project would reduce the impermeable 
area to approximately 85.90 91.1% , an approximately 
13.80 8.6% reduction by incorporating approximately 
31,000 20,432 SF of new planting areas. The Project 
would be required to comply with all applicable 

Policy CN 2.6: Encourage and support the 
proper disposal of hazardous waste and 
waste oil. Monitor businesses that generate 
hazardous waste materials to ensure 
compliance with approved disposal 
procedures. 

 
2  Urban Architecture Lab. (2022). 16911 Normandie Apartments and Townhomes Entitlement Set, Sheet 
No. G0.01: Project Information. 
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regulations regarding the disposal of hazardous waste 
and waste oil during construction. 

 Goal 3: Reduce the amount of solid waste produced in Gardena. 
Policy CN 3.1: Comply with the requirements 
set forth in the City’s Source Reduction and 
Recycling Element.  

No Conflict. The Project would comply with all applicable 
local and state requirements for waste diversion during 
both construction and operations, including the City’s 
Source Reduction and Recycling Element. 

CN Goal 4: Conserve energy resources through the use of technology and conservation methods. 
Policy CN 4.1: Encourage innovative building 
designs that conserve and minimize energy 
consumption. 

No Conflict. The Project would be a multi-family 
development subject to Title 24 requirements. The 
Project would be designed to achieve best practices for 
architectural design and land development that enhance 
the City’s infrastructure, reduce consumption of non-
renewable resources, and limit pollutants and 
greenhouse gas emissions. The Project would comply 
with the 2022 CALGreen sustainability standards, or 
those in effect at the time that plans are submitted. 

Policy CN 4.2: Require compliance with Title 
24 regulations to conserve energy. 

CN Goal 5: Protect the City’s cultural resources. 
Policy CN 5.3: Protect and preserve cultural 
resources of the Gabrielino Native American 
Tribes found or uncovered during 
construction. 

No Conflict. The Project would incorporate measures to 
protect and preserve any cultural resources of the 
Gabrielino Native American Tribe, or any other Tribe, 
found or uncovered during construction. See 
Section 4.14: Tribal Cultural Resources.  

Community Safety Element: Public Safety Plan 
PS Goal 1: Maintain a high level of fire and police protection for residents, businesses and visitors. 
Policy PS 1.6: Ensure that law enforcement, 
crime prevention, and fire safety concerns 
are considered in the review of planning and 
development proposals in the City. 

No Conflict. The City has considered law enforcement, 
crime prevention, and fire safety concerns in its Project 
review. The building and parking structure would be 
accessible only to residents. The five spaces directly off 
Normandie Avenue will be made available for public 
parking. The Project proposes 10 guest parking spaces, 
which would be located near the townhome units. The 
Project would comply with all applicable Fire Code and 
fire safety regulations. 

PS Goal 2: Protect the community from dangers associated with geologic instability, seismic hazards and 
other natural hazards. 
Policy PS 2.3: Require compliance with 
seismic safety standards in the Uniform 
Building Code. 

No Conflict. The Project would be required to comply 
with the seismic safety standards in the Uniform Building 
Code. 

Policy PS 2.4: Require geotechnical studies 
for all new development projects located in 
an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone or 
areas subject to liquefaction. 

No Conflict. The Project site is near parcels within a 
liquefaction zone; therefore, a geotechnical study was 
prepared for the Project area; see Appendix 4.4-1: 
Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation.  
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PS Goal 4: Increase public awareness of crime and fire prevention, and emergency preparedness and 
procedures. 
Policy PS 4.3: Promote professional 
management of multi-family residential 
buildings. 

No Conflict. The Project’s proposed multi-family 
residential building would be professionally managed and 
the property managers would develop standard 
emergency preparedness plans and procedures. 

Community Safety Element: Noise Plan 
N Goal 2: Incorporate noise considerations into land use planning decisions.  
Policy N 2.4: Require mitigation of all 
significant noise impacts as a condition of 
project approval. 

No Conflict. The Project’s potential for generating noise 
impacts on the surrounding environment both during 
construction and operation is addressed in Section 4.9: 
Noise. As concluded in Section 4.9: Noise, impacts 
associated with Project onsite construction activities 
would be significant and unavoidable despite the 
specified mitigation measures. In accordance with Policy 
2.4, mitigation is required to minimize construction noise 
impacts. As to Policies 2.5 and 2.6, the Project would 
conduct interior noise level studies and achieve interior 
noise level standards as required by the Building Code. As 
to Policy 2.9, the Project would incorporate design 
features necessary to control residential interior noise 
levels and minimize exposure of residents to nearby 
mobile noise sources in accordance with the Building 
Code standards for interior noise levels. 

Policy N 2.5: Require proposed projects to be 
reviewed for compatibility with nearby 
noise-sensitive land uses with the intent of 
reducing noise impacts. 
Policy N 2.6: Require new residential 
developments located in proximity to 
existing commercial/ industrial operations to 
control residential interior noise levels as a 
condition of approval and minimize exposure 
of residents in the site design. 
Policy N 2.9: Encourage the creative use of 
site and building design techniques as a 
means to minimize noise impacts. 
N Goal 3: Develop measures to control non-transportation noise impacts. 
Policy N 3.2: Require compliance with noise 
regulations. Review and update Gardena’s 
policies and regulations affecting noise. 

No Conflict. The Project would be subject to compliance 
with the City’s noise ordinance. 

Policy N 3.3: Require compliance with 
construction hours to minimize the impacts 
of construction noise on adjacent land. 

No Conflict. The Project would be subject to compliance 
with the City’s regulations regarding permitted 
construction hours. 

Source: City of Gardena. 2006. Gardena General Plan 2006, Updated 2022. https://www.cityofgardena.org/general-plan/. Accessed May 2023. 
 
DEIR Page 4.8-21 
 
These approvals are needed for Project development, which proposes one seven-story 
apartment building with 328 apartments and nine ten three-story structures which include 75 
townhome style units to replace the warehouse buildings currently on the property. 
 

https://www.cityofgardena.org/general-plan/
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DEIR Section 4.9: Noise  
DEIR Page 4.9-1 
 
It is noted, the Noise Impact Study was based on an earlier Conceptual Site Plan, which has since 
been slightly modified (“February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan”). Section 2.3: Project 
Characteristics describes the proposed Project based on the February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan. 
A follow-up Project Modified Site Plan – Operational Noise Analysis (“Operational Noise 
Analysis”) (Acoustical Engineering Services, March 7, 2024) was conducted (see Appendix 4.9-2) 
to analyze the February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan. The Operational Noise Analysis found the 
Noise Impact Study’s significance conclusions remain valid and applicable to the February 2024 
Conceptual Site Plan. 
 
It is further noted, Kimley-Horn conducted a third-party review on behalf of the City of Gardena 
(“City”) of the Project’s Noise Impact Study; see Appendix 4.9-1.  
 
DEIR Page 4.9-19 
 
-Townhomes: swimming outdoor pool with BBQ and seating areas; dog park; club house; and 
paseos with seating areas playground.  
 
DEIR Page 4.9-20 
 
Concerning the February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan, the location of the townhomes pool (L1) 
changed to the eastern portion of the Project site to approximately 430 feet northeast of 
sensitive receptor R1 and approximately 140 feet west of sensitive receptor R3. Although the 
outdoor activity noise levels presented in Table 4.9-8 were modelled using the pool’s original 
location, the noise levels associated with the pool’s modified location would be less or similar to 
those presented in the table. In its modified location, the pool would move further away from 
sensitive receptor R1, thus noise levels would be less than 46.6 dBA, resulting in a less than 
significant impact. In its modified location, the pool would move closer to sensitive receptor R3, 
however, as shown above in Table 4.9-8, the estimated noise from outdoor activities at receptor 
R2, which is the receptor nearest the modified pool location, is only 37.7 dBA, which would be 
far below the significance threshold of 67.3 dBA. The pool’s relocation would not increase 
outdoor operational noise levels such that the significance threshold would be exceeded. 
Further, any increase in outdoor activity noise levels at sensitive receptor R3 would be masked 
by offsite mobile roadway noise along South Normandie Avenue. Thus, the Project’s outdoor 
stationary noise source noise levels associated with the February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan 
would remain less than significant.  
 
DEIR Page 4.9-29 
 
Acoustical Engineering Services, Inc. (2024). Project Modified Site Plan – Operational Noise 

Analysis; see Appendix 4.9-2. 
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DEIR Page 4.10-10 
 
The Project proposes to remove all existing onsite structures and, in their place, construct a 403-
DU multi-family residential development with two types of residential uses: an apartment 
building with 328 DU at the Project site’s northeastern portion; and 75 townhome-style units 
within nine ten buildings at the Project site’s southern portion and along the western site 
boundary; see Exhibit 2-4: Conceptual Site Plan. Table 2-45: Land Use Summary – Proposed 
Apartment Building summarizes the apartment building’s proposed floor areas and various 
proposed apartment product types (i.e., 68 studio, 194 one-bedroom, and 66 two-bedroom). 
Table 2-56: Land Use Summary – Proposed Townhomes summarizes the townhome proposed 
floor areas and the various proposed townhome product types (i.e., 30 two bedroom, 35 65 
three-bedroom, and 10 four-bedroom). 
 
DEIR Section 4.12: Recreation  
DEIR Page 4.12-6 
 
The Normandie Crossing Specific Plan (Section VI. Landscape and Open Space Plan) specifies that 
the Project must provide a minimum of 16,400 9,850 SF (50 SF per unit for 60 percent of the 
units) of private open space and 22,698 22,140 SF of outdoor common open space for the 
proposed apartments and 3,750 SF (50 SF per unit) of private space and 7,645 8,680 SF of indoor 
and outdoor common open space for the proposed townhomes. 
 
DEIR Page 4.12-6 
 
Overall, the Project proposes approximately 50,493 44,420 SF of open spaces, including 
approximately 20,150 13,600 SF of private open space and approximately 30,343 32,820 SF of 
common open space.  
 
DEIR Page 4.12-6 
 
Each Subarea A unit would be provided provide a minimum of 50 SF of private open space for 60 
percent of the units (197 units).  
 
DEIR Page 4.12-6 
 
Each Subarea B unit would be provided 50 SF of private open space (i.e., balconies and roof decks 
yards). The amenities proposed in Subarea B’s public open spaces are as follow: swimming pool 
with BBQ and seating areas; dog park; club house; and paseos with seating areas a playground. 
 



Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project   Section 3.0 
Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report Errata to the Draft EIR  
 

 
 Page 3-29 November 2024 

DEIR Section 4.13: Transportation  
DEIR Page 4.13-1 
 
It is noted, the CEQA Transportation Assessment and Local Transportation Assessment identified 
above were based on an earlier Conceptual Site Plan, which has since been slightly modified 
(“February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan”). Section 2.3: Project Characteristics describes the 
proposed Project based on the February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan. Given the February 2024 
Conceptual Site Plan involved only minor modifications to the Project, the CEQA Transportation 
Assessment and Local Transportation Assessment significance conclusions remain valid and 
applicable to the February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan.  
 
It is further noted, Kimley-Horn conducted a third-party review on behalf of the City of Gardena 
(“City”) of the Project’s CEQA Transportation Impact Assessment and Local Transportation 
Assessment; see Appendix 4.13-1 and Appendix 4.13-2. 
 
DEIR Page 4.13-16 
 
 Removing approximately 170 linear feet of the spur track, which enters the project site 

and on UPRR property that formerly serves served the southernmost industrial building 
(16911 Normandie Avenue); 

 
DEIR Section 4.15: Utilities and Service Systems 
DEIR Page 4.15-1 
 
It is noted, the Water Resources Technical Report and Energy Assessment identified above were 
based on an earlier Conceptual Site Plan, which has since been slightly modified. However, from 
the time the reports were completed, the Conceptual Site Plan has not changed concerning 
Project elements which are foundational to these studies and which would inform Project-
relevant data. Section 2.3: Project Characteristics describes the proposed Project elements 
based on the current February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan. Because the Conceptual Site Plan has 
not changed concerning Project elements foundational to the Water Resources Technical Report 
and Energy Assessment, their conclusions remain valid and applicable to the February 2024 
Conceptual Site Plan. As such, updates to these studies to reflect the February 2024 Conceptual 
Site Plan are not warranted. Fuscoe Engineering provided a memorandum on March 7th, 2024 
confirming that the conclusions from the Water and Wastewater Technical Report dated April 
2023 remain valid and applicable to the February 2024 Conceptual Site Plan.  
 
DEIR Page 4.15-25 
 
The Project’s estimated wastewater generation would be approximately 86,500 88,000 gpd, or 
approximately 75,890 77,390 gpd (0.08 mgd) over existing conditions; see Table 4.15-7: 
Estimated Project Wastewater Generation. 
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DEIR Page 4.15-25, Table 4.156-7: Estimated Project Wastewater Generation  
 

Table 4.15-10: Estimated Project Wastewater Generation 

Land Use Dwelling Units 
Average Generation  

Factor (gpd/DU)1 
Total Wastewater 
Generation (gpd)  

Apartments  

68 Units – (Studio)  150 10,200 

194 Units – ( 1-BR) 200 38,800 

66 Units – (2-BR) 250 16,500 

Townhomes 
10 Units – (4-BR) 300 3,000 

35 65 Units – (3-BR)  300 10,500 19,500 
30 Units – (2- BR) 250 7,500 

Total Project 86,500 88,000 

Total Existing2 -10,610 

Net Project  
+ 75,890 +77,390 (0.08 

mgd) 
Note: 
1 Based on the sewer generation factors from the “Estimated Average Daily Sewage Flows for Various Occupancies” document from LA County 

Public Works.  
2 See Table 4.15-4. 

Source: Appendix 4.7-1, Table 4.  

 
DEIR Page 4.15-29 
 
The Project’s estimated water demand would total approximately 158,211 159,266 gpd, or 
approximately 145,479 146,534 gpd over existing conditions; see Table 4.15-9: Estimated Project 
Water Demand. 
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DEIR Page 4.15-30, Table 4.15-9: Estimated Project Water Demand  
 

Table 4.15-11: Estimated Project Water Demand 

Land Use Units Average Demand 
Factor (gpd/DU)1 

Total  
Water Demand (gpd) 

Apartments  
68 Units – (Studio)  180 12,240 
194 Units – ( 1-BR) 240 46,560 
66 Units – (2-BR) 300 19,800 

Townhomes 

10 Units – (4-BR) 360 3,600 

35 65 Units – (3-BR)  360 12,600 23,400 

30 Units – (2- BR) 300 9,000 

Pool(s)2  

1 Unit @ - L1 
Courtyard  13,614 13,614 

1 Units @ - L1 
Courtyard  2,693 2,693 

1 Unit @ - L3 
Courtyard  35,904 35,904 

Landscaping 30,891 20,432 SF ETWU Method3, 4  2,200 1,455 

Total Project 158,211 159,266 
(177.2 178.4 AFY) 

Total Existing5 -12,732 

Net Project + 145,479 +146,534 
(+163 +164.1 AFY) 

Note: 
1  Based on 120% of the sewer generation factors from the “Estimated Average Daily Sewage Flows for Various Occupancies” document from 

LA County Public Works. See Golden State Water Company 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Southwest Service Area, page 1-2. 
2  Pools vary in size: therefore, pools have different water consumption values per unit. 
3  Demand based on Estimated Total Water Use equation: (Eto*plant factor*landscaped area* 0.62)/irrigation efficiency. Utilizing CIMIS 

Reference Evapotranspiration Zones Map ET of 46.6 in/yr, and a conservative plant factor of 0.7 and irrigation efficiency of 0.81 proposed 
condition. 

4 The Project’s proposed landscaping was updated to total 30,205 SF (See Section 3.0: Project Description) after completion of this analysis. 
Because the Project’s updated landscaping would generate less water demand, this analysis conservatively assumes 30,891 SF of proposed 
landscaping for purposes of determining water demand.  

5 See Table 4.15-1. 

Source: Appendix 4.15, Table 3.  

 
DEIR Page 4.15-31 
 
The Project’s increase in water demand of 145,479 146,534 gpd (163 164.1 AFY) represents 
approximately 6.5% of the UWMP’s forecast increase in demand between 2025 and 2045. 
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DEIR Page 4.15-31 
 
As discussed above, the Project’s estimated wastewater generation would be approximately 
86,500 88,000 gpd, or approximately 75,890 77,390 gpd (0.08 mgd) over existing conditions; see 
Table 4.15-7. 
 
DEIR Page 4.15-31 
 
The Project’s estimated wastewater generation of 75,890 77,390 gpd (0.076 0.08 mgd) comprises 
less than 0.06 percent of JWPCP’s remaining available capacity of 156.9 mgd. 
 
DEIR Section 4.16: Aesthetics 
DEIR Page 4.16-10 
 
 At 16964 West 179th Street Brighton Avenue, rezone from General Industrial (M-2) Zone 

to Single-Family Residential (R-1) Zone; 
 
DEIR Section 5.0: Other CEQA Considerations 
DEIR Page 5-3 
 
The Project would remove all onsite uses to develop a 403-DU multi-family residential 
development with two types of residential uses: an apartment building with 328 DU at the Project 
site’s northern portion; and 75 townhome-style units within nine ten buildings at the Project 
site’s southern portion and along the western site boundary. 
 
DEIR Section 6.0: Alternatives To The Proposed Project 
DEIR Page 6-2 
 
The Project proposes a 403-dwelling unit (DU) multi-family residential development with two 
types of residential uses: an apartment building with 328 DU at the Project site’s northern 
portion; and 75 townhome-style units within nine ten buildings at the Project site’s southern 
portion and along the western site boundary. 
 
DEIR Page 6-4 
 
The analysis presented below compares the potential environmental impacts associated with the 
following alternatives to impacts from the proposed Project:  

 “No Project/No Construction” Alternative; 

 “No Project/Existing Land Use Designation” Alternative;  

 “Reduced Density” Alternative; and 

 “Community Input” Alternative. 
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Throughout the following analysis, the alternatives’ impacts are analyzed for each environmental 
issue area, as examined in Sections 4.1: Air Quality through 4.16: Aesthetics. In this manner, 
each Alternative can be compared to the Project on an issue-by-issue basis. Table 6-3: 
Comparison of Alternatives Table 6-12: Comparison of Alternatives, included at the end of this 
Section, provides an overview of the alternatives analyzed and a comparison of each Alternative’s 
impacts in relation to the Project. This Section also identifies alternatives that were considered 
by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible. Section 6.6: Environmentally Superior 
Alternative, references the “environmentally superior” Alternative, as required by the State 
CEQA Guidelines.  
 
DEIR Page 6-16, Table 6-1: Comparison Between Proposed Project and No Project/Existing Land 
Use Designation Alternative  
 

Table 6-1: Comparison Between Proposed Project and No Project/Existing Land Use 
Designation Alternative 

Description Apartment 
Building (DU)1 

Townhomes 
(DU)1 

Density 
(DU/AC)1 

Floor Area 
(SF)1 

Proposed Project 328 75 77 
429,000 
429,578 

(Residential) 

No Project/Existing Land Use 
Designation Alternative    

200,310 
228,690 

(Industrial) 
Difference -328 -75  -200,888 

% Difference -100% -100%  -47% 
 -53% 

Note:  
 1. DU = dwelling units; AC = acre; SF = square feet. 

 
DEIR Page 6-23 
 
The Project proposes an apartment building approximately 90 feet tall and nine ten townhome 
buildings approximately 40 feet tall, as measured from the finished floor (i.e., the level of the 
finished floor on the ground level) of the roof’s highest point. 
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DEIR Page 6-25, Table 6-2: Comparison Between Proposed Project and Reduced Density 
Alternative  
 

Table 6-2: Comparison Between Proposed Project and Reduced Density Alternative 

Description 
Apartment 

Building 
(DU)1 

Townhome
s (DU)1 

Density 
(DU/AC) 

Height of 
Building 
(Stories) 

Floor Area 
(SF) 

Proposed Project 328 75 77 7 429,000 
429,578 

Reduced Density 
Alternative 192 75 51 5 253,110 

Subtotal Difference -136 -0    

Total Difference -136  -2 -175,890 
-176,468 

% Difference -34%   -41% 
Note: DU = dwelling units; and AC = acre. 

 
DEIR Page 6-25 
 
The Reduced Density Alternative proposes approximately 34 percent fewer DU than the Project 
and less floor area (approximately 253,110 SF compared to approximately 429,000 429,578 SF), 
thus, proportionately fewer construction emissions as presented in Table 4.1-5 would occur. 
 
DEIR Page 6-33 
 
6.4.5 COMMUNITY INPUT” ALTERNATIVE 
The Community Input Alternative was added as a result of input received from the community 
through the public hearing and public review processes, as well as from a follow-up meeting the 
Applicant had with neighborhood residents following the March 19, 2024 Planning Commission 
meeting.  This new Alternative addresses the following primary concerns that were raised by the 
community and neighborhood residents: density; and apartment building height and mass, 
parking, and the alignment of the driveway on 170th Street.   

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 

The Community Input Alternative assumes development of the Project site similar to the 
proposed Project. The townhomes would remain unchanged; however, under this Alternative, 
the apartment building would be reduced to 258 DUs (from 328 DU) and the building height 
would be reduced to five above grade stories at a maximum height of 70 feet from existing grade 
(from seven above grade stories at a maximum height of 90 feet from existing grade) and would 
include one level of subterranean parking (with none under the proposed Project). This 
Alternative proposes a total of 333 DU, or approximately 17 percent fewer DU than the Project’s 
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proposed 403 DU and would reduce the density to 63 DU/AC (from 77 DU/AC). With fewer units, 
this Alternative would include fewer affordable units (7 affordable DU rather than 20 affordable 
DU). Table 6-3: Comparison Between Proposed Project and Community Input Alternative 
compares development under the Project and the Community Input Alternative.  

Table 6-3: Comparison Between Proposed Project and Community Input Alternative  

Description 
Apartment Building (DU)1 

Townhomes 
(DU)1 Total DU Density 

(DU/AC) 

Height of Apartment Building  
Floor Area 

(SF) Market 
Rate Affordable Subtotal Above Grade 

Stories 
Below Grade 

Stories 
Proposed Project 308 20 328 75 403 77 7 0 429,000 
Community Input 
Alternative 251 7 258 75 333 63 5 1 367,000 

Subtotal Difference -57 -13 -70 0  -- -2 +1 -- 
Total DU Difference -70 -- -1 -62,000 

% Difference -17% -- -- -14% 
Note:  
1. DU = dwelling units, SF=square feet, and AC = acre. 

 
Table 6-4: Community Input Alternative Parking compares parking under the Project and parking 
under the Community Input Alternative. Under this Alternative, onsite vehicle parking would be 
reduced to 556 spaces (from 559 spaces) and bicycle parking would be reduced to 69 spaces 
(from  173 spaces). However, given this Alternative would include 70 fewer DU, the parking 
spaces per DU ratio would increase to 1.67 spaces per DU (from 1.39 spaces per DU).   

Table 6-4: Community Input Alternative Parking   

Description Total 
DU1 

Total Parking Spaces2   Parking Spaces per DU Ratio 

Apartment 
Building  Townhomes Total  Apartment 

Building  Townhomes Total  

Proposed Project 403 399 
150 + 10 

guest 
parking 

559 
1.22 2.13 1.39 

Community Input 
Alternative 333 387 

150 + 19 
guest 

parking 
556 1.5 2.25 1.67 

Total Difference -70 -12 +9 -3 0.28 0.12 +0.28 
% Difference -17% -3% +6% -1% 23% 6% +20% 

Note:  
1. DU = dwelling units 
2. Total parking spaces includes electric vehicle charging, accessible, guest, and standard parking spaces. 

 

Except the townhome’s 170th Street access driveway, it is assumed all access driveways under 
this Alternative would be the same as the Project, thus, this Alternative would similarly require 
offsite railroad improvements pursuant to CPUC standards and UPRR guidelines. Under this 
Alternative, the townhome’s 170th Street access driveway would be relocated west to align with 
the Brighton Avenue at West 170th Street intersection. Under the Community Input Alternative, 
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more grading would be required for the proposed subterranean parking (approximately 40,730 
cubic yards of cut and export with a maximum depth of excavation to 15.0 feet below ground 
surface [bgs]) rather than approximately 10,000 cubic yards of cut and export with a maximum 
depth of excavation to 6.0 feet bgs). Additionally, because construction hauling trips are 
determined based on project-specific grading material movement, under the Community Input 
Alternative, more construction hauling trips would occur (approximately 2,546 construction 
hauling trips rather than 625 construction hauling trips).3 Similar to the Project, construction 
under this Alternative would occur over approximately 3.5 years.   

As discussed more fully below, all impacts of the Community Input Alternative except for 
construction noise, including those associated with the subterranean parking structure, dirt 
export, and hauling, are found to be less than significant similar to the original project. 

IMPACT COMPARISON TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Air Quality 

Table 4.1-5: Construction Air Pollutant Emissions provides the Project’s construction-related 
maximum daily criteria air pollutant (CAP) emissions using the CARB-approved CalEEMod Version 
2020.4 computer program, which was the most recent version when the Project’s Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) was released in 2021. Table 4.1-5 shows the Project’s construction-related 
maximum daily CAP emissions would be below the SCAQMD’s mass daily significance thresholds, 
resulting in a less than significant impact.  

The Community Input Alternative’s construction-related emissions were calculated using 
CalEEMod Version 2022.1, which is the most current version of the computer program. To 
compare the Community Input Alternative’s construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions 
and the proposed Project’s emissions using the same computer model, the Project’s 
construction-related emissions were also calculated using CalEEMod Version 2022.1 for 
informational purposes only; see Appendix 6.0-1: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Noise 
Modeling Data for proposed Project and Community Input Alternative construction assumptions 
and CalEEMod Version 2022.1 outputs.4 

Table 6-5: Community Input Alternative Construction Air Pollutant Emissions provides the 
construction-related maximum daily criteria air pollutants emissions for the proposed Project 
and the Community Input Alternative using CalEEMod Version 2022.1. Table 6-5 shows the 
Community Input Alternative’s construction-related maximum daily criteria air pollutant 
emissions and shows they would be greater than the proposed Project for VOC, less than the 
proposed Project for NOX and CO, and the same as the proposed Project for SOx, PM10, and PM2.5. 
While the Community Input Alternative would result in greater regional emissions for one 
pollutant, like the proposed Project, this Alternative’s construction-related maximum daily 

 
3 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA). CalEEMod User Guide, Appendix C Emission 
Calculation Details for CalEEMod, Section 4.6.1 Default Values for Vehicle Trip Rate Pg. C-19. Retrieved from: 
https://www.caleemod.com/documents/user-guide/04_Appendix%20C.pdf. Accessed October 23, 2024.  
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emissions would be below the SCAQMD significance thresholds and impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Table 6-5: Community Input Alternative Construction Air Pollutant Emissions 

Year  
Maximum Daily Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions 1,2.3 

(lb/day) 

VOC4 NOx CO SOx PM10
5 PM2.5

5 

2025 0.51 5.57 25.34 0.05 8.05 4.07 
2026 1.32 5.46 28.49 0.05 3.34 1.62 
2027 1.16 3.83 21.86 0.02 3.01 0.75 
2028 30.10 0.98 5.70 0.00 1.05 0.25 

Community Input 
Alternative Maximum 6 30 6 28 <1 8 4 

Proposed Project  
Maximum 12 9 48 <1 8 4 

SCAQMD Significance 
Threshold8 75 100 550 150 150 55 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 
1. Numbers are rounded for reporting purposes. The sum of the emissions may not add up due to rounding. 
2. Emissions shown here are based on the specific construction schedule and hauling material for the Alternative and the 

Project. Emissions were estimated using CalEEMod Version 2022.1. CalEEMod defaults were used for on-site construction 
equipment mix and on-road vehicle trips. See Appendix 6.0-1 for detailed CalEEMod outputs for the Alternative and the 
Project. Analysis assumes on-site fugitive dust control [watering three times daily during construction]. 

3. Alternative and Project construction assume the use of USEPA Tier 4 for construction equipment greater than 50 hp. 
4. For purposes of this analysis, VOC emissions are assumed to be equal to ROG emissions. 
5. PM emissions are estimated as a sum of exhaust, tire wear, brake wear, and fugitive dust emissions. PM fugitive dust 

emissions during construction include a 55% reduction (for watering at least two times daily to comply with SCAQMD Rule 
403). 

6. SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds. Available at http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2.  

CalEEMod = California Emissions Estimator Model; CO = carbon monoxide; lb = pounds; NOx = nitrogen oxides; PM = 
particulate matter; PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 
microns in diameter; ROG = reactive organic gases; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District; SOX = oxides of 
sulfur; VOC = volatile organic compounds  
Source: Kimey-Horn and Associates, Inc. (2024). See Appendix 6.0-1. 

Table 4.1-7: Localized Significance of Construction Emissions provides the Project’s maximum 
daily on-site construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions using the CalEEMod Version 
2020.4, which was the most recent version when the Projects NOP was released in June 2021. 
Table 4.1-7 shows that the Project’s maximum daily on-site construction related criteria air 
pollutant emissions would be less than the SCAQMD mass-rate LSTs for NOx, CO, PM10, and 
PM2.5. The Project’s contribution to the localized air concentrations of these pollutants would 
be less than significant.  

The Community Input Alternative’s maximum daily on-site construction-related criteria air 
pollutant emissions were calculated using CalEEMod Version 2022.1. To compare the Community 

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2
http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scaqmd-air-quality-significance-thresholds.pdf?sfvrsn=2
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Input Alternative’s maximum daily on-site construction related criteria air pollutant emissions 
and the proposed Project’s emissions using the same computer model, the Project’s maximum 
daily on-site construction related criteria air pollutant emissions were also calculated using 
CalEEMod Version 2022.1 for informational purposes only; see Appendix 6.0-1 for proposed 
Project and Community Input Alternative construction assumptions and CalEEMod Version 
2022.1 outputs.  

Table 6-6: Community Input Alternative Localized Significance of Construction Emissions 
(Maximum Pounds Per Day) provides the maximum daily on-site construction-related criteria air 
pollutant emissions for the proposed Project and the Community Input Alternative using 
CalEEMod Version 2022.1. Table 6-6 shows that would be greater than the proposed Project for 
PM10 and PM2.5 and less than the proposed Project for CO, NOX and 1-hour NOX. While the 
Community Input Alternative would result in greater maximum daily on-site construction-related 
emissions for two pollutants, like the proposed Project, this Alternative’s maximum daily on-site 
construction-related emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD mass-rate LSTs and impacts 
would be less than significant. Like the Project, the Alternative’s contribution to the localized air 
concentrations of these pollutants would also be less than significant.  

Table 6-6: Community Input Alternative Localized Significance of Construction Emissions 
(Maximum Pounds Per Day) 

Emission Type 
Maximum Daily On-Site Construction Emissions (lb/day) 1 

CO NOX 1-Hour NOX 
2 PM10

3 PM2.5
3 

Community Input Alternative 
Maximum 24.3 2.6 2.6 8.0 4.1 

Proposed Project Maximum  28.31 4.5 4.5 7.7 3.9 

SCAQMD Localized Significance 
Thresholds4 1,796 197 109 15 8 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No 
1. Emissions represent the change in on-site emissions due to the proposed land uses relative to emissions from the existing 

conditions. Emissions were estimated using CalEEMod Version 2022.1. 
2. An approximated LST was estimated to evaluate the federal 1-hour NO₂ standard for the Project and Alternative, as the 

SCAQMD LST has not been updated to reflect this standard. This value was estimated by scaling the SCAQMD LST that 
represents the state 1-hr NO₂ standard with the ratio of the federal to state 1-hr NO₂ standard (0.10 ppm/0.18 ppm). 

3. PM fugitive dust emissions for the Project and Alternatives during unmitigated construction include a 55% reduction (for 
watering at least two times daily to comply with South Coast AQMD Rule 403). 

4. LSTs based on a 5-acre Project site SRA 3 (Southwest Coastal LA County) for a 25-m receptor distance. LSTs were obtained from 
the 2008 SCAQMD Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, Appendix C, Mass Rate LST Look-up Tables. Available 
at: http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysishandbook/localized-significance-thresholds.  

CalEEMod® - California Emissions Estimator Model; CO - carbon monoxide; lb – pounds; LST - Localized Significance Threshold; 
NO2 - nitrogen dioxide; NOx - nitrogen oxides; PM10 - coarse particulate matter; PM2.5 - fine particulate matter; South Coast 
AQMD - South Coast Air Quality Management District 
Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates Inc. (2024). See Appendix 6.0-1. 

As shown in Table 4.1-6, the Project’s operational criteria pollutant emissions would be below 
the SCAQMD’s mass daily significance thresholds and would result in a less than significant air 
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quality impact. The Community Input Alternative would result in less operational emissions than 
the Project given it proposes 17 percent fewer DUs and 14 percent less floor area. Therefore, the 
Community Input Alternative’s contribution to the localized air concentrations of these 
pollutants would be less than significant during operations. 

The Community Input Alternative would result in less impacts than the proposed Project 
regarding air quality. The Community Input Alternative, like the proposed Project, would result 
in less than significant construction-related emissions. Because the Community Input Alternative 
would include fewer DU, long-term operational emissions associated with vehicle trips, energy 
usage, and areas sources would be less than the proposed Project.  

Cultural Resources 

The Project would result in no impact to historical resources and less than significant impacts to 
as yet undiscovered archaeological resources, with mitigation incorporated. The Community 
Input Alternative would involve demolition and ground disturbing construction activities similar 
to the Project, but increased depth of excavation for the proposed subterranean parking. 
Although the increased depth of excavation could increase the likelihood of encountering as yet 
undiscovered archaeological resources, incorporation of similar mitigation would sufficiently 
avoid or mitigate potential impacts to as yet undiscovered archaeological resources. Therefore, 
like the Project, this Alternative would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5, and a less than 
significant impact would occur.  

The Project’s potential to disturb as yet undiscovered human remains was concluded to be less 
than significant through compliance with the established regulatory framework and with 
mitigation incorporated. The Community Input Alternative would involve demolition and ground 
disturbing construction activities similar to the Project, but increased depth of excavation due to 
the proposed subterranean parking. Although the increased depth of excavation could increase 
the likelihood of encountering undiscovered human remains, compliance with the established 
regulatory framework would reduce impacts to less than significant in the event human remains 
are encountered. The Project would result in no impact to historical resources and less than 
significant impacts to as yet undiscovered archaeological resources, with mitigation 
incorporated.  

The Community Input Alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed Project 
regarding cultural resources with mitigation incorporated.  

Energy 

As shown in Table 4.3-5: Project and Countywide Energy Consumption, the Project would result 
in construction-related energy consumption from diesel fuel, and gasoline usage. However, the 
Project would result in less than significant impacts concerning construction-related energy 
consumption since wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources would 
not occur following compliance with Title 24 requirements.  
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The Community Input Alternative’s construction-related energy consumption is identified in 
Table 6-7: Community Input Alternative Construction Energy Consumption. As shown in Table 
6-7, under the Community Input Alternative there would be less construction-related diesel and 
gas consumption. Additionally, this Alternative would also be subject to compliance with Title 24 
requirements. Like the Project, the Community Input Alternative’s construction activities would 
not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, resulting in 
a less than significant impact. 

Table 6-7: Community Input Alternative Construction Energy Consumption 

Energy 
Type 

Community 
Input Alternative 

Annual Energy 
Consumption 

(gallons)  

Los Angeles 
County Annual 

Energy 
Consumption1,2 

(gallons) 

Alternative 
Percentage of 
Countywide 

Consumption 

Proposed Project 
Annual 
Energy 

Consumption 
(gallons)4 

Proposed Project 
Percentage of 
Countywide 

Consumption 

Diesel3 155,127 507,214,212 0.0306% 160,224 0.0316% 
Gasoline3 81,486 3,816,162,983 0.0021% 121,444 0.0032% 
Notes:  
1. The Alternative’s and Project increases in electricity and natural gas consumption are compared with the total consumption in 

Los Angeles County in 2021. 
2. The Alternative’s and Project increases in automotive fuel consumption are compared with the countywide fuel consumption in 

2021.  
3. Countywide fuel consumption is from the California Air Resources Board EMFAC2021 model. 
4. The proposed Project’s annual energy consumption in Table 4.3-5 was calculated using input from CalEEMod Version 2020.4, 

which was the most recent version when the Project’s NOP was released in 2021. The Community Input Alternatives 
construction related energy consumption were calculated using inputs from CalEEMod Version 2022.1, which is the most 
current Version. To compare the Community Input Alternative’s construction energy and the Project’s construction energy, the 
Project’s construction energy was also calculated using inputs from CalEEMod Version 2022.1 for informational purposes only.   

Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates Inc. (2024). See Appendix 6.0-1. 

The Project’s operational energy consumption would occur from building energy use, water use, 
and transportation-related fuel use; see Table 4.3-5. The Project would be subject to compliance 
with applicable energy standards. Therefore, Project operations would not result in wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, resulting in a less than significant 
impact concerning energy. Further, the Project would not conflict with/obstruct a State or local 
plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Under the Community Input Alternative, 
operational energy consumption would be proportionately less than the Project, as 
approximately 17 percent fewer DU would operate under this Alternative. Like the Project, this 
Alternative would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 
resources during operations, resulting in a less than significant impact concerning energy. 

The Community Input Alternative would result in less impacts than the proposed Project 
regarding energy. The Community Input Alternative would result in similar construction-related 
energy consumption but less operational-related energy consumption. Like the Project, this 
Alternative would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 
resources, resulting in less than significant impacts concerning energy.  
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Geology, Soils, and Paleontological Resources 

Grading and earthwork activities during Project construction would expose soils to potential 
short-term erosion by wind and water. During construction, the Project would be subject to 
compliance with the GMC erosion and siltation control measures and the Construction General 
Permit. Following compliance with the established regulatory framework (i.e., the GMC and 
Construction General Permit), the Project’s potential impacts concerning soil erosion and loss of 
topsoil would be less than significant. Under the Community Input Alternative, more grading and 
increased depth of excavation as compared to the proposed Project would be required for the 
proposed subterranean parking. However, like the proposed Project, following compliance with 
the established regulatory framework, this Alternative’s potential impacts concerning soil 
erosion and loss of topsoil would be less than significant. 

Under the Community Input Alternative, more grading and increased depth of excavation as 
compared to the proposed Project would be required for the proposed subterranean parking. 
Therefore, a Preliminary Geotechnical Report was prepared to evaluate potential impacts under 
this Alternative; see Appendix 6.0-2: Preliminary Geotechnical Report. The Geotechnical Report 
concluded that within incorporation of standard recommendations, this Alternative would not 
be subject to strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction, landslides, or unstable geologic units or soils. Like the Project, this Alternative would 
be subject to compliance with standard engineering practices, CBSC regulations, and the 
Geotechnical Investigation’s recommendations for design and construction, which would be 
verified by the Gardena Building Services Division in accordance with Gardena Municipal Code 
section 18.42.200.A. Therefore, like the proposed Project, this Alternative would result in less 
than significant impacts concerning geology and soils. 

Project construction-related impacts (i.e., ground disturbing activities) on paleontological 
resources are concluded to be less than significant, with mitigation incorporated. The Community 
Input Alternative would involve demolition and ground disturbing construction activities similar 
to the Project, but with an increased depth of excavation due to the proposed subterranean 
parking. Although the increased depth of excavation could increase the likelihood of 
encountering as yet undiscovered paleontological resources, compliance with the COA and 
incorporation of MM would reduce impacts to less than significant in the event paleontological 
resources are encountered.  

The Community Input Alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed Project 
regarding geology, soils, and paleontological resources.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Table 4.5-3: Summary of Operational GHG Emissions provides the Project’s amortized 
construction emissions and operational maximum opening year GHG emissions using the 
CalEEMod Version 2020.4 computer program, which was the most recent version when the 
Project’s NOP was released in 2021. Table 4.5-3 shows Project emissions would not exceed 
SCAQMD’s bright line, unadopted screening-level threshold.  
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The Community Input Alternative’s construction GHG emissions were calculated for each year of 
construction activity using CalEEMod computer program Version 2022.1, which is the most 
current version of the computer program. To compare the Community Input Alternative 
construction GHG emissions and the proposed Projects emissions using the same computer 
model, the Project’s construction related GHG emissions were also calculated using CalEEMod 
Version 2022.1 for informational purposes only;; see Appendix 6.0-1 for proposed Project and 
Community Input Alternative construction assumptions and CalEEMod Version 2022.1 outputs.  

Table 6-8: Community Input Alternative’s Summary of Construction GHG Emissions provides 
the construction-related GHG emissions for the proposed Project and the Community Input 
Alternative using CalEEMod Version 2022.1. As shown in Table 6-8, the Community Input 
Alternative’s construction related GHG emissions would be greater than the proposed Project for 
on-road hauling trips, and less than the proposed Project for on-road worker and vendor trips, 
off-road emissions, and total construction-related GHG emissions. While the Community Input 
Alternative would result in greater GHG emissions for hauler trips, overall construction GHG 
emissions and the Alternative’s amortized GHG emissions are lower than the proposed Project.  

Table 6-8: Community Input Alternative’s Summary of Construction GHG Emissions 

Calendar Year 
Total Off-Road 

Emissions 
Total On-Road Emissions 

Total 
Construction 

Emissions1 
Worker Vendor Hauling 

(MT CO2e) 

2025 525.60 16.31 - 187.80 730.32 
2026 322.60 352.81 186.20 23.70 885.30 
2027 171.98 297.62 157.0 - 626.01 
2028 8.97 48.71 - - 57.65 

Community Input 
Alternative Total 

1,029.15 715.45 343.20 211.50 2,299.29 

Proposed Project 
Total  

1,076.3 1,066.3 474.1 86.6 2,703.19 

Community Input Alternative 30-year Amortized 77 

Proposed Project 30-year Amortized 90 
1. Construction emissions for the Community Input Alternative and the Project include on-site and off-site 

(worker/vendor/hauling) emissions, estimated using CalEEMod Version 2022.1. CO2e includes CO2, CH4, and N2O emissions, 
weighted by their respective global warming potentials.  

CH4 = methane; CO2 = carbon dioxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents; GHG = greenhouse gases; MT = metric tons;  
N2O = nitrous oxide; yr = year 
Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates Inc. (2024). See Appendix 6.0-1.  

The Community Input Alternative would result in proportionately less operational GHG emissions 
than the proposed Project, as approximately 17 percent fewer DU would operate under this 
Alternative.  

The Community Input Alternative would result in less impacts than the proposed Project 
regarding greenhouse gasses. The Community Input Alternative would result in similar 
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construction GHG emissions and less operational GHG emissions than the proposed Project. Like 
the Project, GHG emissions would not exceed significance thresholds, thus would be less than 
significant under this Alternative. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The proposed Project would require demolition of onsite buildings which could expose 
construction workers to concentrations exceeding federal and state thresholds. Additionally, 
Project construction activities could create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment. Implementation of COA HAZ-1 and COA HAZ-2, and MM HAZ-1, 
would reduce impacts to less than significant.  

Like the Project, the Community Input Alternative construction would require demolition of 
onsite buildings, which could expose construction workers to concentrations exceeding federal 
and state thresholds. Also like the Project, construction activities under this Alternative could 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.  
Additionally, the Community Input Alternative would involve more grading and increased depth 
of excavation (15.0 feet bgs). Because the historical high groundwater level in the area is 15.0 
feet bgs and groundwater was encountered during exploration with samples taken up to 22.0 ft 
bgs, groundwater could be encountered and exposed to construction-related hazardous 
materials release. However, like the Project, construction activities under this Alternative would 
be subject to applicable rules and regulations under NPDES General Construction Permit 
regulations and GMC standards. Further, like the Project, compliance with all applicable federal, 
state, and local requirements concerning the handling, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste, 
would reduce the potential for this Alternative’s construction activities to create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment release 
contaminants into environment (i.e., groundwater). Like the Project, impacts would be less than 
significant with COA and mitigation (i.e., COA HAZ-1 and COA HAZ-2, and MM HAZ-1) 
incorporated. 

The Phase II Investigation identified PCE and VOC concentrations that exceed DTSC screening 
levels for residential applications and recommended conducting a VIRE to determine a possible 
vapor intrusion threat to future residents on the Project site. The VIRE determined the cancer 
risk estimated to result from unmitigated vapor intrusion was below the DTSC thresholds at the 
apartment building, but above the thresholds at the townhomes. Therefore, the VIRE 
recommended that an engineered vapor mitigation measure (such as an impermeable 
membrane) be included in the design of any townhome and that the apartment building parking 
structure include sufficient ventilation to minimize accumulation of VOCs. With incorporation of 
COA HAZ-1, COA HAZ-2, MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2, the Project would not create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving soil and groundwater contamination.  
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Under the Community Input Alternative, more grading and increased depth of excavation as 
compared to the proposed Project would be required for the proposed subterranean parking. 
Therefore, a VIRE was prepared to evaluate potential impacts under this Alternative; see 
Appendix 6.0-3: VIRE. The VIRE concluded estimated cancer risks under this Alternative would 
be below the DTSC thresholds with mitigation(i.e., MM HAZ-2). Therefore, like the Project, with 
mitigation incorporated, impacts would be less than significant.  

Like the Project, this Alternative would require offsite railroad improvements pursuant to CPUC 
to minimize potential impacts from derailments. Therefore, compliance with CPUC standards and 
UPRR guidelines would bring the crossing up to current CPUC standards and UPRR guidelines, 
thus, a less than significant impact would occur. 

The Community Input Alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed Project 
regarding hazards and hazardous materials.  

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Like the Project, this Alternative’s construction activities would require compliance with NPDES 
and GMC requirements, which include implementation of construction water quality BMPs. This 
Alternative would involve more grading and increased depth of excavation than the Project, but 
water quality BMPs and compliance with NPDES and GMC requirements would prevent this 
Alternative’s construction activities from violating any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrading surface or ground water quality, and a less 
than significant impact would occur.  

Following compliance with NPDES and GMC requirements, which include implementation of 
operational water quality BMPs, the Project’s operations would not violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or 
groundwater quality, thereby resulting in less than significant impact. Under this Alternative, 
approximately 17 percent fewer DU would be built. As such, this Alternative is assumed to result 
in similar operational impacts as the Project, although to a lesser degree than the Project. 
Therefore, like the Project, impacts under this Alternative would be less than significant.  

The Project would result in an overall decrease in impervious surface coverage from existing 
conditions and increase in infiltration of stormwater runoff, which would decrease the existing 
peak flow rates due to a decrease in impervious surface coverage. The Project would not impede 
or redirect flood flows, and would not result in substantial erosion, increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff, or create runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing stormwater 
drainage systems, since no net increase of flows would be expected. Like the Project, this 
Alternative would also decrease the site’s impervious surface coverage and increase in infiltration 
of stormwater runoff, as this Alternative proposes a similar development footprint and 
impervious surfaces. Therefore, like the Project, this Alternative would decrease peak flow rates 
and would not impede or redirect flood flows, result in substantial erosion, increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff, or create runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing stormwater 
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drainage systems, since no net increase of flows would be expected. Like the Project, a less than 
significant impact would occur under this Alternative.  

The historical high groundwater level in the area is 15.0 feet bgs and groundwater was 
encountered during exploration with samples taken up to 22.0 ft bgs; see Appendix 4.4-1: 
Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation. Although the Project would require excavation of 
existing soils, excavation depth would be at a higher elevation (6.0 feet bgs) than the historical 
high groundwater level elevation in the area, therefore, Project construction activities are not 
expected to encounter groundwater. If perched groundwater were encountered during 
excavation, it would be directed to a dewatering system and discharged in accordance with all 
applicable rules and regulations under NPDES General Construction Permit regulations and City 
grading permit conditions. As a result, potential Project construction-related groundwater 
impacts would be less than significant.  

Under the Community Input Alternative, construction would involve more grading and increased 
depth of excavation (15.0 feet bgs). As concluded in Appendix 6.0-2: Preliminary Geotechnical 
Investigation, the historical high groundwater level in the area is 15.0 feet bgs and groundwater 
was encountered during exploration with samples taken up to 22.0 ft bgs. Therefore, 
groundwater could be encountered, and temporary dewatering operations could be required 
under this Alternative. Dewatering operations would discharge water in accordance with all 
applicable rules and regulations under NPDES General Construction Permit regulations and GMC 
Standards. Compliance with NPDES General Construction Permit and GMC standards would 
reduce impacts to less than significant. Therefore, like the Project, construction under this 
Alternative would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge.  

The Project’s proposed structures would be constructed above the historical high groundwater 
level elevation in the area, and permanent dewatering operations are not anticipated to be 
required. Under the Community Input Alternative, the apartment’s proposed subterranean 
parking would be constructed at 12 feet bgs near the historical high groundwater level elevation 
in the area. Therefore, Appendix 6.0-2 recommends basement waterproofing to be incorporated 
into this Alternative’s final design. Basement waterproofing could involve application of sealants 
on foundation walls to prevent infiltration, interior drainage systems to remove infiltration, or 
other methods to minimize groundwater infiltration in the subterranean parking area. Like the 
Project, the Gardena Building Services Division would review this Alternative’s plans to verify 
compliance with standard engineering practices, the GMC/CBSC, and the Preliminary 
Geotechnical Investigation’s (Appendix 6.0-2) recommendations for design including which 
basement waterproofing method should be incorporated into the Alternative’s final design. The 
basement waterproofing method determined for the Alternative would have a nominal impact 
on groundwater levels in the area. Further, the Project site is not located within a groundwater 
recharge basin. Therefore, through compliance with standard engineering practices, the 
GMC/CBSC, and the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation’s (Appendix 6.0-2) recommendations 
for design, which are required to be imposed in accordance with Gardena Municipal Code Section 
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18.42.200.A, this Alternative would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge, and a less than significant impact would occur.  

The Project would rely on GSWC for water service. GSWC’s water sources include imported 
water, groundwater wells from the Southwest System, and recycled water. GSWC would have 
sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The water demand, including 
groundwater, under this Alternative would be proportionately less than the Project, as 
approximately 17 percent fewer DU would be developed under this Alternative. Therefore, like 
the Project, GSWC would have sufficient water supplies available to serve this Alternative and 
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years.  

The Project proposes to increase the Project site’s pervious surfaces, which would improve the 
Project site’s stormwater percolation/groundwater recharge capacity over existing conditions. 
Further, the Project would include low impact development (LID) best management practices 
(BMPs) to increase infiltration of stormwater runoff. Therefore, the Project would not interfere 
with groundwater recharge and impacts would be less than significant. Like the Project, the 
Community Input Alternative would result in an overall increase in pervious surface which would 
improve the site’s stormwater percolation/groundwater recharge capacity over existing 
conditions. This Alternative would also include LID BMPs, which would further increase 
infiltration of stormwater runoff on the site. As discussed above, under the Community Input 
Alternative, the apartment’s proposed subterranean parking would be constructed at 12 feet bgs 
near the historical high groundwater level elevation in the area, where groundwater could 
infiltrate subterranean parking during operations. Therefore, this Alternative would include 
basement waterproofing which could involve application of sealants on foundation walls to 
prevent infiltration, interior drainage systems to remove infiltration, or other methods to 
minimize groundwater infiltration in the subterranean parking area. Basement waterproofing 
methods could involve the removal of minimal groundwater. However, given the Project site is 
not located within a groundwater recharge basin, operations under this Alternative would not 
interfere with groundwater recharge and impacts would be less than significant.  

The Community Input Alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed Project 
regarding hydrology and water quality.  

Land Use and Planning 

To accommodate the proposed apartment building and townhomes, the Project would remove 
the approximately 115,424 SF of industrial buildings. The Project would replace the Project site’s 
existing General Plan Industrial and Industrial, High Density 30 Overlay land use designations with 
Specific Plan, and Industrial (M-1), General Industrial (M-2), and Housing Overlay 4 (HO-4) zoning 
with Normandie Crossing Specific Plan (NCSP). To implement the Project, the Applicant would 
require several discretionary permits/approvals, including General Plan/General Plan Map 
Amendments, Zone Change and Zone Map Amendment, and Zoning Text Amendment, and 
Normandie Crossing Specific Plan (NCSP), among others; see Section 2.6. As discussed in Section 
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4.8: Land Use, the Project would not conflict with the GGP policies and plans, GMC standards or 
with the RTP/RCP’s long-term goals and policies concerning air quality, water quality, 
transportation, and infrastructure. Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant 
impact concerning a potential conflict with a GGP, GMC, or RTP/SCS land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

The Community Input Alternative assumes similar entitlements and development as the Project; 
however, this Alternative proposes 17 percent fewer DU, as indicated in Table 6-3. Therefore, 
like the Project, this Alternative would not conflict with GGP policies and plans and GMC 
standards. Additionally, as discussed in the Community Input Alternative discussion regarding air 
quality, water quality, and transportation, this Alternative would not conflict with the RTP/RCP’s 
long-term goals and policies concerning air quality, water quality, transportation, and 
infrastructure. Therefore, like the Project, this Alternative would result in less than significant 
impacts concerning a potential conflict with a GGP, GMC, or RTP/SCS land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

The Community Input Alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed Project 
regarding land use and planning.  

Noise 

The Project’s construction-related noise impacts would be significant and unavoidable, despite 
implementation of mitigation measures (MM NOI-1 and MM NOI-2) concerning construction 
equipment and a temporary noise barrier, based on exceedance of noise standards, the proposed 
building height (seven stories), and extended construction period; see Table 4.9-6.  

Construction activities under the Community Input Alternative would occur within the same 
footprint and distance from sensitive receptors as the Project. As compared to the Project, this 
Alternative would construct approximately 17 percent fewer DUs and approximately 62,000 
fewer square feet, however, more grading and depth of excavation would be required for the 
parking garage. Table 6-9: Community Input Alternative’s Estimated Construction Noise Levels 
provides the Alternative’s estimated construction noise levels for various construction phases at 
the nearest offsite noise-sensitive receptors. The construction noise levels for the Community 
Input Alternative were estimated using the same methodology as the proposed Project. Table 6-
9 provides the Alternative’s estimated construction noise levels at the nearest offsite noise-
sensitive receptors with MM NOI-1 and MM NOI-2 incorporated; see Section 4.9 for a description 
of the mitigation used in the construction noise analysis. As indicated in Table 6-9, construction 
noise for the Community Input Alternative would be the same as the proposed Project for all 
construction phases except the grading phase due to this Alternative’s increased depth of 
excavation. Despite implementation of MM NOI-1 and MM NOI-2 achieving an approximately 12-
dBA attenuation (i.e., noise reduction), the Community Input Alternative’s construction noise 
levels at all six of the significantly impacted noise-sensitive receptors (i.e., receptor locations R1, 
R2, R4, R5, R6, and R7) would also exceed the City’s specified thresholds. The Community Input 
Alternative would result in higher construction noise levels than the proposed Project only at 
Receptor R3, as it would be located nearest the apartment building’s construction activities. 
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However, as identified in Table 6-9, although this Alternative’s construction noise levels at 
Receptor R3 would be modestly greater than the Project’s, this Alternative’s construction noise 
levels would still be below the City’s specified thresholds. Therefore, like the Project, this 
Alternative would still result in a significant unavoidable impact concerning construction noise, 
but to a slightly higher degree than the Project. 
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Table 6-9: Community Input Alternative’s Estimated Construction Noise Levels  

Receptor 
Location 

Estimated Noise Levels by Construction Phase1  
dBA (Leq)2 Measured 

Ambient 
Noise 

Levels2 

Significance 
Threshold3 

Alternative 
Mitigated 

Noise 
Level4 

Proposed 
Project 

Mitigated 
Noise 
Level4 

Demolition Site 
Preparation Grading Foundation 

Construction 
Building 

Construction 
Paving/ 

Landscaping 

R1 86.8 86.7 85.4 83.5 85.3 85.1 49.0 59.0 74.8 74.8 
R2 83.8 83.7 82.1 80.4 81.4 81.1 55.1 65.1 71.8 71.8 
R3 72.1 71.9 74.9 68.4 68.0 67.4 69.9 79.9 62.9 60.1 
R4 81.2 81.0 79.4 77.7 78.0 77.6 56.9 66.9 69.2 69.2 
R5 84.6 84.5 83.1 81.3 82.5 82.2 54.8 64.8 72.6 72.6 
R6 84.6 84.5 83.1 81.3 82.5 82.2 54.6 64.6 72.6 72.6 
R7 81.2 81.0 80.1 77.7 78.0 77.6 56.9 66.9 69.7 69.7 

Notes: 
1. Detailed calculation worksheets are included in Appendix 6.0-1. 
2. See Table 4.9-5: Construction Equipment Noise Emission Reference Levels and Usage Factors. 
3. 10 dBA over ambient threshold. 
4. With Mitigation Measure MM NOI-1: Construction Equipment Noise and MM NOI-2: Construction Noise implemented. 
Source: Kimley-Horn and Associates Inc. (2024). See Appendix 6.0-1. 
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As shown in Table 4.9-11, the Project’s composite stationary source noise level would be below 
the significance thresholds, resulting in a less than significant impact. The Community Input 
Alternative would generate similar operational noise as the Project, but to a slightly lesser degree 
than the Project since this Alternative proposes 17 percent fewer DU. The Project would result in 
less than significant impacts from mobile noise sources. This Alternative would also be 
anticipated to result in less than significant impacts from mobile noise sources, however, 
proportionately less than the Project as this Alternative would generate fewer trips.  

The Project’s construction-related vibration impacts associated with human annoyance would be 
less than significant with mitigation incorporated (MM NOI-3). As indicated in Table 4.9-12, the 
Project’s estimated vibration velocity levels from all construction equipment would be below the 
City’s significance criteria at all offsite vibration-sensitive receptors, except receptor location R1.  

Table 6-10: Community Input Alternative Construction Vibration Impacts – Human Annoyance, 
provides the Alternative’s estimated construction-related vibration levels pursuant to the City’s 
significance criteria of 80 VdB for human annoyance. The estimated construction vibration levels 
for the Community Input Alternative were estimated using the same methodology as the 
proposed Project. As indicated in Table 6-10, the estimated vibration velocity levels for the 
Community Input Alternative would be the same as the proposed Project for all pieces of 
construction equipment except this Alternative adds vibration from caisson drilling (required due 
to depth of excavation under this Alternative), which is not required for the proposed Project. 
The Community Input Alternative would result in higher construction vibration levels than the 
proposed Project only at receptor R4 as it would be closer to where the proposed apartment 
building drilling would occur under this Alternative. However, as also indicated in Table 6-10, 
although the construction vibration at this receptor location would be modestly higher under this 
Alternative than under the proposed Project, the construction vibration at this receptor would 
still be below the City’s significance criteria of 80 VdB for human annoyance.  

Under this Alternative,  the estimated vibration velocity levels from all pieces of construction 
equipment would be below the City’s significance criteria at all remaining offsite vibration-
sensitive receptors, except receptor R1, where the estimated construction vibration level would 
be up to 87 VdB. To prevent the Community Input Alternative’s construction-related vibration 
impacts, implementation of MM NOI-3: Construction Vibration Impacts, which prohibits the use 
of large construction equipment greater than 400 horsepower or loaded trucks within 45 feet 
from receptor location R1 would still be required for this Alternative. Additionally, the 
Community Input Alternative would result in the same construction vibration levels as the 
proposed Project at all remaining receptors identified in Table 6-10. Like the Project, this 
Alternative would still result in a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated 
concerning construction vibration for human annoyance. 
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Table 6-10: Community Input Alternative’s Construction Vibration Impacts – Human Annoyance  

Receptor 
Location 

Estimated Vibration Velocity Levels  
at the Offsite Vibration-Sensitive Receptors, VdB1 

Significance 
Threshold2  

VdB 

Community 
Input 

Alternative 
Maximum 
Vibration 
Velocity  

Alternative 
Significant 

Impact? 

Proposed 
Project 

Maximum 
Vibration 
Velocity 

Proposed 
Project 

Significant 
Impact? Large 

Bulldozer 
Caisson 
Drilling 

Loaded 
Trucks 

Jack-
hammer 

Small 
Bulldozer 

FTA Reference 
Vibration Levels 
at 25 feet 

87 87 86 79 58 -- -- -- -- -- 

R1 87 57 86 79 58 80 87 Yes 87 Yes 
R2 78 53 77 70 49 80 78 No 78 No 
R3 68 63 67 60 39 80 68 No 68 No 
R4 74 75 73 66 45 80 75 No 74 No 
R5 79 68 78 71 50 80 79 No 79 No 
R6 75 69 74 67 46 80 75 No 75 No 
R7 74 74 73 66 45 80 74 No 74 No 

1. Vibration level calculated based on FTA reference vibration level at 25-foot distance. 
2. Significance threshold is based on City vibration limit of 0.01 in/sec converted to VdB, 20*log(0.01*1,000,000). 

Source Appendix 4.9-1 Table 13. 
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The Project’s construction-related vibration impacts associated with building damage would be 
less than significant. As indicated in Table 4.9-13, the estimated vibration velocity levels from 
construction equipment would be below the FTA’s significance criteria for building damage of 0.2 
PPV at the nearest offsite buildings.  

Table 6-11: Community Input Alternative Construction Vibration Impacts – Building Damage 
Criteria provides the estimated vibration levels at the nearest offsite buildings for this 
Alternative. The construction vibration levels for the Community Input Alternative were 
estimated using the same methodology as the proposed Project. As indicated in Table 6-11, the 
estimated vibration velocity levels for the Community Input Alternative would be the same as 
the proposed Project for all pieces of construction equipment except this Alternative adds 
vibration from caisson drilling (required due to depth of excavation under this Alternative), which 
is not required for the proposed Project. The Community Input Alternative would result in higher 
construction vibration levels than the proposed Project only at the residential buildings to the 
north and east as they would be closer to where the apartment building drilling would occur 
under this Alternative. However, as also indicated in Table 6-11, although the construction 
vibration at these two buildings would be modestly higher under this Alternative than under the 
proposed Project, the construction vibration at these two buildings would still be below the FTA’s 
significance criteria for building damage at all offsite vibration-sensitive receptors. Therefore, like 
the proposed Project, the Alternative’s construction-related vibration levels, pursuant to the 
significance criteria for building damage, would be less than significant without mitigation. 
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Table 6-11: Community Input Alternative’s Construction Vibration Impacts – Building Damage  

Receptor 
Location 

Estimated Vibration Velocity Levels  
at the Offsite Vibration-Sensitive Receptors, PPV1 Significance 

Threshold2  
PPV 

Community 
Input 

Alternative 
Maximum 
Vibration   

Alternative 
Significant 

Impact? 

Proposed 
Project 

Maximum 
Vibration  

Proposed 
Project 

Significant 
Impact? Large 

Bulldozer 

Caisson 
Drilling 

Loaded 
Trucks 

Jack-
hammer 

Small 
Bulldozer 

FTA Reference 
Vibration Levels 
at 25 feet 

0.089 0.089 0.076 0.035 0.003 -- -- -- -- -- 

Residential 
building to the 

North 
0.019 0.024 0.016 0.008 0.001 0.2 0.024 No 0.019 No 

Residential 
buildings to the 

South 
0.024 0.018 0.020 0.009 0.001 0.2 0.024 No 0.024 No 

Residential 
buildings to the 

East 
0.010 0.011 0.008 0.004 0.000 0.2 0.011 No 0.010 No 

Commercial 
buildings to West 0.089 0.010 0.076 0.035 0.003 0.2 0.089 No 0.089 No 

Residential 
building adjacent 
to the Project site 

0.192 0.003 0.164 0.075 0.007 0.2 0.192 No 0.192 No 

1. Vibration level calculated based on FTA reference vibration level at 25-foot distance. 
2. Significance threshold is based on FTA vibration limit of 0.20 in/sec PPV  

Source Appendix 4.9-1 Table 13. 
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The Community Input Alternative would result in less impacts than the proposed Project 
regarding noise and vibration. The Community Input Alternative would result in similar 
construction noise impacts, similar construction-related vibration impacts, and less operational 
noise impacts. Notwithstanding, the Alternative would still have significant and unavoidable 
impacts regarding construction noise despite implementation of MM NOI-1 and MM NOI-2 and 
would still require implementation of MM NOI-3 to mitigate the vibration impacts to nearby 
sensitive receptors to less than significant levels.  

Population and Housing 

The Project proposes 403 DUs. As indicated in Table 4.10-7, the Project is forecast to generate a 
population growth of approximately 1,088 persons. The Project would induce unplanned 
population growth in the City directly through new housing, but the Project’s forecast population 
growth is not considered substantial. This Alternative is forecast to generate proportionately less 
population growth than the Project given 17 percent fewer DUs would be constructed. Assuming 
2.70 persons per household, this Alternative is forecast to generate a population growth of 899 
persons. As with the proposed Project, this Alternative would induce unplanned population 
growth, but it would not be significant. Like the Project, this Alternative would not displace 
existing housing.  

The 2021-2029 Housing Element Update identified a total of 122 opportunity housing sites, which 
includes a portion of the Project site (Sites A and B). As shown in Table 4.10-6, the City’s RHNA 
allocation is 5,735 units. The Project would meet approximately 7 percent of the City’s 6th Cycle 
RHNA allocation, including providing 20 units of affordable housing. Thus, the Project would be 
in furtherance of meeting the City’s 6th Cycle RHNA allocation.  

Under this Alternative, 70 fewer DUs (including 57 fewer market rate DUs and 13 fewer 
affordable housing DUs) would be provided. This Alternative would also be in furtherance of 
meeting the City’s RHNA allocation, however, to a lesser degree than the Project. However, 
Housing Elements include a housing buffer in the site inventory to avoid violating the No Net Loss 
requirement. The HEU sites inventory provides for a total (including ADUs) of 6,586 housing units, 
a 13 percent buffer above the City’s RHNA allocation. Therefore, given the 13 percent buffer in 
housing units included in the HEU, this Alternative’s provision of fewer market rate and 
affordable housing units would not preclude the City from meeting their RHNA obligation and 
the findings under Government Code § 65863 can be made. 

The Community Input Alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed Project 
regarding population and housing.  

Public Services 

The Project would generate an incremental increase in demand for fire and police protection, 
and library services. However, because the Project site is in a developed area where these 
services and equipment/infrastructure are already in place, the Project would not require 
construction of new or physically altered fire and police protection, or library facilities, resulting 
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in a less than significant impact. Like the proposed Project, this Alternative would incrementally 
increase demands on fire and police protection services, and library facilities, but to a lesser 
degree than the Project given fewer DUs would be developed. Notwithstanding, neither this 
Alternative nor the Project would result in a significant impact concerning fire and police 
protection services, or library facilities as neither would result in an adverse physical impact 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered facilities.  

The Project is forecast to generate a student population growth of approximately 151 students 
at the LAUSD, which would incrementally increase the demand for school facilities and services. 
Although, insufficient capacity exists at the high school, with payment of school impact fees in 
accordance with SB 50, Project impacts would be fully mitigated and no physical impacts 
concerning school facilities would occur. The Community Input Alternative would involve 
approximately 17 percent fewer DU, with proportionately less student population increase and 
demand for school facilities as the Project. Like the Project, payment of school impact fees would 
fully mitigate potential impacts and no physical impacts concerning school facilities would occur. 

The Community Input Alternative would result in less demand for public services, as the Project 
since fewer DUs would be constructed. Like the Project, this Alternative would not result in an 
adverse physical impact associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 
response times or other performance objectives for fire and police protection, or library services. 

The Community Input Alternative would result in less impacts than the proposed Project 
regarding public services. 

Recreation 

Neither the Project nor this Alternative would result in adverse physical impacts associated with 
governmental park facilities, since neither proposes to provide or physically alter a government 
park facility. Further, like the Project, the Community Input Alternative Applicant would be 
required to comply with GMC Chapter 17.20, which requires payment of fees for future 
recreational purposes in the City for the townhome units. Therefore, like the Project, impacts 
would be less than significant.  

The Project’s forecast population growth would incrementally increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks and/or other recreational facilities, but not to the degree that 
substantial physical deterioration of existing facilities would occur or be accelerated given the 
Project would provide onsite open space and recreational facilities. Under the Community Input 
Alternative, fewer DUs would be developed, and proportionately less forecast population growth 
would occur. Therefore, this Alternative would also incrementally increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks and/or other recreational facilities, but to a lesser degree than 
the Project. Like the Project, this Alternative would not increase the use of existing neighborhood 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated, and a less than significant impact would occur.  
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Like the Project, this Alternative proposes onsite open space and recreational amenities. The 
Project’s proposed open spaces and recreational facilities are discussed as part of the overall 
environmental analyses of this EIR. As concluded in these sections, the Project’s environmental 
effects would be reduced to less than significant through compliance with the established 
regulatory framework and implementation of the specified mitigation measures, except 
concerning construction noise, which would be a significant and unavoidable impact. However, 
given construction of the proposed open spaces and recreational facilities alone would not result 
in a significant and unavoidable impact concerning noise, construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities would not be considered to have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment and a less than significant impact with incorporation of mitigation would occur. 
Given this Alternative’s proposed open spaces and recreational facilities would be similar in 
nature and scale to the Project’s, their construction-related impacts would also not be considered 
significant with mitigation incorporated. Therefore, like the Project, this Alternative would result 
in less than significant environmental effects associated with construction of the proposed open 
spaces and recreational facilities, with mitigation incorporated. 

The Community Input Alternative would incrementally increase the use of existing neighborhood 
and regional parks/other recreational facilities to a lesser degree than the Project, and therefore 
would result in less impacts as the Project regarding recreational facilities.  

Transportation 

The proposed Project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing 
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, and a less 
than significant impact would occur. The Community Input Alternative proposes a similar 
residential development layout, except the townhome’s 170th Street access driveway would be 
relocated west to align with the Brighton Avenue at West 170th Street intersection. The modified 
access would not conflict with Community Development Element, Circulation Plan policies, nor 
other programs, plans, ordinances, or policies addressing the circulation system, transit, 
roadway, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities and would result in less than significant impacts.  

The Project is located within a low VMT generating area, one of the three screening criteria for 
VMT. Therefore, the Project would result in a less than significant impact concerning VMT. This 
Alternative is on the same site, thus, would also be screened from further VMT, resulting in a less 
than significant impact concerning VMT.  

Project construction would require traffic lane, parking lane and/or sidewalk closures, but would 
not result in the complete closure of any public or private streets and would implement a 
Construction Traffic Management Plan (PDF TR-1), approved by the City, to minimize the 
potential conflicts between construction activities, street traffic, bicyclists, and pedestrians 
during construction, as well as ensure adequate emergency access. Temporary construction 
activities would not impede the use of road for emergencies or emergency response vehicles. 
Therefore, the Project would result in less than significant impacts concerning emergency access. 
The Community Input Alternative would involve similar construction activities, and it would be 
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required to minimize the potential conflicts between construction activities, street traffic, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians during construction, as well as ensure adequate emergency access, 
similar to the Project. Following implementation of similar traffic management measures (i.e., 
PDF TR-1) as a part of this Alternative’s construction, less than significant impacts would also 
occur.  

The Community Input Alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed Project 
regarding transportation.  

Tribal Resources 

The Project would result in less than significant impacts to as yet undiscovered tribal cultural 
resources, with incorporation of MM TCR-1, MM TCR-2, and MM TCR-3, as requested by the 
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians-Kizh Nation. The Community Input Alternative would also 
involve demolition and ground disturbing construction activities similar to the Project, but 
increased depth of excavation due to the proposed subterranean parking. Although the increased 
depth of excavation could increase the likelihood of encountering undiscovered tribal cultural 
resources, incorporation of MM TCR-1, MM TCR-2, and MM TCR-3 would reduce impacts to less 
than significant in the event tribal cultural resources are encountered.  

The Community Input Alternative would be result in similar impacts as the proposed Project 
regarding tribal cultural resources. 

Utilities and Service Systems 

As shown in Table 4.15-7, Table 4.15-8, and Table 4.15-9, Project operations would increase 
wastewater generation, electricity demand, and water demand, but would decrease solid waste 
generation. The Project would require construction of new connections to nearby existing water, 
wastewater conveyance, stormwater, electric power, and telecommunication facilities. With 
mitigation incorporated, the Project’s environmental effects from construction of new facilities 
would be reduced to less than significant through compliance with the established regulatory 
framework and implementation of the specified mitigation measures, except concerning 
construction noise, which would be a significant and unavoidable impact. However, given 
construction of the proposed utilities and service systems alone would not result in a significant 
and unavoidable impact concerning noise, construction of the proposed utilities and service 
systems would not be considered to have an adverse physical effect on the environment and a 
less than significant impact with incorporation of mitigation would occur. The Community Input 
Alternative would also result in an overall increase from existing conditions in wastewater 
generation, electricity demand, and water demand, but proportionately less than the Project 
since this Alternative proposes 17 percent fewer DUs. Therefore, like the Project, this 
Alternative’s environmental effects from construction of new facilities would be reduced to less 
than significant through compliance with the established regulatory framework and 
implementation of the specified mitigation measures, except concerning construction noise, 
which would be a significant and unavoidable impact. However, given construction of the 
proposed utilities and service systems alone would not result in a significant and unavoidable 
impact concerning noise, construction of the proposed utilities and service systems would not be 
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considered to have an adverse physical effect on the environment and a less than significant 
impact with incorporation of mitigation would occur under this Alternative.  

The Community Input Alternative would result in less demands concerning utilities and service 
systems than the Project, but similar impacts concerning environmental effects associated with 
construction of the proposed utilities and service systems.  

Aesthetics  

The Project proposes a 403-unit apartment building and 75 townhomes. The maximum height of 
the apartment building would be seven stories above ground at approximately 90 feet from 
existing grade and the townhomes would be three stories above ground at approximately 40 feet 
from existing grade . Under this Alternative, the site’s visual character/quality would be altered 
similar to the Project since the existing industrial use would be removed and replaced with 
residential uses (a 258 DU apartment building and 75 townhomes). However, under this 
Alternative, the site’s visual character/quality would be altered to a lesser degree than the 
Project, given the apartment building under this Alternative would be only five stories above 
ground at a maximum of 70 feet from existing grade, whereas the Project proposes seven stores 
at a maximum of 90 feet from existing grade. 

The Project would not result in a significant source of light or glare. This Alternative proposes 70 
fewer DU, thus aesthetic impacts from light and glare would be proportionately less under this 
Alternative compared to the Project. As with the Project, this Alternative would result in less than 
significant light and glare impacts.  

The Community Input Alternative would result in less impacts than the proposed Project 
regarding aesthetics/light and glare.  

ABILITY TO MEET PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The Community Input Alternative would fulfill most of the Project objectives but would provide 
fewer market rate and affordable housing units. This Alternative would still support the 
expanding technology and creative sector with newly constructed high-quality housing 
opportunities, cluster urban residential development near technology firms and large 
employment centers, establish housing development that meets high standards of design and 
pursues environmental sustainability, and redevelop a blighted site while increasing tax revenues 
to the City and supporting the City’s RHNA goals. However, because this Alternative proposes 70 
fewer DU (13 fewer affordable housing and 57 fewer market rate DU) than the Project, this 
Alternative would not accomplish these objectives to the same degree as the Project. In addition, 
the tax revenues to the City would be proportionately reduced and the City’s RHNA goals would 
be supported to a lesser degree. This Alternative would not avoid the Project’s unavoidable 
significant construction-related noise impacts and would result in similar construction-related 
vibration impacts as the proposed Project. Notwithstanding, construction-related noise and 
vibration impacts are temporary and intermittent. The Community Input Alternative would result 
in similar construction noise, similar construction-related vibration impacts, and less operational 
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noise impacts. Notwithstanding, the Alternative would still have significant and unavoidable 
impacts regarding construction noise despite implementation mitigation, similar to the Project.  
 

DEIR Section 6.0: Alternatives To The Proposed Project 

DEIR Page 6-63 

According to State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2), “No Project” Alternative, “If the 
environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” Table 6-3 Table 6-12 
summarizes the comparative analyses presented above (i.e., the Alternatives compared to the 
proposed Project). As indicated in Table 6-3 Table 6-12, the environmentally superior Alternative 
is the No Project/No Construction Alternative. Among the other Alternatives, the Reduced 
Density Alternative is the environmentally superior Alternative. As shown in Table 6-3 Table 6-
12 and Table 6-4 Table 6-13, it would result in similar or less impacts for all resources areas except 
population and housing, for which it would result in greater impacts than the Project. However, 
this Alternative would not eliminate the only unavoidable significant impact of construction noise 
and would not achieve the objectives to the same degree as the proposed Project.  
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Table 6-4 Table 6-12: Comparison of Alternatives 

Sections 
Alternative 6.4.2:  

No Project/No 
Construction 

Alternative 6.4.3:  
No Project/Existing 

Land Use 
Designation 

Alternative 6.4.4:  
Reduced Density 

Alternative 6.4.5: 
Community Input 

Air Quality     

Cultural Resources  = = = 
Energy     

Geology, Soils, and 
Paleontological 
Resources 

 = = = 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

    

Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials   = = 

Hydrology & Water 
Quality   = = 

Land Use & Planning   = = 
Noise*  ** ** ** 
Population & Housing    = 
Public Services  =   

Recreation   =  

Transportation   = = 
Tribal Cultural 
Resources  = = = 

Utilities & Service 
Systems  = = = 

Aesthetics     
 Indicates an impact that is greater than the proposed Project (environmentally inferior). 
 Indicates an impact that is less than the proposed Project (environmentally superior). 
= Indicates an impact that is equal to the proposed Project (neither environmentally superior nor inferior). 
** Impact would still be significant and unavoidable. 
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Table 6-13: Alternatives Ability to Meet Project Objectives 

Would the Alternative: 
Alternative 6.4.2:  

No Project/No 
Construction 

Alternative 6.4.3:  
No Project/Existing 

Land Use 
Designation 

Alternative 6.4.4:  
Reduced Density 

Alternative 6.4.5 
Community Input 

Diversify the City of Gardena’s 
existing housing options, by 
providing a range of housing types 
and sizes, to serve the region’s 
growing and evolving technology 
and creative sectors and aid in 
recruiting and retaining talent for 
local companies? 

No No 
Yes –  

but to a lesser 
degree 

Yes –  
but to a lesser 

degree 

Support the expanding technology 
and creative sector with newly 
constructed, high-quality housing 
opportunities, enabling local 
employees to live close to where 
they work? 

No No 
Yes –  

but to a lesser 
degree 

Yes –  
but to a lesser 

degree 

Cluster urban residential 
development near technology firms, 
other large employment centers, 
and commercial corridors providing 
City residents with the opportunity 
to live, work, and shop with less 
reliance on automobiles? 

No No 
Yes –  

but to a lesser 
degree 

Yes –  
but to a lesser 

degree 

Establish housing development that 
meets high standards of design and 
pursues environmental 
sustainability? 

No No Yes Yes 

Redevelop a blighted site, increase 
tax revenues to the City, provide 
affordable housing to support the 
City’s Regional Housing Needs 
Assessment goals, and create a 
catalyst for future development in 
this part of Gardena. 

No No 

Partially, it would not 
provide affordable 

housing.  
 

Yes –  
but to a lesser 

degree  
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DEIR Appendix 4.13-2: Local Transportation Assessment 
Page 9 
 
3.3.1 Freeway Ramp & Intersection Queueing at State Facilities 
 
As detailed below in section 3.7, based on the Project’s estimates, trip generation and 
distribution, few trips are expected at the I-405 off-ramps to Normandie/190th or the I-110 off-
ramps to Redondo Beach Boulevard (<25 peak hour trips at each location). Therefore, the Project 
is not expected to add two or more car lengths to these off-ramp queues during peak hours, 
exacerbate potentially unsafe ramp conditions at these locations (if such conditions exist or are 
projected to occur in the opening year of the Project), and analysis is not needed. At the 
intersection of SR-91 and Vermont Avenue, Project traffic is expected to primarily be eastbound 
and westbound through movements since primary Project access is from Normandie Avenue, 
where most turning movements would occur. As such, the Project is not expected to add 
substantial traffic to any left or right-turning movements at the intersection of SR-91 and 
Vermont Avenue, and the Project is not expected to materially affect the utilization of turn 
pocket storage that would lead to an impedance of through traffic. Therefore, no further analysis 
is needed related to queueing at these locations. 
 
3.3.2 Pedestrian & Bicycle Volumes at State Facilities 
 
As detailed below in section 3.7, 5% of the Project’s net new trips are expected to be walking or 
biking in nature, which may also include a subsequent trip on transit. This amounts to less than 
10 trips during either peak hour in total. Most of these non-transit biking and walking trips are 
expected to be local in nature, accessing nearby schools and businesses within 0.5 miles of the 
Project Site. Substantial bicycle and pedestrian trips generated by the Project are not expected 
to occur at the SR-91 and Vermont Avenue, I-405 off-ramps at Normandie/190th, or I-110 off-
ramps at Redondo Beach Boulevard intersections given how far away they are from the Project 
Site. SR-91 and Vermont Avenue is located 0.8 miles from the Project Site, while the other two 
intersections are located over one mile from the Project Site. Because these locations are outside 
of the Project Study Area, Multi-Modal Conflict Analyses and/or Complete Street Access 
considerations should not be necessary.  
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4.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING 
PROGRAM 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that all public agencies establish 
monitoring and/or reporting procedures for mitigation adopted as conditions of approval in 
order to mitigate or avoid significant environmental impacts. This Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (MMRP) has been developed to provide a vehicle by which to monitor 
mitigation measures (MMs) outlined in the Gardena Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project 
(“Project”) Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Project MMRP has been prepared in 
conformance with Public Resources Code § 21081.6 and City of Gardena (“City”) monitoring 
requirements. Specifically, Public Resources Code § 21081.6 states:  

(a)  When making findings required by paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section 
21081 or when adopting a mitigated negative declaration pursuant to 
paragraph (2) of subdivision (c) of Section 21080, the following requirements 
shall apply:  

(1) The public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the 
changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in 
order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The 
reporting or monitoring program shall be designed to ensure compliance 
during project implementation. For those changes which have been 
required or incorporated into the project at the request of a responsible 
agency or a public agency having jurisdiction by law over natural resources 
affected by the project, that agency shall, if so requested by the lead or 
responsible agency, prepare and submit a proposed reporting or 
monitoring program.  

(2) The lead agency shall specify the location and custodian of the documents 
or other material which constitute the record of proceedings upon which 
its decision is based.  

State CEQA Guidelines § 15097 provides clarification of mitigation monitoring and reporting 
requirements and guidance to local lead agencies on implementing strategies. The reporting or 
monitoring program must be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation. The 
City is the Lead Agency for the Project and is therefore responsible for ensuring MMRP 
implementation. The MMRP has been drafted to meet Public Resources Code § 21081.6 
requirements as a fully enforceable monitoring program. 
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The MMRP is comprised of the Mitigation Program and includes measures to implement and 
monitor the Mitigation Program. The MMRP defines the following for each MM:  

 Definition of Mitigation. The Mitigation Measure contain the criteria for mitigation, 
either in the form of adherence to certain adopted regulations or identification of the 
steps to be taken in mitigation. 

 Responsible Party or Designated Representative. Unless otherwise indicated, an 
applicant would be the responsible party for implementing the mitigation, and the City of 
Gardena or designated representative is responsible for monitoring the performance and 
implementation of the mitigation measures. To guarantee that the mitigation will not be 
inadvertently overlooked, a supervising public official acting as the Designated 
Representative is the official who grants the permit or authorization called for in the 
performance. Where more than one official is identified, permits or authorization from 
all officials shall be required.  

 Time Frame. In each case, a time frame is provided for performance of the mitigation or 
the review of evidence that mitigation has taken place. The performance points selected 
are designed to ensure that impact-related components of project implementation do 
not proceed without establishing that the mitigation is implemented or ensured. All 
activities are subject to the approval of all required permits from agencies with permitting 
authority over the specific activity. 

The numbering system in the table corresponds with the Draft EIR numbering system. The MMRP 
table “Verification” column will be used by the parties responsible for documenting when the 
mitigation measure has been completed. The City will complete ongoing documentation and 
mitigation compliance monitoring. The completed MMRP and supplemental documents will be 
kept on file at the City Community Development Department.  

 

 



Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project Section 4.0 
Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program  

 

 Page 4-3 November 2024 

NORMANDIE CROSSING SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) IMPLEMENTATION 
TIMING 

MONITORING/ 
REPORTING 
METHODS 

RESPONSIBLE FOR 
APPROVAL/ 

MONITORING 

VERIFICATION 

DATE INITIALS 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
MM CUL-1: Inadvertent Discovery of an Archaeological 
Resource. Before ground disturbing activities are initiated on the 
Project site, a qualified archaeologist shall be retained to conduct 
a Pre-construction Worker Training on the types of unanticipated 
resources that could be encountered during construction, based 
on the site’s history. This archaeologist may also be retained to 
ensure prompt assessment in the event that unanticipated 
cultural resources are encountered during construction. 
If archaeological resources are exposed during construction, 
work within 50 feet of the find must stop until a qualified 
archaeologist can evaluate the significance of the find. 
Construction activities may continue in other areas. If the 
discovery proves significant under CEQA (14 CCR 15064.5[f]; PRC 
21082), additional work such as testing, or data recovery may be 
warranted. 

Prior to any Ground 
Disturbance 

Notification to 
Construction 

Personnel 

General Contractor   

During 
Construction, If an 

Archaeological 
Resource is 
Discovered 

Archaeological 
Resource Evaluation 

Qualified 
Archaeologist 
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MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) IMPLEMENTATION 
TIMING 

MONITORING/ 
REPORTING 
METHODS 

RESPONSIBLE FOR 
APPROVAL/ 

MONITORING 

VERIFICATION 

DATE INITIALS 

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND PALEONTOLGICAL RESOURCES  
MM GEO-1: Monitor for Paleontological Resources: Monitoring 
shall be conducted by a Paleontological Monitor, defined as one 
who meets the SVP standards for a Paleontological Resource 
Monitor. The Paleontological Monitor shall be under the 
supervision of the Project Paleontologist. As defined in the 
PRMMP, Paleontological monitoring shall include inspection of 
exposed sedimentary units during active excavations within 
sensitive geologic sediments that occur in previously undisturbed 
sediment, which has been estimated as any portion of the Project 
site where excavation exceeds 0.9 m (3.0 feet) in depth. The 
frequency of monitoring shall be based on consultation with or 
periodic inspection by the Project Paleontologist and shall 
depend on the rate of excavation and grading activities and the 
materials being excavated. 

During Ground 
Disturbance 

 
 
 
 

Paleontological 
Resources 
Monitoring 

 
 

Paleontological 
Monitor 

  

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS & WASTES  
MM HAZ-1: Construction Management Plan. Prior to issuance of 
any demolition permit for the onsite structures, a construction 
management plan addressing procedures and requirements for 
responding to disturbance of undocumented contaminated soil 
shall be prepared and submitted to the City for review and 
approval. 

Prior to Demolition 
Permit Issuance 

Prepare a 
Construction 

Management Plan 

Community 
Development 

Director 

  

MM HAZ-2: Engineered Vapor Mitigation and Ventilation. Prior 
to commencement of construction activities, the City of Gardena 
Building Department shall review the building plans to verify that 
an engineered vapor measure (such as an impermeable 
membrane or equivalent) is included in the design of all 
townhomes and that the apartment parking structures include 
sufficient ventilation to minimize accumulation of VOCs on the 

Prior to 
Construction 

Activities 

Verification of an 
engineered vapor 

measure within the 
design of all 

townhomes and 
apartment parking 

structures. 

Building and Safety 
Department Chief 

Building Official 
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MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) IMPLEMENTATION 
TIMING 

MONITORING/ 
REPORTING 
METHODS 

RESPONSIBLE FOR 
APPROVAL/ 

MONITORING 

VERIFICATION 

DATE INITIALS 

Project site. The impermeable vapor membrane shall not 
underlay non-slab areas, such as landscaping and the dog run 
area, because these spaces are not enclosed. The City of Gardena 
Building Department shall have oversight/sign-off responsibility 
for the vapor barrier. 

NOISE  
MM NOI-1: Construction Equipment Noise. Prior to issuance of 
any Demolition or Grading Permit, the Public Works Department 
shall verify that the Project plans and specifications include 
provisions that require all power construction equipment 
(including combustion engines), fixed or mobile to be: 1) 
equipped with state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling 
devices (consistent with manufactures’ standards); and 2) 
properly maintained to ensure that no additional noise, due to 
worn or improperly maintained parts, would be generated. 

Prior to issuance of 
any demolition or 

grading permit 

Verification of 
provisions that 

require all power 
construction 

equipment to be 
equipped with noise 

shielding and 
muffling devices 

and properly 
maintained 

Public Works 
Director 

  

MM NOI-2: Construction Noise. A temporary and impermeable 
sound barrier shall be provided along the Project northern, 
southern, and western property line. The temporary sound 
barrier shall be minimum 10-foot high and provide minimum 12 
dBA noise reduction, and shall have a minimum Sound 
Transmission Class rating of STC-25, such as, acoustical barrier 
blanket (with STC-25 rating) or 3/4" thick exterior grade plywood. 

Prior to and During 
Construction 

Provide a 
Temporary and 

Impermeable Sound 
Barrier 

Community 
Development 

Director 

  

MM NOI-3: Construction Vibration Impacts. The use of large 
construction equipment (e.g., large bulldozer greater than 400 
horsepower and/or loaded trucks) shall be a minimum of 45 feet 
away from the off-site residence adjacent to the Project site 
(receptor R1) (16964 Brighton Ave). 
 
 

During Construction Provide a minimum 
45-foot buffer away 
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adjacent to the 

Project site 

Community 
Development 

Director 
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TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES  
MM TCR-1: Retain a Native American Monitor Prior to 
Commencement of Ground-Disturbing Activities.  
A. The Applicant/lead agency shall retain a Native American 

Monitor from or approved by the Gabrieleño Band of Mission 
Indians – Kizh Nation. The monitor shall be retained prior to 
the commencement of any “ground-disturbing activity” for 
the subject Project at all Project locations (i.e., both on-site 
and any off-site locations that are included in the Project 
description/definition and/or required in connection with the 
Project, such as public improvement work). “Ground-
disturbing activity” shall include, but is not limited to, 
demolition, pavement removal, potholing, auguring, 
grubbing, tree removal, boring, grading, excavation, drilling, 
and trenching. 

B. A copy of the executed monitoring agreement shall be 
submitted to the lead agency prior to the earlier of the 
commencement of any ground-disturbing activity, or the 
issuance of any permit necessary to commence a ground-
disturbing activity. 

C. The monitor will complete daily monitoring logs that will 
provide descriptions of the relevant ground-disturbing 
activities, the type of construction activities performed, 
locations of ground- disturbing activities, soil types, cultural-
related materials, and any other facts, conditions, materials, 
or discoveries of significance to the Tribe. Monitor logs will 
identify and describe any discovered TCRs, including but not 
limited to, Native American cultural and historical artifacts, 
remains, places of significance, etc., (collectively, tribal 
cultural resources, or “TCR”), as well as any discovered Native 

Prior to any Ground 
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American (ancestral) human remains and burial goods. Copies 
of monitor logs will be provided to the Applicant/lead agency 
upon written request to the Tribe. 

D. On-site tribal monitoring shall conclude upon the latter of the 
following: (1) written confirmation to the monitor from a 
designated point of contact for the Applicant/lead agency that 
all ground-disturbing activities and phases that may involve 
ground-disturbing activities on the Project site or in 
connection with the Project are complete; or (2) a 
determination and written notification by the monitor to the 
Applicant/lead agency that no future, planned construction 
activity and/or development/construction phase at the 
Project site possesses the potential to impact TCRs. 

MM TCR-2: Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains and 
Associated Funerary Objects. 

A. Native American human remains are defined in PRC 5097.98 
(d)(1) as an inhumation or cremation, and in any state of 
decomposition or skeletal completeness. Funerary objects, 
called associated grave goods in Public Resources Code § 
5097.98, are also to be treated according to this statute. 

B. If human remains and/or grave goods are discovered or 
recognized on the Project site, then all construction activities 
shall immediately cease within 200 feet of the discovery. 
Health and Safety Code § 7050.5 dictates that any discoveries 
of human skeletal material shall be immediately reported to 
the County Coroner and all ground-disturbing activities shall 
immediately halt and shall remain halted until the coroner has 
determined the nature of the remains. If the coroner 
recognizes the human remains to be those of a Native 
American or has reason to believe they are Native American, 
he or she shall contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the 

During 
Construction, Upon 

Discovery of any 
human remains or 

grave goods 

Telephone 
communication 
with the Native 

American Heritage 
Commission within 

24 hours 
 

County Coroner 
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Commission 
Qualified Tribal 
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Native American Heritage Commission, and Public Resources 
Code § 5097.98 shall be followed. 

C. Human remains and grave/burial goods found with such 
remains shall be treated alike per California Public Resources 
Code § 5097.98(d)(1) and (2). 

D. Construction activities may resume in other parts of the 
Project site at a minimum of 200 feet away from discovered 
human remains and/or burial goods, if the monitor 
determines in its sole discretion that resuming construction 
activities at that distance is acceptable and provides the 
Project manager express consent of that determination (along 
with any other mitigation measures the monitor and/or 
archaeologist deems necessary). (CEQA Guidelines § 
15064.5(f).) 

E. Any discovery of human remains/burial goods shall be kept 
confidential to prevent further disturbance. 

MM TCR-3: Procedures for Burials and Funerary Remains. This 
mitigation measure shall only apply if the Gabrielino Band of 
Mission Indians-Kizh Nation is designated the Most Likely 
Descendant (“MLD”) by the NAHC: 
A. The Koo-nas-gna Burial Policy shall be implemented. To the 

Tribe, the term “human remains” encompasses more than 
human bones. In ancient as well as historic times, Tribal 
Traditions included, but were not limited to, the preparation 
of the soil for burial, the burial of funerary objects with the 
deceased, and the ceremonial burning of human remains. 

B. If the discovery of human remains includes four or more 
burials, the discovery location shall be treated as a cemetery 
and a separate treatment plan shall be created. 

C. The prepared soil and cremation soils are to be treated in the 
same manner as bone fragments that remain intact. 
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Associated funerary objects are objects that, as part of the 
death rite or ceremony of a culture, are reasonably believed 
to have been placed with individual human remains either at 
the time of death or later; other items made exclusively for 
burial purposes or to contain human remains can also be 
considered as associated funerary objects. Cremations will 
either be removed in bulk or by means as necessary to ensure 
complete recovery of all sacred materials. 

D. In the case where discovered human remains cannot be fully 
documented and recovered on the same day, the remains will 
be covered with muslin cloth and a steel plate that can be 
moved by heavy equipment placed over the excavation 
opening to protect the remains. If this type of steel plate is not 
available, a 24-hour guard should be posted outside of 
working hours. The Tribe will make every effort to recommend 
diverting the Project and keeping the remains in situ and 
protected. If the Project cannot be diverted, it may be 
determined that burials will be removed. 

E. In the event preservation in place is not possible despite good 
faith efforts by the Applicant/developer and/or landowner, 
before ground-disturbing activities may resume on the Project 
site, the landowner shall arrange a designated site location 
within the footprint of the Project for the respectful reburial 
of the human remains and/or ceremonial objects. 

F. Each occurrence of human remains and associated funerary 
objects will be stored using opaque cloth bags. All human 
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects and objects of 
cultural patrimony will be removed to a secure container on 
site if possible. These items should be retained and reburied 
within six months of recovery. The site of reburial/repatriation 
shall be on the Project site but at a location agreed upon 
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remains cannot be 
fully documented 
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the same day 
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between the Tribe and the landowner at a site to be protected 
in perpetuity. There shall be no publicity regarding any cultural 
materials recovered. 

G. The Tribe will work closely with the Project’s qualified 
archaeologist to ensure that the excavation is treated 
carefully, ethically, and respectfully. If data recovery is 
approved by the Tribe, documentation shall be prepared and 
shall include (at a minimum) detailed descriptive notes and 
sketches. All data recovery data recovery-related forms of 
documentation shall be approved in advance by the Tribe. If 
any data recovery is performed, once complete, a final report 
shall be submitted to the Tribe and the NAHC. The Tribe does 
NOT authorize any scientific study or the utilization of any 
invasive and/or destructive diagnostics on human remains. 
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