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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
170" 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 @ 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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Section 2.0
Comment Letters and Responses

2.0 COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES

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.

2.1

‘ Date ‘

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

Author

Author Title

Agency/Organization

Public Agencies
Chief, Forestry .
A1 |01/04/24 | Ronald M. Durbin | Division, Prevention| ~ COUNtY Of Los Angeles Fire
. Department
Services Bureau
. State of California
A2 [01/17/24 | Frances Duong Acting LDR/(?EQA Department of Transportation
Branch Chief L
District 7
State of California
A3 |01/23/24 | Curtis M. Welty, PG Associate -OI| and Depar’Fment of Conservation
Gas Engineer Geologic Energy Management
Division
Persons and Organizations
. . Western States Regional
A4 | 01/19/24 |Stephanie Papayanis Attorney 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
Al12 | 03/19/24 Dalia R. Juarez Resident N/A
A13 |03/19/24 Terri C. Resident N/A
Yvonne & Arthur .
Al14|03/19/24 Acosta Residents N/A
A15 | 03/19/24 Ace Rose Resident N/A
Kimley»Horn Page 2-1 November 2024
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Table 2-1: List of Commenting Public Agencies And Persons And Organizations

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
. Supporters Alliance for
A2003/19/24 Layne Fajeau Attorney 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-threugh and added text indicated by double underline, as follows:

Deleted DEIRtext 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 1of 3

Comment Letter 1

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT
1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
ANTHONY C MARRONE LS ANGELES, CALIFORMUA 900633294 JAMICE HAHN, CHAIR
FIRE CHIEF [3‘%3‘* ?'31'2":'1 FOURTH DISTRICT
R e HILDA L SOLIS HOLLY J. MITCHELL
“Praud Proteciors of Life, FIRST DISTRIGT SECOWD DISTRIGT
ihe Ervironmant, and Progedy™ LINDSEY P HORVATH KATHRYH BARGER
THIRD S TRICT FIFTH DISTRICT

January 4, 2024

Amanda Acuna
1700 West 162" Street Unit: 101
Gardena, CA 90247

Dear Ms. Acuna:

THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION, “THE NORMANDIE CROSSING SPECIFIC PLAN
PROJECT", PROPOSES THE CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF A RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT COMPRISED OF 403 DWELLING UNITS. THE PROJECT CONSTRUCTS
TWO SUBAREAS THAT INCLUDE AN APARTMENT PORTION AND A TOWNHOME
PORTION CONNECTED BY INTERMAL STREETS, CITY OF GARDENA, FFER2023006487

The Environmental Impact Report reviewed by the Planning Division, Land Development Unit,
Forestry Division, and Health Hazardous Materials Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department.

The following are their comments:

PLANNING DIVISION:

Fire protection serving the area appears to be adequate for the existing development/land use; | [ a1 _1
however, each additional development creates greater demands on existing resources.

For any questions regarding this response, please contact Kien Chin, at (323) 881-2404 or
Kien.Chin@fire.lacounty.gov.

LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT:

The proposed development was submitted for review and approval to the County of Los
Angeles Fire Department Fire Prevention Division Land Development Unit for review and
approval of Vesting Tentative Tract Map 83922 (FLDU2023003466). At this time, there are|| A1-2
outstanding corrections that shall be addressed prior to clearance of the Vesting Tentative Map.
A submittal for a REQUEST FOR MODIFICATIONS OR ALTERNATIVE MATERIALS AND

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:

AGOURA HILLS CARSON EL MONTE INGLEWOOD LAWHIULE PICO AIVERA SUGMAL HILL
ARTESLA CERRITOS CARDENS IEWIRIALE LOMNTA POMONA SOUTH EL MONTE
AZUSA CLAREMONT GLEMDORA LA CAMADA-FLINTRIDGE LYHWOO0 RANCHD FALOS VERDES SOUTH GATE
BALLWAN PAFK COMMERCE HAPRIAN GARDENS LA, HARRA MALIEL RIOLL NG HILLS TEMPLE CITY

BELL COVING HAWTHRNE LA MIRADA MATROOD AOLLIMG HILLS ESTATES WERHOHN

BELL CARDENS CUDEHY HERMOSA BEACH LA PUENTE HORAL K FISEMEAD WEALMUT
BELLFLOWER DIAMOMD BAK HIDDEN HILLS LAKE FALMOALE san DAL WEST HOLLYWOOD
ARATEUAY DUARTE HUNTIMGTON PARK LAMCASTER PALOS VERDES ESTATES  SANTA CLARITA WESTLAKE VILLAGE
CALABASAS HOUSTRY PARAMOUNT WHITTIER
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Letter A1 — County of Los Angeles Fire Department
Page 2 of 3

Amanda Acuna
January 4, 2024
Page 2

METHODS REVIEW, was provided the the Land Development Unit Supervising FPEA on
September 29, 2023. The proposed access widths as indicated in the Initial Study, Notice of
Preparation and MNormandie Crossing Specific Plan do not comply with the access
requirements as noted in the County of Los Angeles Fire Code Chapter 5.

The development of this project must comply with all applicable code and ordinance
requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows and fire hydrants.

When involved with subdivision in a city contracting fire protection with the County of Los
Angeles Fire Department, Fire Department requirements for access, fire flows and hydrants
are addressed during the subdivision tentative map stage.

Every building constructed shall be accessible to Fire Department apparatus by way of access
roadways, with an all-weather surface of not less than 28 feet in width. The roadway shall be
extended to within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls when measured by an
unobstructed route around the exterior of the building. The roadway shall provide approved
signs andlor stripping stating "NO PARKING - FIRE LANE" and shall be maintained in
accordance with the County of Los Angeles Fire Code.

The proposed development shall comply with the following County of Los Angeles Fire Code
Sections: 503.1, 503.1.1, 503.2.1,503.2.1.2.2,503.212.21,503.212.22,503221,50324,
503.2.8,503.2.9,503.3, 503.4, 503.4.1, 503.6, 504.1, 503.3. Additional Fire Code requirements
will apply at the County of Los Angeles Fire Department Fire Prevention Division Engineering
Section Building Plan Check Unit review for building permit issuance

Every building constructed shall provide an adequate water supply for fire protection purposes.
The fire hydrant spacing shall be 300 feet with a fire flow requirement of 4,000 gpm at 20 psi
residual pressure for 4 hours. An approved fire sprinkler system in the proposed building in
compliance with applicable codes and regulations will qualify for a fire flow reduction as outlined
Table B105.1 of the County of Los Angeles Fire Code.

Required fire flow for private on-site fire hydrants, 2,500 gpm @ 20 psi for 2 hours.

See Site Plan Mark Updated 08/04/2023 for specific information regarding the requirement for
1 new public fire hydrant and 4 new private on-site fire hydrant(s).

Specific fire and life safety requirements for the construction phase will be addressed at the
Fire Department building plan check review. There may be additional fire and life safety
requirements during this time.

The County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit appreciates the
opportunity to comment on this project. Should any questions arise, please contact Nancy
Rodeheffer at (323) 890-4243 or nancy.rodeheffer@fire.lacounty.gav.

A1-2
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Letter A1 — County of Los Angeles Fire Department
Page 3 of 3

Amanda Acuna
January 4, 2024
Page 3

FORESTRY DIVISION — OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:

The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division
include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species, brush|| Al-3
clearance, vegetation management, fuel modification for Fire Hazard Severity Zones,
archeological and cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree Ordinance. Potential impacts
in these areas should be addressed

For any questions regarding this response, please contact Forestry Assistant, Matthew Ermino
at (818) 890-5719.

HEALTH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION:

The Health Hazardous Materials Division (HHMD) of the Los Angeles County Fire Department
has reviewed the draft EIR and associated environmental reports prepared by Pariner
Engineering and Science, Inc (Partner) and the associated Vapor Intrusion Risk Evaluation,
dated August 11, 2023, prepared by Hillmann Consulting, LLC. In addition to the proposed Al-4
mitigation measures included in the draft EIR, HHMD also recommends that a soil management
plan (SMP) be implemented at the project site prior to site grading. The SMF should also
address potential discoveries of underground storage tanks (USTs) and the associated role of
the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board if contaminated soil and/or groundwater
were to be associated with past UST releases. HHMD has no additional requirements or
comments at this time.

Please contact HHMD Hazardous Materials Specialist Ill, Jennifer Levenson at (323) 890-4114
or Jennifer.Levenson@fire.lacounty.gov if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

?«wpﬁ*-

RONALD M. DURBIN, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU

RMD:pg
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. Al

Ronald M. Durbin, Chief, Forestry Division, Prevention Services Bureau
County of Los Angeles Fire Department

January 4, 2024

Al-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.

Al-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.

Al-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.

Al-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

Page1of4
Comment Letter 2

STATE OF CALIFORMIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, Govamor
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION -
DISTRICT 7 \)
100 5. MAIN STREET, MS 16

LOS AMGELES, CA 80012 Making Conservation
PHOME (213) 268-1124 a Califomia Way of Life
FAX (212} BO7-1337

T 711

wwew.dot.cagov

January 17, 2024

Amanda Acuna

City of Gardena

1700 West 162 Street
Gardena, CA 90247

RE: Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project
SCH # 2023050241
Wic. LA-405/PM 13.86, LA-110/PM 9.84,
LA-91/PM 6.16
GTS # LA-2023-04396-DEIR

Dear Amanda Acuna:

Thank you for including the Califomnia Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the above-referenced environmental document. The
Project proposes to remove all existing onsite structures (approximately 115,424 square
feet (SF) of industrial uses) and, in their place, construct up fo 403 multi-family DU,
including 328 apartment units in one building and 75 townhomes in nine buildings. The
apartment building would provide approximately 39,098 SF of private/public open spaces,

399 vehicle parking spaces, and 173 bicycle parking spaces. The townhomes would
provide approximately 11,395 SF of open space, and 160 vehicle parking spaces (150
resident spaces in two-car garages and 10 guest spaces). Additicnally, the Project
proposes two offsite improvements: 266 linear feet of sidewalk improvements along 1659th
Street and various railroad track and roadway improvements along South Normandie
Avenue.

Transit
The project site is situated within a quarter-mile of multiple bus stops and is accessible | (755
through transit service provided by the City of Gardena's Transit Service, Route 1X and
Route 4 (GTrans).

Provide a safe and reliable transporration network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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Letter A2 — State of California Department of Transportation District 7
Page 2 of 4

Amanda Acuna
January 17, 2024
Page 2of 4

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Existing sidewalks along the project frontage form part of a continuous pedestrian
network, with a brief gap on the south side of 169th Street. Sidewalks are absent on
Brighton Way, a public alley. Marked crosswalks and pedestrian facilities are available at
signalized intersections along Mormandie Avenue.

Currently, there are no separated or protected bicycle facilities along Normandie Avenue
at the project site. The South Bay Bicycle Master Plan designates Nommandie Avenue as
a bike route (Class ) from 182nd Street to 170th Street, with adjacent streets also
designated. A future Bicycle Friendly Street segment on 170th Street is proposed in the
plan.

VMT Screening

The City uses three screening criteria to determine if a VMT analysis would be required
for this project. 1) The project's proposed 403 residential units are expected to generate
approximately 1,715 average daily trips (ADT), which would be more than 110 ADT
threshold. Also, the Project is not 100 percent affordable. The Project is not screened
out from VMT analysis based on project type screening criterion. 2) The Projectisin a
TAZ estimated to generate 11.01 VMT per capita, which is 23.3 percent below the 2020
SCAG regional baseline VMT of 14.35. When compared to the 2040 SCAG regional
baseline VIMT of 12.97, the Project’s VMT per capita is 15 percent below the 2040 SCAG
regional baseline VMT. Therefore, the Project is in an area with low residential VMT,
which means the Project can be presumed to have a less than significant YMT impact AoA
and can be screened out from further YMT analysis based on low VMT area screening.
3) The Project has more than 25 percent of its area farther from Gardena’s High-Quality
Transit Areas. Therefore, the Project is not screened out from VMT analysis under the
Transit Proximity screening criterion.

Based on the City's transportation guidelines and impact thresholds, the Project can be
screened out from a full VMT analysis and is presumed to result in a less than significant
transportation impact conceming VMT under the low VIMT screening criteria. However,
the DEIR does not show why the other criteria are not considered. For this sizable
development of 403 multi-family units, we recommend a conservative approach by
including a Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) analysis. This will help preempt any potential
environmental challenges from third parties, ensuring a thorough evaluation of
transportation impacts.

TDM

Because of the size of the project, we encourage the City to evaluate the potential of
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies and Intelligent Transportation
System (ITS) applications in order to better manage the transportation network, as well
as transit service and bicycle or pedestrian connectivity improvements. For additional
TDM options, please refer to the Federal Highway Administration’'s Infegrating Demand

A2-5

*Provide o safe and reliable fransportafion network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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Letter A2 — State of California Department of Transportation District 7
Page 3 of 4

Amanda Acuna
January 17, 2024
Page 3 of 4

Management info the Transportation Planning Process: A Desk Reference (Chapter 8).
This reference is available online at:

hitp ffops._fhwa.dot gov/publications/fhwahop12035/fhiwahop 12035 pdf

Fost VMT Analysis

After this development is completed, a post-development VMT analysis to validate and
justify Project VMT and future VMT threshold setting should be considered and prepared.
Additional mitigation measures should be implemented when the post-development VMT
analysis discloses any traffic significant impact. This analysis, which may include
interviews with and surveys of project occupants, will provide new traffic data to help
validate the City’s VMT traffic model results. AT R

The collected data can include, among other things, where the trips are coming from,
when the trips are taking place, what transportation mode is used, and why those
transportation modes were selected. This survey data would be useful 1) to validate
existing WMT threshold, 2) fo assist in setting future VYMT threshold, and 3) to identify
suitable TDM to apply as minimization or mitigation measures for the future. These
measures could be implemented in the event the post-development VMT analysis
discloses any significant traffic impacts.

Traffic Safety Analysis

On Caltrans’ June 7, 2023 letter (see attached), we asked for a safety analysis for
Caltrans off-ramps. Traffic safety is a CEQA matter and should be considered by the
City. We are not able to identify the safety analysis in Appendix 4.13-1° CEQA
Transportation Study nor Appendix 4.13-2: Local Transportation Assessment.

Others

As a reminder to address Caltrans concemns in prepaning VMT and safety analysis,
Caltrans has published the WMT-focused Transportation Impact Study Guide (TISG),
dated May 20, 2020, and the Caltrans Interim Land Development and Intergovernmental
Review (LD-IGR) Safety Review Practitioners Guidance, prepared on December 18,
2020. You can review those documents at the following link:

https-/dot ca gov/-/media'dot-media
05-20-approved-vint-focused-tisg-al 1v.pdf

15/ fransportation-planming ' documents/sh-743/2020-

https://dot.ca.gov/-/'media’dot-media’programs/transportation-planning’ documents/sh-743,/2020-
12-22-updated-interim-ldigr-safetv-review-suidance-al 1 v pdf

Any transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials that require the use
of oversized transport vehicles on State highways will need a Caltrans transportation
permit. Any large-size truck trips be limited to off-peak commute periods.

“Provide o sofe and relioble transportation network thot serves all people and respects the environment”
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Letter A2 — State of California Department of Transportation District 7
Page 4 of 4

Amanda Acuna
January 17, 2024
Page 4 of 4

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Mr. Alan Lin the project coordinator
at (213) 269-1124 and refer to GTS # LA-2023-04396-DEIR.

Sincerely,

Fadnces ZPM)?'

FRANCES DUONG
Acting LDR/CEQA Branch Chief

email: State Clearinghouse

“Provide o safe and reliable fronsportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”
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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 11t
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 resultin 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 1-405 off-ramps
to Normandie/190th or the 1-110 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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3.3.2

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.

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

Comment Letter 3
CalifDrﬂiﬂ Gavin Newsom, Governor

. David Shab: , Di
Department of Conservation e B

Geologic Energy Management Division

January 23, 2024
VIA EMAIL

Amanda Acuna, Senior Planner
City of Gardena

1700 West 16277 Streat

Gardena, CA 90247

Email: AAcuna@cityofgardena.org

Dear Ms. Acuna:

NORMANDIE CROSSING SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT
DRAFT EIR

CITY OF GARDENA

SCH: NO. 2023050241

The Depariment of Conservation’s Geologic Energy Management Division [Division) has
reviewed the above-referenced project for impacts with Division junisdictional authority.
The Division supervises the drilling, maintenance, and plugging and abandonment of
oil, gas, and geothermal wells in California. The Division offers the following comments
for your consideration.

The project area is in Los Angeles County and lies cutside any administrafive oll figld. On
Page 4.6-%7 of the Draft BIR, the author states, "According fo California Division of OIl,
Gas and Geothemmal Resources (CalGEM), no ol or gas wells are located on or
immediaftely adjacent fo the site. The closest well was idenfified to be located
approximately 480 feet south of the site and is reporfed as "abandoned.” In fact,
Division mapping shows an abandoned “wildcat” well, the “"Gardena EH." 1 well
shown on our “Well Finder” online app as along Brighton Way between 169% and 170,
Upon our review of the 1947 well abandonment documents for this “dry hole,” it
appears that this well was more precisely located, “From the intersection of 170 Street
and Brighton Way, 121" north and 55" east.” This would place this well in the parking A3-2
area behind the southemmost building cumrently shown on the project property. Division
information can be found af: www.conservation.cg.gov. Individual well records are also
available on the Division's web site, or by emailing
CalGEMsouthemn@conservation.ca.gov.

The scope and content of information that is germane to the Division's responsibility are
contained in Section 3000 et seq. of the Public Resources Code, and administrative

State of California Matural Resources Agency | Department of Conservation
Southarn District, 3780 Kilroy Airport Way, Suite 400, Long Beach, CA 90806
conservation.ca.gov | T: (362) 6374400 | F: (562) 424-0166
. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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Letter A3 — State of California Department of Conservation Geologic Energy Management
Division
Page 2 of 2

SCH: MNo. 2023050241
City of Gardena
January 23, 2024
Page 2

regulations under Title 14, Division 2, Chapters 2, 3 and 4 of the California Code of A32
Reqgulations.

If any wells, including any plugged, abandoned, or unrecorded wells, are damaged or
uncovered dunng excavation, grading or other project operations, remedial plugging
operaficns may be reguired. If such damage or discovery occurs, the Division's distnict
office must be contacted to obtain information on the requirements and approval to

perform remedial operations. AS-3

The possibility for future problems from oil and gas wells that have been plugged and
abandoned, or reabandoned, to the Division's current specifications are remote.
However, the Division recommends that a diligent effort be made to avoid building
over any plugged and abandoned well.

Guestions regarding the Division's Construction Site Well Review Program can be
addressed to the local Division's office in Long Beach by emailing
CalGEMSouthem@conservation.ca.gov or by calling (562) 437-4400.

Sincerely,

4a il

Curfis M. Welty, PG
Associate Oil and Gas Engineer

cc:  Geovernor's Office of Flanning and Research, State Cleannghouse Unit
Email: state.cleannghouse @opr.ca.gov

Office of Legislative and Regulatory Affairs
Email: OLRA@conservation.ca.gov

Jan Perez, CalGEM CEQA Unit
Ermnail: Jan.Perez@conservation.ca.gov

Environmental CEQA File
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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 Qil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (CalGEM),
no—oH-ergas—wells—arelecated—oen 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 er immediately adjacent to the site. Fhe-elosest-wel-was-identified-teo-be

“" ”

DEIR Page 4.6-21

As previously addressed, the Phase | 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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III

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
Page 1 of 18

Comment Letter 4

P: (626) 314-3821 @ 139 South Hudson Averme

F: (626) 389-5414 Mitchell M. Tsai Suite 200
E: infol@mitchtzailaw com Law Firm Pasadena, California 91101
VIA E-MATT,

January 19, 2024

Amanda Acuna, Senior Planner
City of Gardena

1700 West 162* Street
Gardena, CA 90247

Em: aamma@citmfﬂ'clmm.org

RE: City of Gardena, Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project
Dear Amanda Acuna,

On behalf of the Western States Regional Council of Carpenters (“Western
Carpenters” or “WSRCC”), my Office is submitting these comments for the City of
Gardena’s (“City™) Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR” or “Draft EIR™)
for the Normandie Crossing Specific Plan (“SP*) Project (*“Project™), SCH No.
2023050241.

According to the DEIR,

The Project proposes to establish a maxzimum allowable development
within the approximately 5253-acre [Normandie Crossing Specific Plan
(“INC5P”)] area of up to 403 DU. Because the City does not have any zone
which would accommeodate the proposed development, the Applicant is
proposing the NCSP, which would establish the site-specific zoning
regulations and development standards for this area. The NCSP includes
the statutorily required elements, including a land use plan, a circulation
plan, a descroption of existing and proposed utilities and infrastructure,
design guidelines, development standards, and administrative provisions.
In addition to requiring a Specific Plan, the Project requires various other
approvals, including a Development Agreement

(DEIR, p. 2-11)

The Western Carpenters is a labor union representing almost 90,000 union carpenters
in 12 states, including California, and has a strong interest in well-ordered land use
planning and in addressing the environmental impacts of development projects.
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Letter A4 — Western States Regional Council of Carpenters
Page 2 of 18

City of Gardena, Normandie Crossing Specific Plan
Jammary 19, 2024
Pape 2 of 18

Individual members of the Western Carpenters live, work, and recreate in the City and
surrounding communities and would be directly affected by the SP°s environmental
impacts.

The Western Carpenters expressly reserves the right to supplement these comments
at or prior to hearings on the SP, and at any later hearing and proceeding related to
this SP. Gov. Code, § 63009, subd. (b); Pub. Res. Code, § 21177, subd. (a); see
Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. Bakergfield (2004) 124 Cal App.4th 1184, 1199-
1203; see also Galanfe Vineyards v. Monterey Water Disf, (1997) 60 Cal App.4th 1109,
1121. AdD

The Western Carpenters incorporates by reference all comments raising issues
regarding the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) submitted prior to certification of
the EIR for the SP. See Cifizens for Clean Energy v City of Woodland (2014) 223

Cal App.4th 173, 191 (finding that any party who has objected to the project’s
environmental documentation may assert any issue timely raised by other parties).

Moreover, the Western Carpenters requests that the City provide notice for all notices
referring or related to the SP issued under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (Pub. Res. Code, § 21000 ¢f s2q.), and the California Planning and Zoning
Law (“Planning and Zoning Law”) (Gov. Code, §f 65000—65010). California Public
Resources Code Sections 21092.2, and 21167(f) and California Government Code
Section 63092 require agencies to mail such notices to any person who has filed a
written request for them with the clerk of the agency’s governing body.

L THE CITY SHOULD INCORPORATE LANGUAGE THAT
REQUIRE THE USE OF A LOCAL WOREKFORCE TO BENEFIT
THE COMMUNITY'S ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND
ENVIRONMENT

The City should incorporate language into the proposed SP requiring residential,
commercial and mixed-use developments within the SP area to be built using local
workers who have graduated from a Joint Labor-Management Apprenticeship Y w)
Program approved by the State of California, have at least as many hours of on-the-
job experience in the applicable craft which would be required to graduate from such

a state-approved apprenticeship training program, or who are registered apprentices in

a state-approved apprenticeship training program.
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Letter A4 — Western States Regional Council of Carpenters
Page 3 of 18

City of Gardena, Normandie Crossing Specific Plan
Jammary 19, 2024
Page Jof 18

Community benefits such as local hire can also be helpful to reduce environmental
impacts and improve the positive economic impact of the SP. Local hire provisions
requiring that a certain percentage of workers reside within 10 miles or less of projects
within the SP area can reduce the length of vendor trips, reduce greenhouse gas
emissions, and provide localized economic benefits. As environmental consultants
Matt Hagemann and Paul E. Rosenfeld note:

Ad4-5

[A]ny local hire requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length
from the default value has the potential to result in a reduction of
construction-related GHG emissions, though the significance of the
reduction would vary based on the location and urbanization level of the
Project site.

March 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and
Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling.

Workforce requirements promote the development of skilled trades that yield
sustainable economic development. As the Califormia Workforce Development Board
and the University of California, Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education
concluded: Ad-B

[L]abor should be considered an investment rather than a cost and
investments in growing, diversifying, and upskilling California’s workforce
can positively affect returns on climate mitigation efforts. In other words,
well-trained workers are key to delivering emissions reductions and
moving California closer to its climate tarpets.

Furthermore, workforce policies have sipruficant environmental benefits given that
they improve an area’s jobs-housing balance, decreasing the amount and length of job
commutes and the associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. In fact, on May 7, Ad-7
2021, the South Coast Air Quality Management District found that that the “[u]se ofa
local state-cestified apprenticeship program”™ can result in air pollutant reductions.?

* California Workforce Development Board (2020) Putting California on the High Road: A
Jobs and Climate Action Plan for 2030 at p. i, asailable ar https: [ /laborcenter berkelev.edn/
wp-content/ up_'loads /2020/09 /Putting-California-on-the-Hizh-Road. pdf

2 Sonth Coast Air Omality Management District (May 7, 2021) Certify Final Environmeantal
Assessment and Adopt Proposed Rule 2305 — Warehouse ]_1.1d.1£e[:t Soncce Rnle —
Warehonse Actions and Investments to Rednee Emissions Program, and Proposed Rule
316 — Fees for Rule 2305, Submit Rule 2305 for Inclision Into the SIF, and Approve
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Letter A4 — Western States Regional Council of Carpenters
Page 4 of 18

City of Gardena, Normandie Crossing Specific Plan
Jammary 19, 2024
Page 4 0f 18

Locating jobs closer to residential areas can have significant environmental benefits.
As the California Planning Roundtable noted in 2008:

People who live and work in the same junsdiction would be more likely
to take transit, walk, or bicycle to work than residents of less balanced
communities and their vehicle trips would be shorter. Benefits would
include potential reductions in both vehicle miles traveled and vehicle
hours traveled®

Moreover, local hire mandates and skill-training are critical facets of a strategy to
reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). As planning experts Robert Cervero and
Michael Duncan have noted, simply placing jobs near housing stock is insufficient to
achieve VMT reductions given that the skill requirements of available local jobs must
match those held by local residents * Some municipalities have even tied local hire and
other workforce policies to local development permits to address transportation
issues. Cervero and Duncan note that:

In nearly built-out Berkeley, CA, the approach to balancing jobs and
housing is to create local jobs rather than to develop new housing. The
city's First Source program encourages businesses to hire local residents,
especially for entry- and intermediate-level jobs, and sponsors vocational
training to ensure residents are employment-ready. While the program is
voluntary, some 300 businesses have used it to date, placing more than
3,000 city residents in local jobs since it was launched in 1986. When
needed, these carrots are matched by sticks, since the city is not shy about
negotiating corporate participation in First Source as a condition of
approval for development permits.

Recently, the State of California verified its commitment towards workforce
development through the Affordable Housing and High Road Jobs Act of 2022

5‘1PPDrhng Budget Actions, avarlabie ar i /docs/
sonrce ndas /Governing-Board /2021 /202 1-May7-027 pdfrefran=10.

* California Planning Roundtable (2008) Deconstmcting Jobs-Housing Balance at p. 6,
avaifabie ar hitps: [ /epronndtable org/static /media ‘uploads ‘publications /cpr-jobs-

housing. pdf
* Cervero, Robert and Dunean, Michael (2006) Which Rednces Vehicle Travel More: Jobs-

Homsing Balance or Retail-Housing Mixingr Jonrnal of the American Flanning Association
T2 (4). 475-490, 482, asmilable ar hitp:/ /reconnecti erica ore/ assets Uploads [TTTCT-
825.pdf.
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Letter A4 — Western States Regional Council of Carpenters
Page 5 of 18

City of Gardena, Normandie Crossing Specific Plan
Jamuary 19, 2024
Page So0f 18

otherwise known as Assembly Bill No. 2011 (“AB2011""). AB2011 amended the
Planning and Zoning Law to allow ministerial, by-right approval for projects being
budt alongside commercial corridors that meet affordability and labor requirements.
The City should consider utilizing local workforce policies and requirements to
benefit the local area economically and to mitigate greenhouse gas, improve air

quality, and reduce transportation impacts.

II. THE CITY SHOULD INCORPORATE LANGUAGE IMPOSING
TRAINING REQUIREMENTS FOR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES
TO PREVENT COMMUNITY SPREAD OF COVID-19 AND OTHER
INFECTIOUS DISEASES INTO THE GP.

Construction work has been defined as a Lower to High-rnsk activity for COVID-19
spread by the Occupations Safety and Health Administration. Recently, several
construction sites have been identified as sources of community spread of COVID-
193

Western Carpenters recommend that the City adopt additional requirements to
mitigate public health risks from various residential, commercial and mized-use
development construction activities. Western Carpenters requests that the City require
safe on-site construction work practices as well as training and certification for any
construction workers on residential, commercial and mixed-use developments within
the 5P area.

In particular, based upon Western Carpenters’ experience with safe construction site
work practices, Western Carpenters recommends that the City require that while
constmction activities are being conducted within the SP area (“Project Site™):

Construction Site Design:
. The Project Site will be limited to two controlled entry points.

. Entry points will have temperature screening technicians taking

temperature readings when the entry point is open.

¥ Santa Clara Conaty Public Health (June 12, 2020) COVID-19 CASES AT
CONSTRUCTION SITES HIGHLIGHT NEED FOR CONTINUED VIGILANCE IN
SECTORS THAT HAVE REOPENED, arailabie ar hitps:/ /woww.sccpov.org/ sites /
comidl® ‘Pages /press-release-06-12-2020-cases-at-constmction -sites aspx.
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City of Gardena, Normandie Crossing Specific Plan

Jaouary 19, 2024
Page 6 of 13

The Temperature Screening Site Plan shows details regarding
access to the Project Site and Project Site logistics for conducting
temperatiure screening.

A 4B8-hour advance notice will be provided to all trades prior to the
first day of temperature screening.

The perimeter fence directly adjacent to the entry points will be
clearly marked indicating the appropriate 6-foot social distancing
position for when you approach the screeming area. Please
reference the Apex temperature screening site map for additional
details.

There will be clear signage posted at the project site directing you
through temperature screening.

Provide hand washing stations throughout the construction site.

Testing Procedures:

The temperature screening being used are non-contact devices.
Temperature readings will not be recorded.

Personnel will be screened upon entering the testing center and
should only take 1-2 seconds per individual.

Hard hats, head coverings, sweat, dirt, sunscreen or any other
cosmetics must be removed on the forehead before temperature
SCIEENINng.

Anyone who refuses to submit to a temperature screening or does
not answer the health screening questions will be refused access to
the Project Site.

Screening will be performed at both entrances from 5:30 am to 7:30
am.; main gate [ZONE 1] and personnel gate [ZONE 2]

After 7:30 am only the main gate entrance [ZONE 1] will continue
to be used for temperature testing for anybody gaining entry to the
project site such as returning personnel, deliveries, and visitors.

Ad-10
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Page 7 of 18
City of Gardena, Normandie Crossing Specific Plan

Jammary 19, 2024
Page Tof 18

. If the digital thermometer displays a temperature reading abowve
100.0 degrees Fahrenheit, a second reading will be taken to verify
an accurate reading.

. If the second reading confirms an elevated temperature, DHS will
instruct the individual that he/she will not be allowed to enter the
Project Site. DHS will also instruct the individual to promptly
notify his/her supervisor and his/her human resources (HR)
representative and provide them with a copy of Annex A

Planning

. Require the development of an Infections Disease Preparedness
and Response Plan that will include basic infection prevention
measures (requiring the use of personal protection equipment),
policies and procedures for prompt identification and isolation of
sick individuals, social distancing (prohibiting gatherings of no
more than 10 people including all-hands meetings and all-hands
lunches) communication and training and workplace controls that
meet standards that may be promulgated by the Center for Disease
Control, Occupational Safety and Health Administration,
Cal/OSHA, California Department of Public Health or applicable
local public health agencies.®

construction workers undergo COVID-19 Training and Certification before being
allowed to conduct construction activities at the Project Site.

The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Carpenters International Training Fund
has developed COVID-19 Training and Certification to ensure that Carpenter union
members and apprentices conduct safe work practices. The City should require that all

Western Carpenters has also developed a rigorous Infection Control Risk Assessment
(“ICRA”) training program to ensuse it delivers a workforce that understands how to
wdentify and control infection rsks by implementing protocols to protect themselves

® See alio The Center for Constmction Research and Training, North America’s Building
Trades Unions (Apol 27 2020) MNABTU and CPWE COVIC-19 Standards for U.S
Constructions Sites, available ar https://www.cpwr.com /sites /defanlt,/ files/NABTU
CPWER Standards COVID-19.pdf; T os Angeles County Department of Public Works
(2020) Guidelines for Constmction Sites During COVID-19 Pandemic, arailable ar
https:/ /dpwlacounty. gov/building-and-safety/docs/ udelines-constomiction-sites.
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and all others during renovation and construction projects in healthcare
environments.”

ICRA protocols are intended to contain pathogens, control airflow, and protect
patients during the construction, maintenance and renovation of healthcare facilities.
ICRA protocols prevent cross contamination, minimizing the risk of secondary
infections in patients at hospital facilities.

The City should incorporate language requiring the residential developments related
to the SP be built using a workforce trained in ICRA protocols.

III. THE PROJECT WOULD BE APPROVED IN VIOLATION OF THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

A Backeround Concerning the California Environmental Quality Act

The California Environmental Quality Act is a California statute designed to inform
decision-makers and the public about the potential significant environmental effects of
a project. 14 California Code of Regulations (“CEQA Guidelines™), § 15002, subd.
(a)(1).% At its core, its purpose is to “inform the public and its responsible officials of
the environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made.” Citizens of
Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 353, 564.

1. Background Concerning Environmental Impact Reports IYRE

CEQA directs public agencies to avoid or reduce environmental damage, when
possible, by requiring alternatives or mitigation measures. CEQA Guidelines, § 15002,
subds. (a)(2)-(3); see also Berkeley Keep Jeis Ouver the Bay Cowmmitiee v. Board gf Port

Comes (2001) 91 Cal App.4th 1344, 1354, Citizens of Goleta 17alley v. Board of Supervisors
(1990 52 Cal.3d 553; Lawre/ Heights Improvement -Assn., 47 Cal 3d at p. 400. The EIR
serves to provide public agencies and the public in general with information about the
effect that a proposed project is likely to have on the environment and to “identify
ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.” CEQA
Gudelines, § 15002, subd. (a)(2). If the project has a significant effect on the

" For details concerning Western Carpenters’ ICRA training program, e

https:/ /icrahealtheare.com/.

8 The CEQA Guidelines, codified in Title 14 of the California Code of Regnlations, section
15000 et seq., are regnlatory guidelines prommlgated by the state Natural Resources Agency
for the implementation of CEQA. Cal. Pub. Res. Code, § 21083. The CEQA Guudelines are
given “preat weight in mterpreting CEQA except when . . . cleady nnauthoozed or
ecconeons.” Center for Bislogrcal Diversaty v. Depr. of Faah <& Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal 4th 204, 217,
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environment, the agency may approve the project only upon finding that it has
“eliminated or substantially lessened all significant effects on the environment where
feasible™ and that any unavoidable significant effects on the environment are
“acceptable due to overriding concerns” specified in Public Resources Code section
21081. See CEQA Guidelines, § 15092, subds. (b)(2)(A)-(B).

While the courts review an EIR using an ‘abuse of discretion’ standard, the reviewing
court is not to awerifeally rely on every study or analysis presented by a project
proponent in support of its position. Berkeley Jefs, 91 Cal App.4th at p. 1355 (quoting
Lawrel Heights Improvement _Assn., 47 Cal.3d at pp. 391, 409 fn. 12) (internal quotations
omitted). A clearly inadequate or unsupported study is entitled to no judicial
deference. Id. Drawing this line and determining whether the EIR complies with
CEQA’s information disclosure requirements presents a question of law subject to
independent review by the courts. Sierma Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal 3th 502,
315; Madera Oversight Coalifion, Inc. v. County of Madera (2011) 199 Cal App 4th 48, 102,
131. As the court stated in Berkeley Jefs, prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs if the
fadure to include relevant information precludes informed decision-making and
informed public participation, thereby thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR
process. 91 Cal App.4th at p. 1333 (internal quotations omitted).

The preparation and circulation of an EIR is more than a set of technical hurdles for
agencies and developers to overcome. Commanities for @ Befter Environment v. Richmond

(2010) 154 Cal App.4th 70, 80 (quoting ingyard .Area Cifizens for Responsible Growth, Inc.
v. City of Ranche Cordova (2007) 40 Cal4th 412, 449-450). The EIR’s function is to
ensure that government officials who decide to build or approve a project do so with
a full understanding of the environmental consequences and, equally important, that
the public is assured those consequences have been considered. Id For the EIR to
serve these goals it must present information so that the foreseeable impacts of
pursuing the project can be understood and weighed, and the public must be given an
adequate opportunity to comment on that presentation before the decision to go
forward is made. Id

A strong presumption in favor of requiring preparation of an EIR is built into CEQA.
This presumption is reflected in what is known as the “fair argument™ standard under
which an ETR must be prepared whenever substantial evidence in the record supports

a fair arpument that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. Owail
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Botanical Gardens Found,, Inc. v. Cify of Encinifar (1994) 29 Cal App.4th 1597, 1602;
Friends of "B St. v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal 3d 985, 1002.

The fair arpument test stems from the statutory mandate that an EIR be prepared for
any project that “may have a significant effect on the environment” PRC, § 21131;
see INo O, Inc. v. City of Los Angeler (1974) 13 Cal App.3d 68, 75; accord Jewsen v. Cify of
Santa Rosa (2018) 23 Cal App.5th 877, 884. Under this test, if a proposed project is not
exempt and may cause a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency must
prepare an EIR. PRC, §§ 21100 (a), 21151; CEQA Guidelines, § 15064 (a)(1), (£)(1).
An BEIR may be dispensed with only if the lead agency finds no substantial evidence in
the initial study or elsewhere in the record that the project may have a significant
effect on the environment. Par&er Shaffuck INeighbors v. Berkeley Cify Conncil (2013) 222
Cal. App.4th 768, 785. In such a situation, the agency must adopt a negative
declaration. PRC, § 21080, subd. (c)(1); CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15063 (b)(2),
15064(£)(3).

“Significant effect upon the environment™ is defined as “a substantial or potentially
substantial adverse change in the environment.” PRC, § 21068; CEQA Guidelines,
§ 15382, A project may have a significant effect on the environment if there is a
reasonable probability that it will result in a significant impact. e O#), Ine, 13 Cal.3d A4
at p. 83 In. 16; see Sundrfrom v. Connty of Mendpcing (1988) 202 Cal App.3d 296, 309 If
any aspect of the project may result in a significant impact on the environment, an
EIR must be prepared even if the overall effect of the project is beneficial CEQA
Guidelines, § 15063(b)(1); see Connty Sanitation Dist, No. 2 v. County of Kern (2003) 127
Cal App.4th 15344 1380

This standard sets a “low threshold” for preparation of an EIR. Consolidated Irrisation
Dist. v. Gity of Selma (2012) 204 Cal App 4th 187, 207; Nelron v. County of Kern (2010)
190 Cal App.4th 252; Packef Profectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal App.4th 903,
928, Bowman v. Cify of Berkeley (2004) 122 Cal App.4th 572, 580; Cifizen -Action fo Serve
Al Students v. Thommigy (1990) 222 Cal App.3d 748, 754; Swndstrony, 202 Cal App 3d at p.
310. If substantial evidence in the record supports a fair arpument that the project
may have a significant environmental effect, the lead agency must prepare an EIR
even if other substantial evidence before it indicates the project will have no
significant effect. See Jemsen, 23 Cal. App.5th at p. 886; Clews Land <& Livesfock v. Cify of
San Diego (2017) 19 Cal App.5th 161, 183; Stanislans Awdubon Saciety, Inc. v. County of
Stanislans (1993) 33 Cal. App.4th 144, 150; Brenfwood .Asen. for No Drilling, Inc. v. City of
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Las Angeles (1982) 134 Cal App.3d 491; Friends of “B” 5%, 106 Cal App.3d 988; CEQA
Guidelines, § 15064(f)(1).

E.

The Project may have a significant hazards impact. The DEIR provides two Phase I
Environmental Site Assessments ("ESA” or “Phase I ESA™) prepared by Partner
Engineering and Science, Inc., with a January 7, 2021 ESA included in Appendix 4.6-2
concerning the Project Site’s sowfbern portion (APN 6106-030-017) (“South Phase I
ESA™), and a July 13, 2021 ESA included in Appendix 4.6-1 concerning the Project
Site’s morthern portion (APNs 6106-030-011, 6106-030-013, and 6106-030-016)
(“MNorth Phase I ESA”). (DEIR, 4.6-1.) However, the Phase I ESAs are outdated
and manifestly incomplete.

L. Background on Phase I, II, and III Environmental Site Assessments

The preparation of a Phase I ESA is “to research the current and historical uses of a
property as part of a conunercial real estate transaction™ and “to assess if current or
historical property uses have impacted the sod or groundwater beneath the property
and could pose a threat to the environment and,/or human health ™

As explained by experts in the field of ESA:

The primary difference between Phase I and Phase II site assessment lies
in the scopes of work of the assessment. A Phase I pomarily assesses the
likelihood that a site is contaminated through wisual observations,
historical use reviews and regulatory records, while a Phase IT assesses
whether contamination is in fact present. Here are the components of
each

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment

Rewiew of records, to discover whether the zite has been used for
potentially hazardous purposes in the past.

Visual inspection of the property’s current condition, with comparison to
site plans.

? Jenny Redlin, REPA Pariner Engineering and Science, Inc., What ir a Phase I Environmental
Sire _Assessmeenst (Apr. 9, 2018), avarlable ar

o il oty 1=

azzessment/ #~text=A%20Phaze?a20I%20Enmironmental® o 205ite% 020 Az seszsment o2 C
Y20commonty?s20referred?s20t0%020as a%e20commercial®e20real¥o20estate® o 20transacts
on. (accessed on Jan. 18, 2024).
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WVisual inspection of adjoining properties.

Interviews with current property owners, operators, occupants, and local
government officials.

Goal: Assess likelihood that property has been contaminated.
Phase IT Environmental Site Assessment
Soil and water sampling for signs of contamination.

Comparison of lab results with local, state, and federal regulatory
guidelines.
May include inspection of interior spaces for mold, radon, or lead paint.

May include identification of wetlands, ecological rescurces, or
endangered species that may prevent certain land uses.

Goal: Assess actual presence of environmental contaminants.
Phase III Site Assessment

A Phase IIT Site Assessment is called for only when contamination has
been identified. A Phase III Assessment determines the extent of the
contamination, both honzontally and vertically, and forms the basis for
preparing a remediation plan, and estimation of the cost for remediation.
Buyers and lenders use the Phase ITT Assessment as 4 negotiating tool with
the sellers to ensure the property they purchase yields the benefit they
expect.”®

Standards for performing a Phase I ESA have been established by the US
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™) and the American Society for Testing and
Materials Standards (“ASTM™)."

2 The Phase I ESAr are Inadequate and Ownidated

As a preliminary matter, the Phase I ESAs were prepared in January and July of 2021,
approzumately three (3) years ago. In addition, given that the conditions of the Project
Site and its surrounding area may have changed since 2021, the ESAs are now
outdated.

" Robert B. Gieene, Phase I versus Phase II Environmental Site Assessment arailable at
https:/ /www sleassociates com,/ phase-i-versus-phase-ii-environmental-site-assessments / (accessed

on Jan. 18. 2024))
' See, hitps:/www astm org el 527-21. html (last updated on Dec. 21, 2021))
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Ewen further, and as detailed further below, the ESAs were conducted in 2021, which
was pror to the EPA’s subsequent adoption of the newer ASTM E1527-21 (“ASTM
E1527-21"), thereby replacing the older and less stringent ASTM E1527-13 (“ASTM
E1527-137). Accordingly, the Phase I ESAs rely upon E1327-13 (DEIR Appendix
4.6-1, p. 4, Appendix 4.6-2, p. 3). However, if is crifical that the Phase I ESAs
implement the newer ASTM E1527-13 standard for identifying Recognized
Enviwronmental Conditions (“REC"™), as discussed further below.

Therefore, the DEIR. must be revised and recirculated to include new Phase I ESAs
and, moreover, a new Phase IT ESA | that adequately evaluate the Project’s potential
hazards impact and that apply the more recent and more stnngent E1527-21 standard.

3. The Phase 1 EN.A Improperly Relies on ASTM 1527-13 While the EP.4
Recently _Adopted and 1V alidated ASTM 7527-27

As noted above, the Phase I ESAs are incomplete and inaccurate for purposes of
CEQA because they only use the obsolete ASTM E1527-13, while the nonprofit
organization ASTM International, founded as the American Society for Testing and
Materials, has long adopted its more stringent ASTM Standard Practice E1527-21,
which is in fact more rigorous than its predecessor E1527-13. Because Phase I ESAs
rely upon the E1527-13 methodology recommended by ASTM International to
identify Recognized Environmental Conditions in connection with the Project Site,
they fail to adequately disclose the potential RECs on the Project Site and, as related,
the Project-specific potential hazards and hazardous impacts and adverse impacts on
human beings.

Specifically,

’ “Under ASTM E1527-13, a REC is defined as the presence or
likely presence of any hazardous substances or petrolenm
products in, on, or at a property: (1) due to release to the
environment; (2) under conditions indicative of a release to the
environment; or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat
of a future release to the environment.

’ Under ASTM EI1527-21, 2 REC means (1) the presence of
hazardous substances or petroleum duoe to a release to the
environment; (2) the Kkely presence of hazardous substances or

petroleum products due to a Likely release to the environment; or
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(3) the presence of hazardous substances or petrolenm products
under conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to
the environment. Further, the new standard prowvides clarifying
discussion notes and examples to assist the environmental
professional in applying the definition. Together, the new definition
and interpretations direct a consultant to rely on the environmental
professional’s expenence regarding the Iikeliliood of certain
conditions resulting in releases, such as the long term operation of
a dry cleaner, instead of discounting that professional ezperience
based on the lack of current “indications of a release™? (ital
original, bold emphasis added.)

Accordingly, as shown above in the E1527-21 definition of a REC, the use of phrases,

“likely presence™ or “likely release™ are more stringent than the REC definition in

E1527-13, which leaves out the potential impact for purposes of CEQA. The newer
979 ; Ad-13

E1527-21, on the other hand, encompasses those concerns. Since the Phase I ESAs dog

not implement E1527-21, they could fail to account for other potential RECs at the

Project Site.

Here, for example, the North Phase I ESA directly admits the Project Site is currently
occupied by three (3) buldings, Buildings A-C, which were constructed in 1963, 1978,
and 1957, respectively (DEIR Appendix 4.6-1, p. ii) and that, based on the historical
and regulatory sources, the property was occupied by “vadous light-industrizal
tenants,” which included “two machine shops, an auto body repair operation, an
engine repair business (FM Engine), a cabinet maker, and several manufacturing
entities, all operations that would have used or stored hazardous substances.” (Id at p.
ii.) The North Phase I ESA further notes that because some of the manufacturing
tenant listings predated 1980, there is no documentation regarding “historical
hazardous substance use, storage, or disposal practices.” (I4) The North Phase I ESA
even further notes that there were some paint booths historically identified in
connection with poor tenants and usage of solvents. (Id.)

¥ Quarles, EPA _Approver ASTM E1527-21 Phase I EX.A Standard for AN _Appropriate Inguiry (Mar_ 29,
2022), avarlable at hitps: .-"tr':t'w_q warles com /publications /epa-approves-astm-e1527-21-phase-i-
gsa-standard-for-all appropriate-inguiry/ (accessed on Jan 18, 2024)
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Finally, the North Phase I ESA concludes that

Partner understands the subject property is planned for residential
redevelopment. Based on the plan to redevelop this site with a sensitive
receptor (Le. residential), the long-term duration of use/occupancy by
businesses that used, stored and disposed of hazardous substances (60+
vears), and lack of any subsurface data, the long-term light-industrial usage
of the subject property is considered to be a REC.

(Appendix 4.6-1, mpra.) YRR

Therefore, the North Phase I ESA identifies a REC at the Project Site and
acknowledges that there will be residential use at the Project Site. Accordingly, it 15
imperative that the City adequately addresses this in the EIR and mutigates the
significant hazards impacts. As such, the DEIR should be revised and recirculated to
mclude updated Phase I ESAs using the more stringent ASTM E1527-21 standard to
account for any other potential RECs at the Project Site that might not have been
accounted for under the previous ASTM E1527-13 standard.

4. The Profect May Have Sionificant Hazards Impacts, ar Well as Adverse
Impacts on Human Beings Eequiring Mandatory Findings of Sianificance

Under CEQA Guidelines section 13063, subdivision (a)(1)(4), a lead agency “shall
find that a project may have a significant effect on the environment and thereby
require an EIR to be prepared for the project where [...] (4) The environmental
effects of a project will canse substantial adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly.” Ad-14

The North Phase I ESA expressly confirms that, due to the age of the buildings
situated on the Project Site, there is potential for the presence of asbestos-containing
materials (“ACM") and/or lead-based paint (“LBP”") (DEIR Appendix 4.6-1, p. iv.)

It is undisputed that both /ead and arbesfor are dangerous to people’s health. While
intact asbestos by itself may not be hazardous, damaged or disturbed asbestos may
release asbestos fibers and become a health hazard '* Per Occupational Health and
Safety Administration’s (“OSHA™) description:

socaated with asbestos: L

15 Tpe ]
conditicns as
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What are the hazards of asbestos?

Asbestos is well recognized as a health hazard and its use 15 now highly
regulated by both OSHA and EPA. Ashestos fibers associated with these
health risks are too small to be seen with the naked eye. Breathing asbestos
fibers can cause a buildup of scar-like tissue in the lungs called asbestosis
and result in loss of lung function that often progresses to disability and
death. Asbestos also causes cancer of the lung and other diseases such as
mesothelioma of the pleura which is a fatal malignant tumor of the
membrane lining the cavity of the lung or stomach Epidemiologic
evidence has increasingly shown that all asbestos fiber types, including the
most commonly used form of asbestos, chrysotile, causes mesothelioma
in humans.

OSHA’: Definition of “Asbestos” on its Official Website '*
Similarly, /fead is dangerous to people and their families. Per OSHA's report:

Lead has been poisoning workers for thousands of years. Lead can
damage the central nervous system, cardiovascular system, reproductive
system, hematological system, and kidneys. When absorbed into the body
in high enough doses, lead can be toxic.

In addition, workers® lead exzposure can harm their children’s
development. Short-term (acute) overexposure—as short as days—can
cause acute encephalopathy, a condition affecting the brain that develops
quickly into seizures, coma, and death from cardiorespiratory arrest.

Short-term occupational exposures of this type are highly unusual but not
impossible. BExtended, long-term (chronic) overezposure can result in
severe damage to the central nervous system, particularly the brain_ It can
also damage the blood-forming, urinary, and reproductive systems. There
15 no sharp dividing line between rapidly developing acute effects of lead
and chronic effects that take longer to develop.*®

Ad-14

' See, United States Department of Labor, 4shertos, available ar
{accessed on Jan. 18, 2024
" See, OSHA Report, Lead in Consrruction (2004) p. 3, available ar

https:/ ‘www osha pov/sites /defanlt/ files /publications /osha3142 pdf (accessed on Jan 18, 2024.)
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OSHA also documents the adverse effects of lead on people’s reproductive health:
REPRODUCTIVE RISKS

Lead is toxic to both male and female reproductive systems. Lead can alter
the structure of sperm cells and there is evidence of muscarnage and
stillbirth in women exposed to lead or whose partners have been exposed.
Children born to parents who were exposed to excess lead levels are more
likely to have birth defects, mental retardation, or behavioral disorders or
to die during the first year of childhood.

Ad-14

Workers who desire medical advice about reproductive issues related to

lead should contact qualified medical personnel to arrange for a job
evaluation and medical followup--particularly if they are pregnant or
actively seeking to have a child Employers whose emplovees may be
exposed to lead and who have been contacted by employees with concerns
about reproductive issues must make medical examinations and
consultations available. '8

Therefore, the Project may also cause a significant hazard impact due to the demolition
hazards, including impacts to human beings and sensitive receptors, air, and water
quality. Thus, under CEQA Guidelines section 15065(a)(1)(4), the City shall make
mandatory findings of significance and order that the BEIR 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.

. The Project Mav Have a Significant Noise Impact

There is substantial evidence the Project will have a significant noise impact. The
DEIR directly admits that “[tjhe Project’s constmuction-related noise impacts would be
significant and unavoidable, despite implementation of mitigation concerning
equipment and a temporary noise barrier . . " (DEIR, p. 6-19.) The DEIR further
proposes various noise mitigation measures, including implementation of a temporary

and impermeable sound barnier of ten feet (10) high with a minimum 12dBA noise
reduction and minimum Sound Transmission Class rating of STC-25, along with use

of large brass constmction equipment a minimum of forty-five (45) feet away from the

“Id atp. 4
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off-site residence adjacent to the Project Site (Le. MM NOI-1 and MM NOI-2),
however, the DEIR still concludes that even with implementation of the noise
mitigation measures, there will be a significant and unavoidable impact. (Id at ES-16.)

However, given that the DEIR identifies numerous noise-sensitive receptors near the

Project Site, including the residential uses to the north, south, and west, it is imperative A4-19

that the City require further mitigation be implemented to reduce the impacts to a level
of insignificance.

Accordingly, the City should require that the DEIR be revised and recirculated to
adequately mitigate the Project’s significant noise impacts.

Iv. CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, the City should require that the DEIR be revised and
recirculated pursuant to CEQA to address the comments and issues identified in this
letter. Similarly, the City should require additional environmental studies be performed
to comply with CEQA and other state laws.

Sincerely,

Stephanie Papayanis
Attorneys for Western States
Regional Council of Carpenters

Attached:

March 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and
Considerations for Greenhouse Gas Modeling (Exhibit A); Ad-1T

Air Quality and GHG Expert Paul Rosenfeld CV (Exhibit B); and
Alr Quality and GHG Expert Matt Hagemann CV (Exhibit C).
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Stephanie Papayanis, Attorney

Western States Regional Council of Carpenters
January 19, 2024

A4d-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.

Ad-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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A4-8 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 |, Il, and
[Il ESAs and questions the adequacy of the DEIR’s analysis of hazardous materials due
to the Phase | 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 | 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 | 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 | 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.

Kimley»Horn Page 2-41 November 2024



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

Letter A5 — Tish McCauley
Page 1of1

Normandie Crossing Objection

Tish McCauley <tishmccauley@gmail.com>
Sun 2/25/2024 12:26 PM
To:Amanda Acuna <AAcuna@cityofgardena.org>

Caution! This message was sent from outside your organization.

Hi Angela,
I'm sorry for accidentally sending the incomplete email a minute ago.

Thanks for accepting and presenting these concerns on my behalf.
While I understand the need to add housing and provide for low-income housing, I am vehemently opposed to A5
this project for the following reasons:

1) I live off Mormandie and 170th and can attest that the traffic on Normandie is almost gridlocked between
182nd and Redondo Beach Blivd.

A) It is particularly difficult to travel during school drop-off and pickup times M-F.

B) 170th has become a speedway shortcut for locals to avoid Artesia on the way out of Gardena, and adding
403 residences will only increase the short-cut traffic on a residential street.

C) There is another residential construction project that was not considered in the traffic study, (since it
isn't completed yet), traffic at Mormanie and Magnolia.

2) Allowing for a 7-story residential building within an established, quiet neighborhood sets a dangerous
precedent for future development. We are talking about a building that is as tall as Gardena Memorial Hospitall
Even the new townhomes at 168th and Normandie staggered their 2-and3-story homes to "fit" into the style of
the surrounding neighborhood.

=
cn
]
[

3) Most homes that will be east of the 7-story building don't need air-conditioning due to the ocean breeze's )
benefit. A wall of apartments will eliminate that breeze for long-term homeowners. 2"

4) Residential parking is already congested, and adding hundreds of additional cars will only exacerbate the A5.5
frustration that current residents feel, especially on street-sweeping days! -
5) The map on the planning site shows that the project is bordered by "Brighton Way" - which is an alley, not

an actual street. At the developer's meeting, they mentioned that the alley would be used as an entrance/exit. AS-6

I'm looking forward to being notified of the planning and council meetings that will address this
project. Thanks

Tish McCauley
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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 170" Street to avoid
congestion on South Normandie Avenue. The townhome component has an
entry/exit onto West 170" Street as well as West 169" Street. The apartment
component does not have access to West 170%™ Street. Thus, it is likely only townhome
residents would use West 170%™ Street. Additionally, the townhome component also
has an entry/exit on West 169" Street, thus, only the townhomes closer to West 170
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 169t 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 1of1

Normandie Crossing/16911 Normandie

Keren Hwang <kerenhwang@yahoo.com>
Sun 2/18/2024 5:36 PM
To:City Council.web <CityCouncil.web@cityofgardena.org >;Amanda Acuna <AAcuna@cityofgardena.org>

Caution! This message was sent from outside your organization.

Hello City of Gardena,

[1'am concemed about the development of the complexes on 16911 Normandie in Gardena. | understanding we need
housing and | am concerned about increased traffic on Normandie which is only 2 lanes] [However, | don't understand Ag_2
why the buildings need to be such a behemoth. 7 stories high?! Are there any buildings in Gardena and/or
surrounding cities with over 3 stories high? There should be a law against building so high in this neighborhood] [And
let's not forget we still have earthquakes.] AG-3

AB-1

| oppose building something so high in Gardena.

Thank you.
Keren Hwang
Home Owner in Gardena, CA.
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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 169" 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
169" Street and to turn east at West 170" 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.

Ab6-3 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 1of1

From: Kevin Collier <kevin.collier@envieta.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2024 9:18 AM

To: Amanda Acuna <AAcuna@cityvofgardena.org>
Subject: Comments on Normandie Crossing Specificc Plan

Caution! This message was sent from outside your organization.

Please clarify the details regarding EV charging parking spaces. The Draft EIR states that there are 40 vehicle charging spaces.

The EIR also states that regulations require 10% of parking stalls to be EV capable, 25% to be EV ready, and 5% to be equipped

with Level 2 EV chargers. Please clarify if the 40 spaces allocated for EV charging are just EV capable, or are the planned to have AT7-1

chargers installed and available.

Please clarify the detailed information in the EIR regarding the number of parking spaces. The EIR states 195 spaces are provided
in level 1, but lists only 135 standard spaces, 20 EV spaces, and 8 accessible spaces. The EIR states 204 spaces are provided in A7-2

level 2, but lists 150 standard spaces and 20 EV spaces.

During the Jan 31 community meeting the developers stated that parking spaces would be leased. The EIR only states that the
parking spaces are not bundled with a specific apartment. The stated motivation for leasing parking spaces is to encourage the
use of public transportation rather than using a personal vehicle. | am skeptical that leasing spaces would have this incentive,

but rather would encourage tenants to park on surrounding streets. | think my skepticism is shared by many in the community.
Please consider options to mitigate the incentive to park on local streets, such as: A7-3

e Issue street parking permits to residents of the surrounding neighborhood.
+ Provide free garage parking to apartment tenants.
e Increase the number of parking spots with installed EV chargers to encourage off-street parking for owners of EVs.

Kevin Collier
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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:

e Level 1: 195 spaces, 155 of which would be standard, 8 of which would be
handicapped, and 32 of which would be tandem;

e 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 1of6

Comment Letter &

From: ATET COMMUMICATIONS <demjal @sbcglobal.net>
5ent: Wednesday, March 13, 2024 3:34 PM

To: publiccomment@ cityofgardena.org

Subject: PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENT

Caution! This message was sent from outside your organization.

I am writing this email in protest to the proposed
Project by the 16911 Normandie Associates, LLC
and their ridiculous plans to build a 7 STORY
APARTMENT BUILDING along with 75 THREE
STORY TOWNHOME UNITS in an area that

consists of a little over 5 acres.

There are red flags about the number of dwellings
in such a small area as well as the fact that how
can you even consider a 7 STORY APARTMENT
BUILDING in an area where most of the dwellings
are single family homes? Really? Is this
development trying to compete with Gardena
Memorial Hospital as one of the tallest buildings in
Gardena? At least at the hospital there 1s ample
parking and access for the 7 story building.

AZ-1

How do the developers propose the amount of
traffic, cars, access to this building which it would
generate with such a monstrosity? Are they going
to provide the right number of stalls per apartment
for say at least two cars per unit? That would
mean there are at least 600 spaces that must be
available. Should I presume that the two bottom

AB-2
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Letter A8 — Donnetta Jalomo

Page 2 of 6

stories are going to be set aside for parking? Then
there is the 1ssue of how to access the parking of
said units. Are they proposing that the entrance be
on 168th directly across from Cocoon 637 Ever
since Cocoon 63 has opened the entire street area
1s filled with automobiles from residents even those
this project included a parking structure within the
complex. Apparently, most of the residents are not
keen on utilizing the electronic garage as was
proposed by those builders and would rather use
the convenience of parking on the street (which I
might add is narrow). When one turns right off
Normandie onto 168th there 1s always a blind spot
because of the sharpness of the turn and any good
driver knows to take the turn slowly as you never
know if a car or delivery van 1s blocking the street.
Are they proposing that the entrance will be off the
little alley way that is currently there. Nice for the
people who live 1in the housing right next to the
alley isn't it?

As far as the proposal for the 75 THREE STORY
TOWHOMES where 1s the entrance going to be for
these dwellings? [ have heard that it will be off
170th and I can assure you that once the existing
neighbors along 170th as well as Brighton find out
I doubt they will be happv about the amount of
additional traffic they will have to endure on the
daily. There 1s an existing light off of Normandie
Avenue that could be utilized for access to this
proposed townhome area and would keep most of
the traffic away from the neighborhood. Anyone on
the planning commission think about this?

A8-2

AB-3
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Letter A8 — Donnetta Jalomo

Page 3 of 6

Look, I am all for capitalism, but it always comes at
a price, and I do not believe that anyvone on the
planning commission has thought this one totally
through. If this proposed project is approved, then
it NEEDS TO BE SHAVED DOWN to a reasonable
size especially as most of the people who have lived
in this particular residential area of Gardena have
done so for 25+ years. And by residential I do
mean single family dwellings with a scattering of
apartments and condos but none higher than 3
stories!

I happened to look up the LLC that is proposing
this project as well as one of its applicants.
Apparently one of the applicants is part of a
property management company. When looking up
this company I saw they offer rentals in the range
of mid $2000 to over $4000 per month! When the
Cocoon was first on the books it was touted as an
affordable place to live but as the actual facts were
finally placed on the table, they were small 300 to
450 square foot units that range 1in price from
$1900 to $2000 per month! Doesn't sound too
reasonable to me. Now there are the Townhomes
being finished off Normandie Avenue just south of
Redondo that apparently have already sold out.
That too was touted as affordable and vet those
units, narrow and 3 stories high were selling in the
mid $700k's. How can the City of Gardena say
that this tvpe of residential growth 1s affordable?

I also noticed a sentence in the

Ad-4

AB5

AB-6
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Letter A8 — Donnetta Jalomo

Page 4 of 6

proposed project about the creation of
condominiums as well. Think people
THINK. The area this proposed
project is considering already has
been impacted by the growth of the
townhomes on Western north of the
Albertsons shopping center as well as
the Cocoon apartments. We have
traffic in the area when there is a
traffic jam at the corner of Western
and Artesia as well as when the train
blocks Western Avenue at the
Crenshaw Lumber facility.

I live on the corner of 169th Place and Denker and
I invite anyone on the commission to sit on my
front porch around commute time am and pm or
when there 1s a traffic jam or accident or when the
train blocks Western Avenue to hear and count just
how many cars utilize the neighborhood as a
detour. It is not peaceful nor tranquil to hear. I
can only imagine how the residents on 170th as
well as those living on Dalton are going to feel
about the additional and excessive noise level that
will manifest if you allow this project to commence
as it currently 1s.

Why 1z the planning commission trying to make the

AB-6

AB-T
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Letter A8 — Donnetta Jalomo
Page 5 of 6

City of Gardena look like the City of Carson along
Carson Blvd or Avalon Blvd? Why 1s the planning
commission trying to make the City of Gardena
look like the City of Torrance along Crenshaw near AB-T
Wilson Park? You do realize that both of those
areas | just mentioned have way too much traffic in
both the morning and afternoon hours because of
the density of housing in the area.

I would hope that most of my fellow neighbors will
attend the meeting this coming Tuesday, March 19
at 7:00 pm to voice their concerns but more so I

hope that the planning commaission will be
cognizant of their concerns and LISTEN TO THEIR

CONSTIUENTS. Last time I checked we
are still living in a democracy (little d)
where voices are heard, and ideas
considered and placed on the table. s
Until we live in an Autocracy which
could be a reality unless Americans
wake up, [ hope that the planning
commission as well as the city council
will listen to their constituents.

We are all in this together to come to a consensus
of what the surrounding neighborhood can
withstand and accept. A SEVEN STORY
APARTMENT BUILDING AND 75 TOWNHOMES

and possible condominiums in such a SMALL
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Letter A8 — Donnetta Jalomo
Page 6 of 6

AREA OF 5 ACRES is not the answer. Aes

Thank you,
Donnetta Jalomo
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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:

e Driveway 1 would serve Subarea A and provide access to the apartment
building’s parking garage from 169t Street west of South Normandie Avenue.

e 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.

e Driveway 3 would serve Subarea B and provide access to the townhomes from
170t Street. This driveway would also serve as fire truck access for both
Subareas A and B.

e Driveway 4 would serve Subarea B and provide access to the townhomes from
169" 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 168" 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 168" 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 169" 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 170t 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
170t Street and Driveway 4 would provide access to the townhomes from 169t
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 170" Street (west of
Normandie Avenue). In addition, the estimated noise level increases along Normandie
Avenue and West 169™ 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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Letter A9 — Kevin Collier
Page 1 of 2

Comment Letter 9

From: kitdcollier@acl.com <kitdcollier @aol.come

Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2024 12:43 PM

To: Public Comment <publiccomment@cityofgardena.org>
Subject: PLANMING COMMISSION COMMENT

Caution! This message was sent from outside your organization.

| oppose the Normandie Crossing Specific Plan as currently defined. My objection
concems the density of the apartment component and its impact on on-street parking
and traffic congestion. Please consider the "Reduced Density" alternative described
in the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

A9-1

During the Jan 31 community meeting the developers stated that parking spaces
would be leased. | am concemed that leasing spaces would discourage renters from A9-2
using the parking garage, and rather provide an incentive to park on the street. There
is very limited street parking surrounding the proposed development.

Please clarify how leased parking is consistent with Gardena Climate Action Plan's A9-3
Policy LUT E2 - "unbundle parking and eliminate assignment of specific stalls."

| am skeptical that the number of parking spaces, and the plan to lease the spaces,
does not conflict with the General Plan policy LU 1.5, specifically the policy of
providing adequate off-street parking. The EIR states that the project does not conflict
with the General Plan policy C1.11 since "providing less parking spaces per unit A9-4
encourages residents to carpool or seek alternative modes of transportation.” | am
concemed that rather than encouraging alternative modes of transportation the
project will encourage more on-street parking in an area that is already lacking
adequate on-street parking.

| am extremely skeptical that a traffic study performed in March 2022 reflects current
traffic conditions. March 2022 was just two months after LAUSD reopened, and just AGS
nine months after LA county reopened. Traffic did not immediately return to "normal”

levels, but rather very slowly increased to current levels.

Since Gardena is obligated to make progress towards its RHNA obligations, please
consider the "Reduced Density" alternative described in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report. Though this is a "Reduced Density" alternative, the density is still a
high density project. The density of 51 dufac would put the project in the highest
Housing Overlay category, HO-06, as defined by the Gardena 2021-2029 Housing
Element plan. There is already a completed H0-06 development adjacent to the
proposed project (16819 Normandie with a density of 57 du/ac). | am opposed to

AS-6
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Letter A9 — Kevin Collier
Page 2 of 2

adding a development with a density of 77 du/ac adjacent to an existing development

AS-6
with a density of 57 du/ac.
If some development must be approved to make progress towards the RHNA
obligations, please consider requiring developer to provide more than 20 parking 07

spots installed with EV chargers, and require the developer to provide more that just
20 additional spots that are EV Ready. Perhaps providing EV chargers will provide an
incentive to use the parking garage as we transition to more electric vehicles.

Thank you,
Kevin Collier
1332 W 169th PL, Gardena 90247
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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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Letter A10 — Western States Regional Council of Carpenters

Page 1 of 18

Comment Letter 10

P- (626) 314-3621 @ 13% South Hodson Avenne

F- (626) 363-5414 Mitchell M. Tsai Saite 200
E: info{@mitchtsailaw com Law Firm Pasadena, Califorsea 91101
NVIiA E-MATT.

March 18, 2024

Amanda Acuna, Senior Planner

City of Gardena

1700 West 162™ Street

Gardena, CA 90247

Em: aacuna(@citvofeardena.ore

RE: Western Stares Regional Council of Carpenters’ Comments

Regarding the City of Gardena’s Planning Commission Review of
the Mormandie Crossing Specific Plan Project and Draft

Environmental Impact Report
Dear Amanda Acuna,

On behalf of the Western States Regional Council of Carpenters (“Western
Carpenters™ or “W3RCC™), my Office is submitting these comments for the City of
Gardena’s (“City”™) Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR” or “Draft EIR™)
for the Normandie Crossing Specific Plan ("SP”) Project [“Project™), SCH No.
2023050241,

According to the DETR:

The Project proposes to establish a maxzimum allowable development
within the approxzimately 525-acee [Nommandie Crossing Specific Plan
("INCSP™)] area of up to 403 DU. Because the City does not have any zone
which would accommodate the proposed development, the Applicant is
proposing the INCSP, which would establish the site-specific zoming
regulations and development standards for this area. The MNCSP includes
the statutonly required elements, including a land use plan, a circulation
plan. a descoption of existing and proposed utilities and infrastmecture,
design guidelines, development standards, and administrative provisions.
In addition to requiring a Specific Plan, the Project requires varions other
approvals, including a Development Agreement

A10-1
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Letter A10 — Western States Regional Council of Carpenters
Page 2 of 18

Ci.t_v.'nf Gardena MNormamndis C.m::.i.n.g SPeci.E.c Flan
hiarch 18, 2024
Fape 2 of 18

(DEIR, p. 2-11.)

The Western Carpenters is a labor nnion representing roughly 90,000 nnion
carpenters in 12 states, including California, and has a strong interest in well-ordered A10-1
land use planning and in addressing the environmental impacts of development
projects. Individual members of the Western Carpenters live, wotk, and recreate in
the City and sucronnding communities and would be directly affected by the SP's

environmental impacts.

The Western Carpenters expressly reserves the right to supplement these comments
at or poor to hearings on the 5P, and at any later hearing and proceeding related to
thiz SP. Gov. Code, § 65009, subd. (b); Pub. Res. Code, § 21177, subd. (a); see
Bakersfield Citigens for Local Control v. Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal App.4th 1184, 1199-
1203; see also Galante T meyards v. Monterey Warer Disr. (1997) 60 Cal App.4th 1109, 2102

1121

The Western Carpenters incorporates by reference all comments raising issnes
regarding the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) submitted prior to certification of
the EIR for the SP. See Citigens for Clean Energy v City of Woodland (2014) 225

Cal App.4th 173, 191 (finding that any party who has objected to the project’s
environmental documentation may assert any isene timely raised by other parties).

Moreover, the Western Carpenters requests that the City promide notice for all notices
referring or related to the 5P issued under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (Pub. Res. Code, § 21000 g7 seq.), and the California Planning and Zoning
Law (“Planning and Loning Law™) (Gov. Code, §f 65000-65010). California Public
Besonrces Code Sections 210922, and 21167 () and California Government Code
Section 65092 require agencies to mail such notices to any person who has filed a

A10-3

written request for them with the clerk of the agency’s governing body.

I. THE CITY SHOULD INCORPORATE LANGUAGE THAT
REQUIRE THE USE OF A LOCAL WOREFORCE TO BENEFIT
THE COMMUNITY'S ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND
ENVIRONMENT.

The City shonld incorporate langnage into the proposed SP requicing residential,
commercial and mixed-nse developments within the SP area to be built nsing local 2104
workers who have graduated from a Joint Labor-Management Apprenticeship
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Letter A10 — Western States Regional Council of Carpenters
Page 3 of 18

Ci.t_v.'-nfGﬂ.l:d:m.. Mommarndis C..l:l:l'::.i.u.g SPc-ni.E.c Flan
Mfarch 18, 2024
Fage 3 of 15

Program approved by the State of California, have at least as many hours of on-the-
job experience in the applicable craft which would be required to graduate from such A104
a state-approved apprenticeship training program, or who are repistered apprentices in
a state-approved apprenticeship training program.

Community benefits such as local hire can also be helpful to rednce environmental
impacts and improve the posibive economic impact of the SP. Local hire provisions
requicing that a certain percentage of workers reside within 10 miles or less of projects
within the 3P area can redunce the length of vendor trips, reduce greenhonse gas
emuissions, and provide localized economic benefits. As environmental consultants

Matt Hagemann and Panl E. Rosenfeld note: A10-5

[Alny local hire requirement that results in a decreased worker trip length
from the defanlt value has the potential to resnlt in a reduction of
constmuction-related GHG emissions, though the significance of the
reduction would vary based on the location and wbanization level of the
project site.

NMMarch 8, 2021 SWAPE Letter to Mitchell B Tzai re Local Hire Requirements and
Considerations for Greenhonse Gas Modeling,

Workforce requirements promote the development of skilled trades that vield
sustainable economic development. As the California Workforce Development Board
and the University of California, Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Edncation
conchded:

Al10-6

[L]abor should be considered an investment rather than a cost and
mvestments in growing, diversifying. and npskilling California’s workforce
can positively affect returns on climate mitigation efforts. In other words,
well-trained workers are key to delivering emussions reductions and
moving Califomnia closer to its climate targets.!

Furthermore, workforce policies have significant environmental benefits given that
they improve an area’s jobs-housing balance, decreasing the amonnt and length of job A0
commmntes and the associated greenhounse gas (GHG) emissions. In fact, on May 7,

2021, the South Coast Air Quality Management District found that that the “[u]se of a

¥ California Workforce Development Board (2020) Potting California on the High Road: A
Jobs and Climate Action Plan for 2030 at p_ 11, gsailsble ar hitps: [ /laborcenter herkeley.edn /
wp-conrent/nploads /2020,/09 /Poming-Califormia-on-the High-Koad pdf.
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local state-certified apprenticeship program™ can result in air pollutant rednctions.”

Locating jobs closer to residential areas can have sipnificant environmental benefits.
As the California Planning Roundtable noted in 2008:

People who live and work in the same judsdiction would be more likely
to take transit, walk, or bicycle to work than residents of less balanced
communities and their vehicle trips wonld be shorter. Benefits wonld
include potential reductions in both vehicle miles traveled and vehicle
hours traveled ?

Moreover, local hire mandates and skill-training are cdtical facets of a stratepy to
reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). As planning experts Robert Cervero and
Michael Duncan have noted, simply placing jobs near honsing stock 15 insufficient to
achieve VMT reductions given that the skill requirements of available local jobs mmust
match those held by local residents.* Some mmunicipalities have even tied local hire and
other workforce policies to local development permits to address transportation
1zmez. Cervero and Duncan note that:

In neardy buit-out Berkeley, CA, the approach to balancing jobs and
housing is to create local jobs rather than to develop new housing. The
city's First Source program enconrages businesses to hire local residents,
especially for entry- and intermediate-level jobs, and sponsors vocational
training to ensure residents are employment-ready. While the program is
voluntary, some 300 businesses have nsed it to date, placing more than
3.000 city residents in local jobs since it was lannched in 1986. When
needed, these carrots are matched by sticks, since the city is not shy about

* Somth Coast Air Qmality Management Distriet (Alay 7, 2021) Cestify Final Environmental
Assessment and Adopt Proposed Enle 2305 — Warehonse Indirect Sonrce Enle —
Warehonse Actions and Investments to Fednee Emissions Propram, and Proposzed REnle
316 — Fees for Rnle 2305, Submair Rnle 2305 ﬂ}r Inchasion Il:m:u the S]I‘ a.l:u:l ApproTe

SﬂPpon.g Er ld.get Acum:us arailable at

s Caln.fm.ma Pla.ﬂ.m.n.g REomndtable |"'-‘DEIE”| Decufﬂstﬂwuﬂg Joh:-Honzing Bala.ﬂce at p. 6,
auailable ar hitps:/ c;:-roruldtable oz static/ media /mploads fpublications /cpr-jobs-
honzing pdf

4 Cervera, Fobert and Duncan, Michzel (2006) Which Feduces Vehicle Teavel More: Jobs-
Honsmg Balance or Retail-Honung Mming? Jonrnal of the American Planmng Association
T2 (4), 475-490, 482, seailable a7 hitp:/ / reconnectingamerica.ory/assets /Uploads /UTCT-
825.pdf.

A10-7

A10-8
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negotiating corporate participation in First Source as a condition of 2108
approval for development permits.

Recently, the State of California verified its commitment towards workforce

development through the Affordable Honsing and High Road Jobs Act of 2022,
otherwize known as Assembly Bill No. 2011 ("AB20117). AB2011 amended the
Planning and Zoning Law to allow ministersal, by-rght approval for projects being 2100
built alongside commercial corridors that meet affordability and labor requirements.

The City shonld consider utilizing local workforce policies and requirements to
benefit the local area economically and to mitigate greenhonse gas, improve air

emality, and reduce transportation impacts.

II. THE CITY SHOULD INCORPORATE LANGUAGE IMPOSING
TRAINING REQUIREMENTS FOR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES
TO PREVENT COMMUNITY SPREAD OF COVID-19 AND OTHER
INFECTIOUS DISEASES INTO THE GP.

Constmuction work has been defined as a Lower to High-nisk activity for COVID-19
spread by the Occupations Safety and Health Administration. Recently, several
constmction sites have been identified as soncces of commmnity spread of COVID-
197

Western Carpenters recommend that the City adopt additional requirements to
mutigate public health risks from vadons residential, commercial and mized-use
development construction activities. Western Carpenters requests that the City require
safe on-site constmction work practices as well as training and certification for any
constmction workers on residential, commercial and mized-nse developments within
the 5P area.

In particnlar, bazed npon Western Carpenters’ expedence with safe constmction site
work practices, Western Carpenters recommends that the City require that while
constmction activities ace being conducted within the 5P area “Project Site™):

Construction Site Desion:

% Banta Clara Connty Pnblic Health (Jane 12, 2020) COVID-12 CASES AT
COMNSTRUCTION SITES HIGHLIGHT WEED FOR CONTINUED VIGILAMCE IN
SECTORS THAT HAVE REQPENED, auadilabfk ar https: )/ /www.sccpor.ooy sites /
cowidl ¥/ Pages /press-release-06-12-2020-cases-at-constmenion-siies A3pE.

Kimley»Horn Page 2-70 November 2024



Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project
Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report

Section 2.0

Comment Letters and Responses

Letter A10 — Western States Regional Council of Carpenters

Page 6 of 18

Ci.t_v.'nfGa.l:d.:m., Mormandis C.m'::.i.n.g SPeci.E.-c Flan

Miareh 18, 2024
Fape 6 of 18

The Project Site will be limited to two controlled entry points.

Entry point: will have temperature screening technicians taking
temperatnre readings when the entry point is open.
The Temperature Screening Site Plan shows details regarding

access to the Project Site and Project Site logistics for conducting
temperatire screening.

A 48-honr advance notice will be provided to all trades prior to the
first day of temperature screening.

The perimeter fence directly adjacent to the entry points will be
clearly marked indicating the appropriate 6-foot social distancing
position for when vou approach the screening area Please
reference the Apex temperatnce screening site map for additional
details.

There will be clear signage posted at the project site directing yon
through temperature screening.

Provide hand washing stations thronghout the constmction site.

Testing Procedures:

The temperature screening being nsed are non-contact devices.
Tempemtlue readings will not be recorded.

Personnel will be screened upon entering the testing center and
shonld only take 1-2 seconds per ndividual

Hard hats, head coverings, sweat, dirt, sunscreen or any other
cosmetics must be removed on the forehead before temperature
SCIEening.

Anyone who refuses to submit to a temperatnre screening or does
not answer the health screening questions will be refused access to
the Project Jite.

Secreening will be performed at both entrances from 5:30 am to 7:30
am; main gate [ZONE 1] and personnel gate [ZONE 7]

After 7:30 am only the main gate entrance [ZONE 1] will continne
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to be used for temperatire testing for anyhody gaining entry to the
project site such as returning personnel, deliveries, and wisitors.

. If the digital thermometer displays a temperatnre reading above
1000 degrees Fahrenheit, a second reading will be taken to venfy
an accurate reading.

. If the second reading confirms an elevated temperature, DHS will
instract the individnal that he/she will not be allowed to eater the
Project Site. DHS will also instmict the individnal to prompily
notify his/her supervisor and his/her human resonrces (HE)
representative and provide them with a copy of Annex A

Planning

. Require the development of an Infections Disease Preparedness
and Besponse Plan that will include basic infection prevention
measnzes (requidng the nse of personal protection equipment),
pelicies and procedures for prompt identification and isolation of
sick individnals, social distancing (prohibiting gatherings of no
more than 10 people including all-hands meetings and all-hands
Innches) communication and training and workplace controls that
meet standards that may be promulgated by the Center for Disease
Control, Oeccnpational Safety and Health Administration,
Cal/OSHA, California Department of Public Health or applicable
local public health agencies ®

The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Carpenters International Training Fund
has developed COVIL-19 TIa.iJJjng and Certification to ensure that Carpenter union

constmetion workers nadergo COVID-19 Tm.i_ujng and Certification before being
allowed to condnct constmetion activities at the Project Site.

members and apprentices condnect safe work practices. The City shonld require that all

Western Carpenters has also developed a rigorons Infection Control Risk Assessment

# See also The Center for Constmetion Research and Training, Nocth Amerea™s Bnilding
Trades Unions (Apeil 27 2020) NABTU and CPWR COVIC-19 Standards for U8
Constmctions Sites, availeble o https:/ /www.cpwr.com (sites /defanlt/ files (MABTU

H 1D ; Los Anpeles Connty Department of Public Works
(2020} Gmidelines for Constmetion Sites Duping COVID-19 Pandemic, anadlahl ar

htitps: )/ /dpw laconaty. pov /bnildine-and-safery /docs 'pw pmudelines-constmetion-sites. pdf.
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(“ICRA™) training program to ensure it delivers a workforce that nnderstands how to
identify and control infection risks by implementing protocols to protect themselves
and all others during renovation and constmction projects in healtheare

environments.’

ICRA protocols are intended to contain pathogens, control airflow, and protect
patients ducing the constmction, maintenance and renovation of healtheare facilities.
ICRA protocols prevent cross contamination, minimizing the risk of secondary
infections in patients at hospital facilities.

The City shonld incorporate langnage requicing the residential developments related
to the SP be built nsing a workforce trained in ICRA protocols.

ITII. THE PROJECT WOULD BE APPROVED IN VIOLATION OF THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

Al Background Concerning the California Environmental Quality Act

The California Environmental Quality Act is a California statute designed to inform
decizion-makers and the public about the potential sipnificant environmental effects of
a project. 14 California Code of Regulations ("CEQA Guidelines™), § 15002, subd.
(a)(1).% At its cote, its purpose is to “inform the public and its responsible officials of
the environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made.”™ Citizenr of
Galera Valley 3. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal 3d 553, 564.

1. Background Concerning Envirommental Intpact Reports

CEQA directs public agencies to avoid or rednce environmental damage. when
possible, by requiring alternatives or mitigation measures. CEQA Guidelines, § 15002,
subds. (a)(2)-(3); see also Berkeley Feep Jerr Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port

Comres (2001) 91 Cal App.4th 1344, 1354; Ciugenr of Goleta Talley v. Board of Supervisors
(19900 52 Cal.3d 553; Lawre/ Heights Improvenrent Az, 47 Cal.3d at p. 400. The EIR
serves to provide public agencies and the public in general with information about the

effect that a proposed project is likely to have on the environment and to “identify

" For detals concerning Westezn Cazpenters’ ICRA training progzam, ses

hetps:/ ficrahealtheare com /.

# The CEQA Guidelines, codified in Tirle 14 of the California Code of Regnlations, secton
15000 et seq., are regnlatory pnidelines promulgated by the state Namral Resonrces Agency
for the implementation of CEQA. Cal. Pub. Res. Code, § 21083. The CEQA Guidelines are
given “great weight in interpreting CEQA except when . . . clearly nnanthorized or
erronecns.” Censer for Biolgpical Diversity . Depr: of Firh & Wildlie (2015) 62 Cal4th 204, 217,
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ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced ” CEQA
Guidelines, § 15002, subd. (a)(2). If the project has a significant effect on the
environment, the agency may approve the project only upon finding that it has
“eliminated or substantially lessened all significant effects on the environment where
feasible™ and that any nnavoidable significant effects on the environment are
“acceptable due to overdding concerns™ specified in Public Resources Code section
21081. See CEQA Guidelines, § 13092, subds. [b)(2){A)-(B).

While the conrts review an ETR using an ‘abuse of discretion’ standard, the reviewing
conurt is not to wncritiaally rely on every stndy or analysis presented by a project
proponent in support of its position. Ber&ealky Jerr, 91 Cal App.4th at p. 13535 (guoting
Lavrel Heights Improvensent Az, 47 Cal 3d at pp. 391, 409 fn_ 12) (internal quotations
omitted). A cleardy inadequate or nnsupported study is entitled to no judicial
deference. Id. Drawing this line and determining whether the EIR complies with
CEQA’s information disclosure requirements presents a question of law subject to
independent review by the consts. Sierme Clwk v. Cownty of Fremo (2018) 6 Cal 5th 502,
515; Madera Oversight Coalition, Inc. v. Connty of Madera (2011) 199 Cal App.4th 48, 102,
131. As the conurt stated in Berkeley Jers, premdicial abnse of discretion occnrs if the
failure to include relevant information prechudes informed decision-making and
informed public participation, thereby thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR
process. 91 Cal App.4th at p. 1355 (internal quotations omitted).

The preparation and circulation of an EIR is more than a set of technical hurdles for
agencies and developers to overcome. Communities for @ Better Environment v. Eichmond
(2010} 184 Cal. App.4th 70, 80 (quoting T ineyard Area Citizens for Eesponsible Gronth, Inc.
#. City of Ranche Cordgva (2007) 40 Cal 4th 412, 449-450). The EIR’s function is to
ensnuge that government officials who decide to build or approve a project do so with
a full nnderstanding of the environmental consequences and, equally important, that
the public is assured those consequences have been considered. Id For the EIR to
serve these goals it mmst present information so that the foreseeable impacts of
puesning the project can be nnderstood and weighed, and the public must be given an
adequate opportunity to comment on that presentation before the decision to go
forward is made. Td

A strong presumption in favor of requiring preparation of an ETR is built into CEQA.
This presumption is reflected in what 15 known as the “fair acpnment”™ standard nnder
which an EIR mmst be prepared whenever substantial evidence in the record supports
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a fair argnment that a project may have a significant effect on the environment Cuail
Botanical Gardens Fosnd,, Inc. v. City of Encinizar (1994 20 Cal App 4th 1597, 1602;
Frends of "B 5t v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal 3d 988, 1002,

The fair arpument test stems from the statutory mandate that an EIR be prepared for
any project that “may have a significant effect on the environment™ PRC, § 21151;
see INp O, Inc 3. City of Lor Angeler (1974) 13 Cal App.3d 68, 73; accord Jensen 1. City of
Santa Bosa (2018) 23 Cal App.5th 877, 884. Under this test, if a proposed project is not
exempt and may canse a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency must
prepare an EIR. PRC, §§ 21100 (a), 21151; CEQA Guidelines, § 15064 (a)(1), (f)(1).
An EIR may be dispensed with only if the lead agency finds no substantial evidence in
the initial study or elsewhere in the record that the project may have a significant
effect on the environment. Parker Shartuck Neighbors v. Berkeley City Councii (2013) 222
Cal App.4th 768, 785. In such a sifnation, the agency must adopt a negative
declaration. PRC, § 21080, subd. (c)(1); CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15063 (b)(Z),
15064(f)(3).

“Significant effect upon the environment™ iz defined as “a substantial or potentially
substantial adverse change in the environment.”™ PRC, § 21068; CEQA Guidelines,
§ 15382. A project may have a sipnificant effect on the environment if there iz a
reasonable probability that it will result in a significant impact ™o O Tec, 13 Caldd
at p. 83 fn 16; see Sundstromr ». Cosnty of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal App 3d 296, 308. If
any aspect of the project may resnlt in a sipnificant impact on the environment, an
EIR must be prepared even if the overall effect of the project is beneficial CEQA
Guudelines, § 15063(b)(1); see Cownty Sanmtation Dist. WNo. 2 v. Connty of Kern (2005) 127
Cal App 4th 1344, 1580,

This standard sets a “low threshold” for preparation of an EIR. Conselidared Trrigation
Dyr. v City of Sefwa (2012) 204 Cal App.4th 187, 207; Nelrow 2. Connty of Eern (2010)
190 Cal App 4th 232; Pocker Protectors v. City of Sacraments (2004) 124 Cal App 4th 903,
028; Bowman . City of Berkeley (2004) 122 Cal App.4th 572, 580; Cizrzen Aion fo Serve
AN Sewedents v. Thorwley (1990) 222 Cal App.3d 748, 754; Sundrrrom, 202 Cal App.3d at p.
310. If substantial evidence in the record supports a fair arpnment that the project
mavy have a significant environmental effect, the lead agency must prepare an EIR
even if other substantial evidence before it indicates the project will have no
significant effect. See Jewsen, 23 Cal App.5th at p. 886; Clenv Lawd > Livestock v. City of
San Dhaege (2017) 19 Cal App.5th 161, 183; Sramisians Audubon Socety, Inc. v. County of
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Stanislans (19935) 33 Cal App 4th 144, 150; Bremmwood Asm. for Mo Dralling, Inc v. City of
Lo Angeles (1982) 134 Cal App.3d 491; Friendr of “B" 57, 106 Cal App.3d 985; CEQA AT10-11
Gudelines, § 15064({f)(1)

L S

E. The Project Mav Have a Significant Hazards Impact

The Project may have a significant hazards impact. The DEIR provides two Phase I
Environmental Site Assessments ("ESA” or “Phase 1 ESA”) prepared by Partner
Engineering and Science, Inc., with a Jannary 7, 2021 ESA included in Appendix 4.6-2
conceming the Project Site’s surbern portion (APN 6106-030-017) (“South Phase 1
E3A™), and a July 13, 2021 ESA included in Appendix 4.6-1 concerning the Project
Site’s morthern portion (APNs 6106-030-011, 6106-030-015, and 6106-030-016)
{(“MNorth Phase I ESA™). (DEIR. 4.6-1.) However, the Phase I ESAs are ontdated
and manifestly incomplete.

1. EBackground on Phase I, I, and I1I Environmental Site Arsesrments

The preparation of a Phaze I ESA iz “to research the current and historcal nses of a

roperty as part of a commercial real estate transaction”™ and “to assess if enrrent or
P. P S P . ) A10-12
histoncal property uses have impacted the soil or groundwater beneath the property

and could pose a threat to the environment and/or human health ™*
As explained by ezpects in the field of ESA:

The primary difference between Phase I and Phase II site assessment lies
in the scopes of work of the assessment. A Phase I primarly asseszes the
likelihood that a site is contaminated through wvisnal observations,
historical nse reviews and regulatory records, while a Phase IT assesses
whether contamination is in fact present. Here are the components of
each.

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment

Review of records, to discover whether the site has been used for
potentially hazardous purposes in the past.

* Jenny Redlin, BEPA, Partner Engineering and Science, Inc, Whar ir # Pharwe I Envirommenial
Sire A rsersmeny (Apr. 9, 2018), available ar

¥ 20commonly™o 20referred” s 20to %2005 2% 20 commercial %22 0real% o 2estate o2 Mtran sact
on (accessed on Jan. 15, 2024).
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WVisnal inspection of the property’s cucrent condition, with comparison to
site plans.

WVisnal inspection of adjoining properties.

Interviews with current property owners, operators, occupants, and local
government officials.

Goal: Asszess likelihood that property has been contaminated.

Phase II Environmental Site Assessment

Soil and water sampling for signs of contamination.

Comparnison of lab resnlts with local, state, and federal regulatory
guidelines.

May mclude inspection of intedor spaces for mold, radon, or lead paint.

May include identification of wetlands, ecological resources, or
endangered species that may prevent certain land nses.

Goal: Aszess actual presence of environmental contaminants.
Phase IIT Site Assessment

A Phase III Site Assessment 15 called for only when contamination has
been identified. A Phaze ITT Assessment determines the extent of the
contamination, both horzontally and vertically, and forms the basis for
preparing a remediation plan, and estimation of the cost for remediation.
Buyers and lenders nse the Phase ITT Assessment as a negotiating tool with
the sellers to ensure the property they purchase vields the benefit they
expect I?

Standards for performing a Phase I ESA have been established by the TS
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™) and the American Society for Testing and
Materials Standards (“ASTM™)."

2. The Phase I ESAs are Inadeguate and Outdared

" Bobect B. Greene, Phase I versns Phase I Eavironmental Site Assessment arnailable ot

= -JEEAEE

! (acoessed

on Jan. 15 2024
1 See, brtps:/ /oo astm org /el 537-21 heml (last npdated on Dec. 21, 2021.)
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As a preliminary matter, the Phase ] ESAs were prepared in Janmary and July of 2021,
approximately three (3) vears ago. In addition, given that the conditions of the Project
Site and its surrounding area may have changed since 2021, the ESAs are now
ontdated.

Even further, and as detailed farther below, the E3As were conducted in 2021, which
was priof to the EPA’s subsequent adoption of the newer ASTM E1527-21 (“ASTM
E1527-217), thereby replacing the older and less stringent ASTM E1527-13 ("ASTM
E1527-137). Accordingly, the Phase I ESAs rely upon E1527-13 (DEIR Appendiz
4.6-1. p. 4, Appendix 4.6-2, p. 3). However. it 13 critical that the Phase I E5As
implement the newer ASTM E1527-13 standard for identifying Recognized
Environmental Conditions (“"REC™), as disenssed further below.

Therefore, the DEIR. must be revized and recirenlated to include new Phase I ESAs
and, moreover, a new Phase II ESA, that adequately evaluate the Project’s potential
hazards impact and that apply the more recent and more stoingent E1527-21 standacd.

3. The Phase 1 ESA Improperly Balter on ASTM 152713 While the EPA -A1{]—1 3
Recenily Adepted and 1 alkidared ASTM 132721 -

Az noted above, the Phase I ESAs are incomplete and inacenrate for purposes of
CEQA becanse they only use the obsolete ASTM E1527-13, while the nonprofit
organization ASTM International. founded as the American Society for Testing and
Materials, has long adopted its more stringent ASTM Standard Practice E1527-21,
which iz in fact more dgorons than its predecessor E1527-13. Becanse Phase [ ESAs
rely upon the E1527-13 methodology recommended by ASTM International to
identify Recognized Environmental Conditions in connection with the Project Site,
thev fail to adequately disclose the potential RECs on the Project Site and, as related,
the Project-specific potentsal hazards and hazardous impacts and adverse impacts on
hnman beings.

Specifically,

. “Under ASTM E1527-13, a REC is defined as the presence or
likely presence of any hazardous substances or petrolenm
products in, on, or at a property: (1) due to release to the
environment; (2) nnder conditions indicative of a release to the
environment; or (3) nader conditions that pose a material threat

of a future release to the environment.
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. Under ASTM EI1527-21, a BEC means (1) the presence of
hazardons substances or petrolenm due to a release to the
enviconment; (2) the Likely presence of hazardons substances oc
petrolenm products due to a likely release to the environment; or
(3) the presence of hazardons substances or petrolenm products
under conditions that pose a material threat of a fubure release to
the environment. Furher, the new standard provides clacifying
discussion notes and examples to assist the environmental
professional in applving the definition. Together._ the new definition
and interpretations direct a consnltant to rely on the environmental
professional’s expedience regarding the ikelihoodof certain
conditions resulting in releases, such as the long term operation of
a dry cleaner, instead of disconunting that professional exzperience
based on the lack of cucrent “indications of a release ™% (ital
odginal, bold emphasis added.)

Accordingly, as shown above in the E1527-21 definition of a REC, the use of phrases,
“likely presence™ or “likely release™ are more stongent than the REC definition in
E1527-13, which leaves out the potential impact for pusrposes of CEQA. The newer
E1527-21, on the other hand, encompasses those concerns. Since the Phase I ESAs do
not implement E1527-21, they conld fail to account for other potential RECs at the
Project Site.

Here, for ezample, the North Phase I ESA directly admits the Project Site is eurrently
occupied by theee (3) buddings, Buddings A-C, which were constmcted in 1963, 1978,
and 1957, respectively (DEIR Appendiz 4.6-1, p. i) and that, based on the historical
and regulatory sonrces, the property was occupied by “varons light-indnstrial
tenants,” which included “two machine shops, an auto body repair operation, an
engine repair business (FM Engine), a cabinet maker, and several manmfactuong
entities, all operations that would have nsed or stored hazardous substances.™ (Id at p.
i) The Morth Phase I ESA further notes that becanse some of the mannfactaring
tenant listings predated 1980, there is no documentation regarding “historical
hazardons substance nse, storage, or disposal practices.™ (Id) The North Phazse I ESA

1 Cmades, EPA _Approves ASTM E1527-21 Phase I ES.A Standard for AN Agpropriate Ingseiry (Mlac. 29,
202Z), araifokle ar hotps: / /worw.guades com ‘publications /epa-approves-astm-g1327-21-phase-i-

esa-standard-for-all-appropriate-inguiry / (accessed on Jan 15, 2024
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even further notes that there were some paint booths historically identified in
connection with prior tenants and nsage of solvents. (Id.)

Finally, the North Phase I ESA conclndes that

Partner understands the subject property is planned for residential
redevelopment Based on the plan to redevelop this site with a sensitive
receptor (Le. residential). the long-term duration of nse/occupancy by
businesses that nsed, stored and disposed of hazardonus substances (60+
vears), and lack of any subsurface data, the long-term light-industrial nsage
of the subject property iz considered to be a REC.

(Appendix 4.6-1, rpra.)

Therefore, the MNorth Phase I ESA identifies a REC at the Project Site and
acknowledges that there will be residential nse at the Project Site. Accordingly, it is
imperative that the City adequately addresses this in the EIR and mitizates the
significant hazards impacts. As such, the DEIR should be revised and recicenlated to
include updated Phase I ESAs using the more stringent ASTM E1527-21 standard to
account for any other potential RECs at the Project Site that might not have been
accounted for nnder the previous ASTM E1527-13 standard.

4 The Projecr May Have Significans Hazardr Inpacts, as Well as_Adverse
Imppacts on Human Beings Raguiring Mandarory Findings of Sipnificance

Under CEQA Guidelines section 13065, subdivision (a)(1)(4), a lead agency “shall
find that a project may have a significant effect on the environment and thereby
require an ETR to be prepared for the project where [...] (4) The environmental
effects of a project will canse substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 21014
directly or indirectly.”
The MNorth Phase I ESA expressly confiems that, due to the age of the buildings
sitnated on the Project Site, there is potential for the presence of asbestos-containing
materials (“ACM™) and/or lead-based pant (“LBP”) (DEIR Appendix 4.6-1, p. iv.)

It is nndisputed that both Jeed and asbertor ace dangecons to people’s health. While
intact asbestos by itself may not be hazardons, damaged or disturbed ashestos may
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release ashestos fibers and become a health hazard. ** Per Occupational Health and
Safety Administration’s (“OSHA™) descrption:

Whar are the hazards of asbestos?

Ashestos i3 well recognized as a health hazard and its nse is now highly
regulated by both OSHA and EPA. Asbestos fibers associated with these
health risks are too small to be seen with the naked eye. Breathing asbestos
fibers can canse a buildup of scar-like tissue in the Inngs called asbestosis
and result in loss of lung function that often progresses to disability and
death. Ashestos also canses cancer of the Inng and other diseases such as
mesothelioma of the plenra which is a fatal malignant tumor of the
membrane lining the cavity of the lung or stomach. Epidemioclogic
evidence has increasingly shown that all asbestos fiber types, inclnding the
most commonly nsed form of ashestos, chrysotile, canses mesothelioma
in hmans.

O5HAs Definition of “Asbestos” on its Official Webszite **
Similarly, Jerd 1z dangerons to people and their families. Per OSHA's report:

Lead has been poisoning workers for thonsands of wears. Lead can
damage the central nervons system, cardiovaseular system, reproductive
system, hematological system, and kidneys. Whea absorbed into the body
in high enongh doses, lead can be toxic.

In addition, workers” lead exzposure can harm their children’s
development. Short-term (acute) overezposure—as short as days—can
canse acute encephalopathy. a condition affecting the brain that develops

quickly into seizuces, coma, and death from cardiorespiratory acrest.

Short-term oceupational exposures of this type are highly nansual but not
impossible. Extended, long-term (chronic) overexposure can result in
severe damage to the central nervons system, particulary the brain. It can

so damage the blood-forming, nrinary, and reproductive systems. Thete
15 no sharp dimiding line between capidly developing acute effects of lead

13 S, hittps: )/ worw. epse.gov, safety-education /s afety-puides /home  asbestos-home: e 2w, me-d.u::ll
conditions associated with asbestos: [ l 5 5/ 5

* See, United Seates Department of Labos, _dsbemar, qeailabl ar }m:.:n.» [ fororwr.osha gowashestos
{accessed on Jan. 18, 2024.)
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Letter A10 — Western States Regional Council of Carpenters
Page 17 of 18

Ci.t_v.' of Gardena Nomoandie Cm'::.i.n.g SPeci.E.c Flan
Miarch 18, 2024
Fape 17 of 1B

and chronic effects that take longer to develop.”
OSHA also documents the adverse effects of lead on people’s reproductive health:
REPRODUCTIVE RISKS

Lead is toxic to both male and female reproductive systems. Lead can alter
the stmcture of sperm cells and there is evidence of miscardage and
stillbirth in women exposed to lead or whose partners have been exposed.
Children born to parents who were exposed to excess lead levels are more
likely to have birth defects, mental retardation, or behavioral disorders or
to die during the first year of childhood.

Workers who desire medical advice abont reproductive issnes related to
lead should contact qualified medical personnel to arrange for a job
evalnation and medical follownup--particnlarly if they are pregnant or
actively seeking to have a child Employers whose employees may be
exposed to lead and who have been contacted by emplovees with concerns
about reprodnctive issmes must make medical examinations and
consultations available !¢

Therefore, the Project may also canse a significant hazard impact dne to the demolition
hazards, including impacts to hnman beings and sensitive receptors, air, and water
guality. Thus, nnder CEQA Guidelines section 15065(a)(1)(4), the City shall make
mandatory findings of significance and order that the EIR be revised and recirenlated
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

mutipate those impacts to a level of insipnificance.

C. The Project Mav Have 3 Sispificant Nojse Impact
Therte is substantial evidence the Project will have a significant noise impact. The
DEIR directly admits that “[t]he Project’s construction-related noise impacts wonld be

significant and nnavoidable, despite implementation of mitigation concerning
equipment and a temporary noise barrier . . 7 (DEIR, p. 6-19.) The DEIR further
proposes varions noise mitigation measures, including implementation of a temporary
and impermeable sound barrier of ten feet (10} high with a minimmm 12dBA noise

% Gee OSHA Report, Lead in Comtruction (2004) p_ 3, avaiable at
https:/ /wwor.osha pov )/ sites ‘defanlt/ filss /publicatons /oshad1 42 pdf (accessed on Jan. 18, 2024.)
5 1d atp. 4.
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Letter A10 — Western States Regional Council of Carpenters
Page 18 of 18

City of Gardena, Nommandie Crossuing Specific Flan
March 18, 2024
Fage 1B of 1B

reduction and minimum Sound Transmission Class rating of STC-25, along with use
of large brass constmction equipment a minimum of forty-five (45) feet away from the
off-site residence adjacent to the Project Site (1e. MM NOI-1 and MM NOI-2),
however, the DEIR still concludes that even with implementation of the noise
mitigation measuzes, there will be a significant and vnavoidable impact. (Id at E3-16.)
However, given that the DEIR identifies numerons noise-sensitive receptors near the
Project Site, mcluding the residential nses to the north, sounth, and west, it is imperatrre
that the City require further mitigation be implemented to reduce the impacts to a level
of insignificance.

Accordingly, the City should require that the DEIR be revized and recirculated to
adequately mitigate the Project’s significant noise impacts.

IV. CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing, the City should require that the DEIR be revised and
recircnlated pursuant to CEQA to address the comments and issues identified in this
letter. Similarly, the City shounld require additional environmental studies be performed
to comply with CEQA and other state laws.

Sincerely,

w7

MMitchell M. Tsai
Attorneys for Western States Regional Council of Carpenters

Attached:

March §, 2021, SWAPE Letter to Mitchell M. Tsai re Local Hire Requirements and
Considerations for Greenhonse Gas Modeling (Exhibit A); A10T
Air Quality and GHG Expert Paul Rosenfeld CV (Exhibat B); and
Air Quality and GHG Expert Matt Hagemann CV (Exhibit C).
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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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Letter A11 - Brenda Rodriguez
Page 1 of 2

Comment Letter 11

From: Brenda Rodriguez <brodriguez051687 @gmail.com:=
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2024 12:50 PM

To: publiccomment@cityofgardena.org

Subject: Planning Commission Comment

Caution! This message was sent from outzide your organization.

To whem it may concern,

| am writing to express my strong objection to the construction of apartments in our IXEE
neighborhood. As a resident of this area, | am desply concerned about the potential
negative impacts that such development could have on our community.

First and foremost, the construction of apartments in our area will inevitably lead to
increased traffic congestion. Our neighborhood is already struggling with heawvy traffic. and
adding more residential buildings will only exacerbate the problem. This will not only make
it more challenging for residents to navigate the area, but it will also impact air quality and
overall environmental sustainability.

Additionally, | am dismayed by the fact that the city has primarily focused on building T
expensive apartments in our neighborhood. These apartments are unaffordable for many ATTS
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Letter A11 - Brenda Rodriguez
Page 2 of 2

residents, and their construction could potentially displace long-time community
members. It is clear that the city's pricrities are out of touch with the nesds and desires of A11-3
the local population.

| urge you to reconsider the decision to allow the construction of apartments in our
neighborhood. Instead, | encourage the city to prioritize sustainable and affordable
housing options that benefit all residents. It is crucial that we protect our community from
overdevelopment and ensure that our daily lives are not negatively impacted by ill-
conceived construction projects.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

Brenda Rodriguez, MS
170th/Catalina
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A1l
Brenda Rodriguez, Resident
March 19, 2024

All-1 This comment expresses opposition to the Project. This comment has been noted and
no further response is necessary.

Al1-2 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.

Al11-3 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.

All-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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Letter A12 — Dalia Juarez
Page 1of1

From: Dalia Juarez <dalial575@gmail.com:
Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2024 4.02 FM

To: publiccomment@cityofgardena.org
Subject: Proposed 403 Unit Build

Caution! This message was sent from outside your organization.

This email serves as my formal objection to the proposed 403-unit build located at 16825-16907
Normandie.

There are several reasons for my objection to this build. First, quantity does not equal quality. The
average cost of renting in the 90247 zip code ranges from 51900 for a studio space to 53400 for a 3-
bedroom townhome. According to Zillow, there are currently 64 rentals availzable in the 90247 zip
code. Take into consideration the fact that the minimum wage in California is $18.00 an hour. To
afford 52200 in rent and individual would have to work 166 hours every month just to afford rent.

The City of Gardena does not house industries necessary for individuals to be able to work and live in
the city. This means that the filling of this proposed build relies on individuals commuting. Whether
zas or electric, this means that more cars would be on the congested streets that are already
deteriorating under the current traffic conditions with the city unable (or perhaps unwilling) to

maintain streets at an adequate conditiun.]ﬂnd though developers may state that each unit will be

provided with an attached garage/parking you must consider the possibility that a unit may house
multiple individuals. People deserve fair and equitable housing. Does the city plan on making use of

ithe Tenant Protection Act?|what about the potential impact on local schools? Gardena High School i
overcrowded and ranks in the 50% percentile for quality of education.

Equally relevant to my oppeosition to this matter is the fact that the 403-unit build would place stress
on the surrounding neighborhoods. Unless the unit includes sufficient guest parking options (a
parking lot) the neighborhoods surrounding the 403 unit build would mean heavy traffic and
unknown vehicles parking in neighborhoods with single-family homes.

The 7-story build is antithetical to the architecturs in the area. Much taller than any of the buildings
in the area this build would also negatively impact the ecology of the area: more trash, an increase in
water usage (a resource already strained), the construction will create about 50 million tons of
carbon emissions, and overall will exhaust limited resources while placing construction workers in

danger.

The city has done a disservice to the residents by only informing residents who live within 300 feet of
the proposed building. All construction within the city limits is the right of the people to know. Do
better!

Dalia R. Juarez
Resident & Homeowner on 166th 5t
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A12
Dalia Juarez, Resident
March 19, 2024

Al12-1 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.

Al12-2 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 (PCl)
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 PCl over time. This comment does not address the DEIR’s
adequacy or raise a significant environmental issue and no further response is
required.

Al12-3 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.

Al2-4 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.

Al12-5 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.

Al12-6 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.

Al12-7 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.

Kimley»Horn Page 2-90 November 2024



Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project
Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report

Section 2.0

Comment Letters and Responses

Letter A13 — Terri C.

Page 1 of 2

Comment Letter 13

From: pcchunkD2-jobs@yzhoo.com <pcchunk02-jobs@yahoo.com:=
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2024 11:03 AM

To: Public Comment <publiccomment@cityofgardena. org=

Subject: PLANMNING COMMISSION COMMENT - MARCH 15, 2024

Caution! This message was sent from outside your crganization.
Dear City Officials.

PRegretfully, I am unable to attend the public heaning tonight when considering the approval of Specific Plan #1-21
bt would like to respectflly submit comments.

1. Proposing nearly 400 new housing units is an overambitious and overzealous commitment without being able to
fully speak to how Gardena will leok in 20-30 years based on today's decisions.

2. While the ETR. already in full progress, and nationally. trendy urban planning studies tend to be proponents of the
proposed high density housing, I have concems for the current tax-payving residents in the area who care deeply
about the commmmity and would like to preserve a sense of commmmity. How will this be addressed with bulding
high density vmits where people stay cocooned indoors and have little incentive to get to know their neighbors? How|
will a sense of long-standing commmmity mvolvement for all age groups be encouraged?

3. Re: constmuction noise, air quality, and read blockages/traffic for the residents in our quiet neighborhooed directly
adjacent to the construction site: Many senior citizen homeowners walk in their housing tracts for exercise. Health,
safety and quality of life should be respected. How long will construction disturbances continue if this project moves
forward?

4. Traffic: We have seen the congestion and traffic on Artesia Blvd over the past decade. [ have had work colleagues
from other counties tell me that they use Artesia Blvd as their freeway alternate to get home when the 405 15
congested and it, too now resembles a busy hnghway, While there are sidewalks for pedestrians, I myself have
almost been hit by a reckless dover while crossing the sireet on a green hight and public safety 1s a growing concem
that needs to be considered/addressed.

5. The goal on the Gardena city council website state that they are striving for "the highest qualtiy of life” . My

question to the council is how this is actually being defined. Please genumely listen and consider your current

A131

A13-2

A13-3

A13-4

A13-5
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Letter A13 - Terri C.
Page 2 of 2

constifuents to make prudent decisions to preserve the things that make Gardena a great place. A13-5
Respectfully, Tem C.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A13
Terri C., Resident
March 19, 2024

Al13-1 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.

Al13-2 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 Al11-2 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.

Al13-4 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 169" Street
(between Brighton Way and Normandie Avenue), on the north side of West 170t
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.

Al13-5 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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Letter A14 — Yvonne and Arthur Acosta

Page 1 of 2
Comment Letter 14

From: Yvonne <itzyvonne7 @gmail .com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2024 12:03 PM
To: PUBLICCOMMENT@cityofgardena.org
Subject: Impact of 403 unit housing project

Caution! This message was sent from outside your organization.

Planning Commission,

A14-11| |as a tax paying homeowner in the city of Gardena, | am emailing your commission to make my voice heard and cppose this project (ses
attachment ). The extra traffic, air quality pollution, and impact on the neighborhood directly behind the proposed site would be
detrimental to our local ccmmuni't\,r.[lnstead we should Tocus on Improving, protecting, and Tunding our natural environment green
=paces, namely the Gardena Wetlands Willows. [

Respectfully,

Yvonne and Arthur Acosta
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Letter Al14 -

Page 2 of 2

Yvonne and Arthur Acosta

RECORDING REQUESTED BY
AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:

City of Gardena

1700 West 162nd Street,
Gardena, CA 90247
Attention: City Manager

No fee for recording pursuant to
Government Code Sections 27383 and 27388.1

(Space above for Recorder's Use)

AFFORDABLE HOUSING AGREEMENT
AND DECLARATION OF RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS
(Normandie Crossing Specific Plan)

This Affordable Housing Agreement and Declaration of Restrictive Covenants (the
"Agreement”) is dated as of , 2024, and is by and between
the City of Gardena, a municipal corporation (the "City"), and 16911 Normandie
Associates, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, authorized to do business in
California, (the "Developer”), with reference to the following facts:

A. Developer is the owner of certain real property consisting of approximately
5.23 acres which is located at property commonly known as 16907, 16835, and 16829
Normandie Avenue, in the City of Gardena, County of Los Angeles, California, as more
particularly described in the attached Exhibit A, which is incorporated herein by this
reference (the "Property”).

B. The City has approved a residential development of 403 units consisting of
a single 7-story apartment building with 328 dwelling units (*Apartment Building”) and 75
3-story townhome style units (“Townhomes”) (collectively, the “Project’) which required
the following Project Approvals: General Plan Amendment to the Land Use Plan (the
“General Plan Amendment”), Specific Plan, Zone Change, Zoning Code Amendment,
Development Agreement, Affordable Housing Agreement, and Site Plan Review;

C. As part of the Development Agreement, Developer has agreed to provide
20 units which will be affordable for lower income households in the Apartment Building
for a 55 year period from the date that a certificate of occupancy is issued for the
Affordable Units (the "Affordability Term").

D. The Development Agreement requires the City to ensure, and Developer to
agree to, continued affordability of the Affordable Units for the Affordablility Term. To
ensure their continued affordability for the Affordablility Term, this Agreement shall be
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A14
Yvonne and Arthur Acosta
March 19, 2024

Al14-1 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.

Al4-2 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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Letter A15 — Ace Rose
Page 1lof1
Comment Letter 15

Good afternoon,

| am a homeowner and longtime resident of Gardena. | am writing regarding the development of A15-1
Normandie Crossing. For reasons, | am opposed to the development of such a big building, bringing in

more traffic, congestion, and parking issues to the neighborhood.l alse understand the cities interest in
property, taxes and more revenue for the city. However, please make a more livable and pleasant for its
current residents who have been paying taxes for a very long time.

to reiterate, | am opposed to this development of Normandie Crossing, Please consider our comments
and urges NOT to bring such an overwhelming building to our community.

Ace Rose
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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.
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Letter A16 — Brandon Smith

Page 1 of 2
Comment Letter 16

From: Brandon Smith <thatbrandonsmith@gmail com:

Sent: Wednesday, March 20, 2024 5:02 PM

To: publiccomment@cityofgardena.org

Subject: Normandie Crossing March 19 Planning Commission follow-up statement

Caution! This message was sent from outside your organization.

Dear Chairman Henderson and Planning Commission members,

Due to the reduced time for statements due to the outpouring of public comment on March 19,
I wanted to more properly outline my thoughts regarding my full support of the original
proposed Normandie Crossing design, for the following reasons:

+ Of course, these 403 dwelling units, or any single housing project itself, will not solve our
housing crisis, much like saving an extra 5100 this month will not make or break a retiremant
fund in 30 years. However, every single unit built is a critical part of the whola. Each delay,
size reduction or blocking of a project adds up and ind=ed has led to our present crisis. It is
proven elsewhere in this country such as Minneapalis—building mare housing units positively
impacts rent prices for renters both in the newly built property and those surrounding it.

| » Regarding local concern around affordability—the “lower density” option with fewer | A16-2
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apartments will only raise rent prices for the remaining units in order for the developer to
recoup costs.

o Mot only will the higher density reduce rant prices, but this construction is being
discussed when a national court ruling in the last week regarding realtor fees is being
widely reported to have a forthcoming reductive impact on purchase pricas as well.

o As much as | would also love 100% affordable homes as some local voices are earnestly
calling for, our system is set up to all but require private developers to build profitable
properties. Social, at-cost housing is outside the scope of this project and not coming
soon enough on a state level to impact the housing crisis as much as this project will.

+ Regarding local concern around traffic—although the EIR did not expect an appreciable
impact on local streets, it is the responsibility of the city to add traffic calming measures to
keep vehicles from driving unsafely. Speed bumps are one but not the only solution—slight
chicanas and crosswalk bump-outs are also simple solutions to slow traffic and prevent 165th
and other streets from becoming shortcuts for existing and future drivers.

o It is fully up to the city to provide the safer streets that can handle this increase in
population, taking heed of the landslide passing of measure HLA in Los Angeles that
proves citizens across our region all want safer streets for all.

» In addition to the above traffic focus, the city could take 3 page from other local municipalitias
{link] and require a concession from the builder to pay for Class IV bicycle paths which would

further incentivize the ownership and use of alternative transportation in these units. This
area is perfect for taking a casual ride to Gardena Boulevard for a sandwich at Giulianos,
meeting up with a friend at Aunties Cafe, or riding a cargo bike to Sam’s Club or Food4Less for
groceries. This further reduces the potential traffic impact of the development. The project
has 173 bike parking spaces—we should incentivize filling them out.

+ Concerned residents at the March 13 planning mesting raised the slow decline of Gardena in
their eyes over the preceding decades. This project resets the tax base of thase parcels,
flowing critical additional funds that can go toward first responders & infrastructure

improvements and reduce the visually blighted areas of our city.

Simply put, there is no “somewhere else” for this project to go—all the other “somewhere
elses” that, like this one, also allow for no displaced residents, must also be utilized for
housing if the city is to properly attack our housing crisis and meet our minimum required
housing allowance of over 5700 units within 7 vears, lest we end up with even more loss of
local control in the form of Builder's Remedy projects, etc.

I empathize and do not envy your position facing the public pressure you are receiving. These
sorts of decisions are fraught and emotional on all sides. But the long view solution here to
improve our city for our children’s and grandchildren’s future is to build this project at its full
intended scale.

Respectfully,
Brandon Smith
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. Al6
Brandon Smith
March 20, 2024

Al6-1 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.

Al16-2 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.

Al16-3 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 169" street from becoming a
shortcut for drivers. This comment is noted and has been passed on to the decision
makers.

Al6-4 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 170t 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.

Al16-6 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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Comment Letter 17

As a homeowner and Gardena native, T voice the following concerns regarding the
Mormandie Crossing Project:

+ Adding a minimum of 1,000 new residents will add more stress and congestion to our
already overloaded infrastructure. Schools are crowded, Normandie already has
immense traffic.

+ The Gardena Willows Wetland Preserve, located less than half a mile from the
proposed project site, is not even mentioned in the Inifial Study. Yet the
Dominguez Channel is mentioned “located 0.4 mile south of the Project Site" A1T-2
(https://files.ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/287728-
1/attachment/KskNJFczUJeo OpRtgTicQzWIBECKM3IxCMrIPEpgq9pkho2 TCBr7d
¥ 1FyM35EFORVASpnNETQHT ExuMO)

+ Per the Draft Specific Plan (https://cityofgardena.org/wp-
content/uploads/2023/12 /DRAFT-Normandie-Specific-Plan.pdf) “The Flan Area is
currently approximately 100 percent impervious, The Specific Plan will decrease the
impervious area of the site by approximately fourteen percent to 86 percent." This
greatly affects groundwater runoff to the above mentioned Willows, and therefore
affecting water quality, soil, and air quality.

« Brighton Avenue, directly to the west of the Project, and 169th Street, directly
north of the project are packed with cars on a regular basis, with overflow on
170th Street to the South and Brighton Avenue to the North On any given Street
Sweeping Day the City Parking Enforcement issues many citations, which has 3
becarEe gwai of Iife.Tw}:or' Thes?e residents. The project Er‘apcs&s 10 Guest spaces
for 756 fownhomes, in addition to their 2 spaces allotted per home -which isa
ridiculous ratio. Where will these quests and residents park? With townhomes the
size of 2, 3 and 4 bedrooms, the residents will need more than two parking spaces
per unit, more like 3 or 4.

+ A 7-story building is excessive for this area, what other buildings can even
compare? Gardena Memorial Hospital, which is essential To our community's
healthcare is appropriate. But an overcrowded apartment building? MNo!

+ The recent residential development o the north of the Project has over 60 single
person units, and o great deal of its residents park on the streef, not their
automated parking garage, out of convenience. That property also took a significant
amount of time to reach full occupancy - because so many people can't afford
housing. With these larger units at the Project, there will be multiple families
sharing one unit. And only 20 units of 403 deemed "affordable™? That's
outrageous!
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Construction timeline is over three years. The local residents cannot withstand
that amount of noise and air pollution. There are children with asthma, elderly

neighbors with weakened respiratory systems, residents with health conditions that

can't enjoy a quality of life with such pollution.

Respectfully,

Gloria Mazzocco, homeowner

(170" Street & Brighton Way)
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER NO. A17
Gloria Mazzocco, Homeowner
March 20, 2024

Al7-1 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.

Al17-2 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.

Al7-3 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,

Kimley»Horn Page 2-106 November 2024



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

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.

Al7-4 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.

Al17-5 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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Al17-6 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
Pagelof1

Comment Letter 18

Hello,

I live on Brighton Way and have been living here for the past 15years.
It has been very peaceful and a very lovely neighborhood.
The fact that you want to build a 7 story tall building is very disturbing.

| work hard and pay property taxes to live in this nice quiet neighborhood. That 7 story
building will make everything around me even more congested than what it isJJAnd the

185 NOISE level of building such monstrosity, | do not even want to image. Parking
everywhere around my home will be a nightmare. Why should | suffer because you

want to build something.
I know you guys can build somewhere else. Leave my neighborhood alonel
You keep on just building new apartments and condos in Gardena. How about let the A18-3

neighbors who pay taxes enjoy their properties.

Liliana Arreguin
Brighton Way, Gardena
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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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1

Dok Z
PETITION TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, sk that the Gardena City Council deny the project located at
16E29-16835-16907 Normandie Ave. With 403 units and 7 stories high, it is extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of Iife. Normaridie Ave is a high traffic arterial street and will increase
traffic not only in the surrounding area but other neighborhoods as well. This is not the kind of project
Gardena ne_eds. Residents and Businesses will be negatively impacted.
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Letter A19- Various
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PETITION TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROIECT 2=

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena City Council deny the project located at
16829-16835-16907 Normandie Ave. With 403 units and 7 stories high, it is extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of life. Normandie Ave is a high traffic arterial street and will increase
traffic not only in the surrounding area but other neighborhoods as well. This Is not the kind of project
Gardena needs. Residents and Businesses will be negatively impacted.

NAME (Print) - SIGNATURE ADDRESS EMAIL
19 Hien Truone —gj"‘-‘;—*" (520 w [0t St # 5
20 Logrtny) j‘* Y Mdma CA 202477
- |-11:!"' W [IH_I Jf#'i jT'I{-BL]-_

Qresewr) O . Gp297

21 fﬂ%&rzfmﬂf %MW S5601 15 S Gl . 27
?T%Wy [,umc!( “ldpe w705t GARDENA, CA. Fox47

23 F;hd:[{‘&u.&ﬁ'* (462 pn f?b‘f’{,c‘wi-t{% (‘ﬁ?ﬂl‘f?
245K RMT. Siud et LLO 1444 100, f'?r:} EM Fold7
2 Liéan memma}u%#ﬁﬂ%w Hn W [ithsk » «

2 Breny Bk 23 1107 Halas dope)

27 Kooy Do (Prnaore  pill dellde e Are_gpav
28 Dehng Yoo fy 0\ 110 Halldale e ooty

T

?9 LY asn/ Mfﬁ#ou L7747 FAprs oo b= Ave FoRY 5
?‘:’1@45}’ NCHETH 17203 Healidale e, T0347

2 Lolo Yang Wfﬁz 11210 Heldale Ave-, Qoau3-
3> _Jullo Esstrado 1519\, Hﬂr& S Gacdena. Co. Q0247

o

,;."- Byvrepm:  Fgo ase o 1519w, 1935k, Gardraa, Ca Go2y7.
YW, | Lhapeds 1520 W T3S Gt

Kimley»Horn Page 2-112 November 2024



Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project

Section 2.0
Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report Comment Letters and Responses

Letter A19- Various
Page 3 of 18

L
PETITION TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT ;

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena City Council deny the project located at
16822-16835-16907 Nermandie Ave. With 403 units and- 7 stories high, it is extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of life. Normaridie Ave is a high traffic arterial street and will increase

traffic not only in the surrounding area but other neighborhoods as well. This is not the kind of project
Gardena needs. Residents and Businesses will be negatively impacted
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b

PETITION TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT é

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena City Council deny the project Iocated at
16829-16835-16907 Normandie Ave. With 402 units and 7 stories high, It is extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of life. Normandie Ave i is a high traffic arterial sfrest and will increase
traffic not only in the surrounding area but other neighborhoods as well. This is not the kind of project
Gardena needs. Residents and Businesses will be- negatively impacted,
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Letter A19- Various
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PETITION TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena E'.'AW Council deny the project located at
16829-16835-16507 Normandie Ave. With 403 units and 7 stories high, it s extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of life. Normandie Ave is 2 high traffic arterial street and will increase
traffic not only in the surrounding area but other neighborhoods as well. This is not the kind of project
Gardena needs Residents and Businesses will b negatively impacted.
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PETITION TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena City Council deny the project located at
16829-16835-16907 Normandie Ave. With 403 units and 7 storles high, it is extremely dense_and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of life. Normandie Ave is & high trafiic arterial street and wili increase
traffic not enly in the surrounding area but other neighborhoods a well. This is nst the kind of project
Garde n_;_ng-eds. Residants and Businesses will be negatively impacted.

NAME (Print) o SIGNATURE ADDRESS EMAIL
70 Yandnct AP I Yot mpoiic B Bronee s e,
€7 STt S L & 057 byt pun ﬂlmmh
gs 5 g k N Fe \J = QJ- {I‘;’&S )

1473 ¢ o T L ORI T

7 Nowe Zerhago (/j;;;\” 3% Do A Phee %ﬁm&ggﬁ
7) Redo\oo Wavarve ag o, A Ploe Saalnyl o

77 _LindaNee B 122 b luiimpl oo

' l rall 1__‘ . 4 g.a .
"*?*f; SHYS L\m%&a P 59 1 lbﬁ’i‘?tﬂixi?ﬂﬁéﬁmgﬁmq“n%
7 _Dilua Sy (620w - (b 0l Gpdes (. A0

7E _‘.{.e.,:s@_,,. N. Crveun M}L lnpn 130 S ot B, Qoray

77 S [va G et 4;&;.@,@“ g h r «

45 | ‘ ¢

7 b Ntz v Wb s g 12,
# Lsabel Cowmer Ddut Bl 2Y . 1614 0. Gondons gol O

/0 B - Gavos S 10 S-Depkey AVE
!:)’! C\Jn”i‘hl‘a. STGVE,,“S f% - R 7107 § D;nk’“ ﬁqvg, Garﬂm- 1.,1‘:'

107 Mayy Macke \\_l(“x\,_ A2 Dewicer—Ave. Emmtana, § 82

Page 2-116 November 2024

Kimley»Horn



Section 2.0

Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project
Comment Letters and Responses

Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report

Letter A19- Various
Page 7 of 18

7

"

)

PETITION TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena City Cﬂ:;rici'l deny the project located at
16823-16835-16907 Normandie Ave, With 303 units and 7 stories high, it is extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of life. Normandie Ave i3 @ high traffic arterial street and will increase
traffic not only in the surmounding ares but other neighborhoods as well. This is not the kind of project
Gardena ngeds. Residents and Businesses will be negatively impacted.
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T4 é?

PETITION TQ DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena City Council deny the project located at
16829-16835-16907 Normandie Ave, With 403 units and 7 stories high, it is extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of life. Normandie Ave is a high traffic arterial street and will increase
traffic not only in the surrounding area but other neighborhoods as well, This is not the kind of project
Gardena_ngeds. Residents and Businesses will be negatively impacted.
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P

_F'EI'ITrdN TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT ?

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena City l:ol.ir'ici'l deny the project located at
1533—]_.5835—1590? Normandie Ave. With 403 units dnd 7 stories high, it is extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of life. Normandie Ave is 2 high traffic arterial street and will increase

traffic not enly in the surrounding area but other neighborhoods as well. This is not the kind of project
Gardenal_needs. Residents and Businesses will be negatively impacted.
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PETITION TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena City Council deny the project located at
16829-16835-16807 Normandie Ave. With 403 units and 7 stories high, it is extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of life. Normandle Ave is a high traffic arterial street and will i increase
traffic not only fn the surrounding area but other neighborhoods as well. Thig is not the krnd of project
Gardena needs Residents and Businesses will be negatively impacted.
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if
PETITION TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT

We, the undersigned residents of Garde na, ask that the Gardena City Council deny the project located at
16829-16835-16807 Mormandie Ave. With 4032 units and 7 stories high, it is extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of life. Normandie Ave is a high traffic arterial street and will inerease
traffic not only in the surrounding area but other neighborhoods as well, This is not the' kind of project
GardEn_a_ needs. Residents and Businesses will be negatively impacted,
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PETITION TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT / /

We, the undersjgned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena City Council deny the project located at
16829-16835-16907 Normandie Ave. With 403 units and 7 stories high, it is extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of ife. Normandie Ave is a high traffic arterial street and wiil increase
traffic not enly in the surrounding area but other neighborhoods as well. This is not the kind of project
Gardena needs. Residents and Businesses will be negatively impacted,
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PETITION TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT / }’

4

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena City Council deny the project located at
16829-16835-16907 Mormandie Ave. With 402 units and 7 stories high, it is extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of life. Normandie Ave is @ high traffic arterial street and wifl increase
traffic not only in the surrounding area but other neighborhoads as well. This is not the kind of project
Gardena I'iEEdS Residents and Businesses will be negatively impacted.
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PETITION TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT /’ 9

t

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena City Coundil deny the project located at
16829-16835-16907 Normandie Ave. With 403 units and 7 stories high, it Is extremely dense and wili
greatly impact traffic and quality of life. Nermandie Ave is 2 high traffic arterial street and will increase
traffic not only In the surrounding arez but other neighborhoods as well. This is not the kind of project
Gardena needs. Residents and Businesses will be negatively impacted.
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PETITION TO DENY HIGH DEMSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena City Council deny the project located at
16829-16835-16907 Normandie Ave. With 403 units and 7 stories high, it is extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and guality of life. Normandie Ave is a high traffic arterial street and will increase
traffic not only in the surrounding area but other neighborhoods as well. This is not the kind of project
Gardena needs. Residents and Businesses will be negatively impacted.
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PETITION TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena City Council deny the project located at
16829-16835-16507 Normandie Ave. With 403 units and 7 stories high, it is extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of life. Normandie Ave is a high traffic arterial street and will increase
traffic not only in the surrounding area but other neighborhoods as well. This is not the kind of project
Gardena needs. Residents and Businesses will be negatively impacted.
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PETITION TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena City Council deny the project located at
15829-16835-16907 Normandie Ave. With 403 units and 7 stories high, it is extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of life. Normandie Ave is a high traffic arterial street and will increase
traffic not only in the surrounding area but other neighborhoods as well. This is not the kind of project
Gardena neads. Residents and Businesses will be negatively impacted.
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PETITION TO DENY HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL PROJECT

We, the undersigned residents of Gardena, ask that the Gardena City Council deny the project located at
16829-16835-16907 Mormandie Ave. With 403 units and 7 stories high, it s extremely dense and will
greatly impact traffic and quality of life. Normandie Ave is a high traffic arterial street and will increasa

traffic not only in the surrounding area but other neighborhoods as well, This is not the kind of praject
Gardena needs. Residents and Businesses will be negatively impacted.
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Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project Section 2.0
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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.

Kimley»Horn Page 2-129 November 2024



Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project

Section 2.0

Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report Comment Letters and Responses

Comment Letter A20 — Layne Fajeau

HaFd XAV DRURY . T S10.836.4200 1939 Harrison Street, Ste, 15 wwrw lozeaudrur Y

Via Email

March 19, 2024

Amanda Acuna, Planner
Community Development, Planning
City of Gardena

1700 W. 162nd Street, Room 101
Gardena, CA 90247
AAcunaf@cityofgardena.org
publiccomment(@cityofeardena.org

Re: Comment on Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project (SCH No.
2023050241, SPR #11-21, Environmental Assessment #20-21) at the
March 19, 2024, City of Gardena Planning Commission Meeting, Agenda
Item #6A

Dear Ms. Acuna,

This comment is submitted on behalf of Supporters Alliance for Environmental
Responsibility (“SAFER™) regarding the Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project (SCH
No. 2023050241, SPR #11-21, Environmental Assessment #20-21), including all actions
related or referring to the proposed demolition of 115,424 square feet of industrial uses and
construction of 403 multi-family dwelling units, including 328 apartment units in one
building and 75 townhome units in nine buildings, located at 16829, 16835, and 16907 South
Normandie Avenue in the City of Gardena (“Project”) that will be heard by the Gardena
Planning Commission on March 19, 2024, as Agenda ltem #6A.

A20-1

SAFER is concerned that the Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR™) fails as an
informational document and fails to impose all feasible mitigation measures to reduce the
Project’s impacts. Specifically, SAFER 1s concerned that the FEIR fails to mitigate harmful
impacts regarding noise pollution. SAFER requests that the Community Development
Department address these shortcomings in a revised draft environmental impact report
(“RDEIR") and recirculate the RDEIR prior to considering approvals for the Project.

A20-2

SAFER reserves the right to supplement these comments during the administrative
process. Galante Vinevards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Management Disi., 60 Cal. App.
4th 1109, 1121 (1997).

A20-3
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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 1of 4

Via Email

March 27, 2024

Deryl Henderson, Chair Amanda Acuna, Planner

Stephen P. Langley, Vice-Chair Community Development Department
Jules Kanhan City of Gardena

Steve Sherman 1700 W. 162nd Street, Room 101
Ronald Wright-Scherr Gardena, CA 90247

Planning and Envtl. Quality Commission AAcuna@cityofgardena.org

City of Gardena

1700 W. 162nd Street
Gardena, CA 90247
publiccomment{@cityofgardena.org

Re:  Comment on Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project EIR
EA 20-21; GPA 3-21; ZC 4-21; ZTA 6-21; SP 1-21; SPR 11-21;
VTM 4-21; DA 2-21
Hearing Date: April 2, 2024

To Chair Henderson, Vice-Chair Langley, Honorable Commissioners, and Ms. Acuna,

This comment is submitted on behalf of Supporters Alliance for Environmental
Responsibility (“SAFER™) and its members living in/near the City of Gardena regarding the
MNormandie Crossing Specific Plan Project (EA 20-21; GPA 3-21; ZC 4-21; ZTA 6-21; 5P 1-
21; SPR 11-21; VTM 4-21; DA 2-21) (*Project”) to be heard at the Commission’s April 2,
2024 meeting.

The Project proposes the demolition of 115,424 square feet of industrial uses and
construction of 403 multi-family dwelling units, including 328 apartment units in one
building and 75 townhome units in nine buildings, located at 16829, 16835, and 16907 South
Normandie Avenue.

SAFER is concerned that the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR™) and Final
Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR"™) (collectively, “EIR™) fail to comply with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™). SAFER respectfully
requests that the Commission refrain from recommending approval of the Project until the
EIR s deficiencies are remedied and a revised EIR is circulated for public review and
comment.

A21-1

A21-2
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Comment Letter A21 — Brian Flynn
Page 2 of 4

March 27, 2024

SAFER Comment

Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project
Page 2 of 4

DISCUSSION

L. The EIR Relies on Improperly Deferred Mitigation.

An agency’s adoption of a mitigation measure for a significant environmental effect
that merely states a “generalized goal™ to mitigate a significant effect without committing to
any specific criteria or standard of performance violates CEQA by improperly deferring the
formulation and adoption of enforceable mitigation measures. (San Joaguin Raptor Rescue
Center v. County of Merced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645, 670.) Here, the City is improperly
relying on deferred mitigation for the Project’s impacts from asbestos and soil contamination
and, as a result, the EIR. does not comply with CEQA.

According to the DEIR, the potential impacts from asbestos exposure during
demolition will be mitigated by COA HAZ-1:

Asbestos Survey. Prior to demolition activities, an Asbestos Hazard
Emergency Response Act (AHERA) and Califormia Division of
Occupational Safety and Health (CallOSHA) certified inspector shall
conduct an Asbestos Survey to determine the presence or absence of
asbestos containing-materials (ACMs) pursuant to South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) regulations.

(DEIR, p. 4.6-22.) COA HAZ-1 only requires a future survey to determine the presence or
absence of asbestos. There are no specific criteria or standards of performance in COA HAZ-
1 to address how the impacts of asbestos will be mitigated in the event that asbestos is
detected prior to demolition. Without any such criteria or standards of performance, the City A21-3
cannot rely on COA HAZ-1 to mitigate the Project’s asbestos impacts.

MM HAZ-1 similarly requires a future “Construction Management Plan™ with no
specific criteria or performance standards:

MM HAZ-1. 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.

(DEIR, p. 4.6-23.) MM HAZ-1 is improperly vague and only requires that a plan be
submitted prior to demolition. MM HAZ-1 does not provide any criteria or performance
standards for the plan. Instead, MM HAZ-1 only requires a future plan that will discuss the
“procedures and requirements for responding to a disturbance of undocumented
contaminated soil.”
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CEQA is clear that the City may only defer the formulation of mitigation measures
when it “recognizes the significance of the potential environmental effect, commits itself to
mitigating its impact, and articulates specific performance criteria for the future mitigation.” | ps54.3
(Gentry v. City of Murietta (1995) 36 Cal. App.4th 1359, 1411.) Because COA HAZ-1 and
MM HAZ-1 do not contain any specific performance criteria, those measures amount to
improperly deferred mitigation. As a result, the EIR must be revised to include specific
performance criteria for hazards.

1L The EIR Fails to Sufficiently Justify a Statement of Overriding Considerations,

As the City concedes, the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts
due to construction noise. Under CEQA, when an agency approves a project with significant
environmental impacts that will not be fully mitigated, it must adopt a “statement of
overriding considerations” finding that, because of the project’s overriding benefits, it is
approving the project despite its environmental harm. (14 CCR § 15043; PRC & 2108 1(B);
Sierra Club v. Contra Costa Cnry. (1992) 10 Cal. App.4th 1212, 1222). A statement of
overriding considerations expresses the “larger, more general reasons for approving the
project, such as the need to create new jobs, provide housing, generate taxes and the like.”
(Concerned Citizens of South Central LA v, Los Angeles Unif. Sch, Dist, (1994) 24
Cal.App.4th 826, 847).

A statement of overriding considerations must be supported by substantial evidence in

the record. (14 CCR § 15093(b); Sierra Club v. Contra Costa Co. (1992) 10 Cal. App.4th
1212, 1223.) The agency must make “a fully informed and publicly disclosed” decision that
“specifically identified expected benefits from the project outweigh the policy of reducing or
avoiding significant environmental impacts of the project.” (14 CCR § 15043(b)). As with all
findings, the agency must present an explanation to supply the logical steps between the
ultimate finding and the facts in the record. (Topanga Assn. for a Scenic Community v.
County of Los Angeles (1974) 11 Cal.3d 506, 515). Key among the findings that the lead
agency must make is that:
A21-4
“Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified
in the environmental impact report...[and that those] benefits of the
project outweigh the significant effects on the environment.”

(PRC § 21081(a)3), (b).) The City must make specific findings, supported by substantial
evidence, concerning both the environmental impacts of the Project, and the economic
benefits including “the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers™
created. However, the City fails to include any mention of the Project’s use of highly trained
workers in the EIR or Staff Report.
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In short, the City cannot support its conclusion that the economic benefits of the
Project outweigh the environmental costs if it does not know what the economic benefits will
be. A revised EIR, Fiscal Analysis and Statement of Overriding Considerations is required to
. . . . . . . A21-4
provide this information. The analysis must analyze whether the Project will provide
employment opportunities for highly trained workers during construction and operation, or
whether employment opportunities will be only for low-paid, unskilled workers.

CONCLUSION

Due to improperly deferred mitigation for the impacts of hazards and hazardous
materials and the failure to justify a statement of overriding considerations for the significant
and unavoidable noise impacts, SAFER respectfully requests that the Commission refrain A21-5
from recommending certification of the EIR. Instead, a revised EIR should be prepared and
circulated for public review and comment prior to further consideration of the Project.
SAFER reserves the right to further supplement this comment during the administrative
process. (Galante Vinevards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Management Dist., 60 Cal. App.
4th 1109, 1121 (1997).)

Sincerely,

Brian B. Flynn
Lozeau Drury LLP
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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 | Environmental Site Assessments, Phase Il 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

Errerl Referenceseurcenotfound: 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 68 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 DEIRtext 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 179%-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 West179%
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

North: West 169" Street, with a 63-unit single- | North: Industrial Zone (M-1)?
room occupancy multi-family development

across the street, at 16819 South Normandie
North Avenue.

Northwest: Single-family residential uses are Northwest: Low-Density Multi-Family Residential
west of South Normandie Avenue. Zone (R-2)*
South: West 170%™ Street, with single-family South: Single-Family Residential Zone (R-1)*

residential uses across the street.

South | southwest: One single-family residential
dwelling unit is immediately adjacent, at 16964
West179% Street Brighton Avenue.

East: South Normandie Avenue and an existing East: General Industrial Zone (M-2)°
UPRR track (north/south orientation) are
immediately adjacent and to the east.

Southwest: General Industrial Zone (M-2)°

East
Northeast/Southeast: Multi- and single-family
residential uses are across South Normandie Northeast: Normandie Estates Specific Plan®/
Avenue, respectively. Southeast: Single-Family Residential Zone (R-1)*

Brighton Way (an alleyway) is to the west, with | Low-Density Multiple Family Residential Zone (R-
West single-family and duplex residential uses across | 2)3
the alley.

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-179%-Street Brighton
Avenue and the UPRR parcel immediately adjacent and east of the Project site.
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DEIR Page 2-13, Exhibit 2-4: Conceptual Site Plan
(Previous Conceptual Site Plan dated December 15, 2022)

PR _, i S

__i;_s-“"#_iﬁ:j;-'#
o

5

N

4

; 1;
SUBAREA A SUBAREA B i | .
APARTMENTS TOWNHOMES i

T [ ] l L. i pem
= [ O EE
i . 1 | . PROPERTY | I !
(HET A |
__Pan J 1
_________________________ . AN A—— I
__________________________________ BEE
T e T T I
Source: Urban Architecture Lab, Conceptual Site Plan, December 15, 2022. E I
EXHIBIT 2-4: (?ONCEP_TUAL SI'I_'E PLAN @ K|m|ey)))Horn
Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project NOT TO SCALE

Kimley»Horn Page 3-3 November 2024



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

(Revised Conceptual Site Plan dated February 27, 2024)
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DEIR Page 2-15

Additionally, the Project proposes approximately 56,493 44,420 total SF of open space,
comprised of approximately 26,450 13,600 SF of private open space and approximately 36,343
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

_ Industrial Residential’
Description (Square Feet)! (Gross Square Feet) (Dwelling Units)

Industrial (to be removed) -115,424 - -
Industrial (to be removed, but 9324
excluded from Project impact offsets) !
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 455 154 DU/AC.

DEIR Page 2-15

Each Subarea A gnit would be provideda—minimum—ef50 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 Building?!

Table 2-3: Land Use Summary — Proposed Apartment Building !

E . Floor Area’ Dwelling
P (Square Feet) Units
1 Lobby 2,860 2,080
Amenity |: Fitness Room 2682 2,526
328 (68 Studio, 194
Apartment Units 241109 241,065 1-Bedroom,
L2-17 66 2- Bedroom)
Balconies (Covered)* 6,991
3 Amenity Il: Courtyard 1,446 1,332
Amenity lll: Pool Court 4,500 1,382
L4 Amenity IV: BBQ Covered Dining Area 795725
Other Other? 56,985 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: 435 155 Standard, 20-eleetric-vehiclecharging{one—of
which-is-a-van-electric vehicle-charging)and 8 accessible, and 32 tandem.

DEIR Page 2-16

o Vehicle Parking, 204 Spaces: 458 170 Standard and-20-electric-vehiclecharging
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 98 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 aire ten buildings (totaling approximately
120,673 121,270 gross SF), at a density of approximately 24 DU/AC.

DEIR Page 2-17

The varieus proposed townhome product types are-36-tweo-bedreoom;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

Description Floor Area’ (Square Feet) Dwelling Units
30two-bedroom
Townhouses 415,982 119,480 35 65 three-bedroom
L1-13 10 four-bedroom
Balconies (Covered)? 3;916 1,190
L1 Amenity V #5600
Subtotal 120,673 121,270

Source: Urban Architecture. (2822 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 645 8,680 SF
and include the following: swimming pool with BBQ and seating areas; dog park; club house; and

pasees-with-seatingareas playground.

DEIR Page 2-19

= Removing approximately 170 linear feet of railroad spur track,—which—entersthe
Projeetsite 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 179* 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-179*-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-179% 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-179% 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

ErrorlReferencesourcenotfound- 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 68 feet below the surface, which would
likely require excavation of underlying alluvial sediments and removal of the overlying artificial
fill.

Kimley»Horn Page 3-8 November 2024



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

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 46-electric-vehicte{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 te 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

Total Off-Road Total On-Road Emissions Total
Calendar Year Emissions Worker Vendor Hauling Constructign
(MT CO2e) Emissions
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
Fotei2027 238.75 24491 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 N20 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;

N20 = 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

No Conflict. The Project would designate
approximately 40 percent of the 399 parking stalls
in the apartment building to be capable, ready, or
Accelerate the market equ‘ipped for EV Ch.argers. More specifica.lly, the
A for EV vehicles 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.

Land Use and
Transportation
(LUT)

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.

B | Encourage ride-sharing

No Conflict. Existing GTrans bus stops are located
less than 600 feet to the north of the Project site
along 166" Street. The Project includes ROW
improvements along 169" Street which would
create a continuous pedestrian path and allow

Encourage transit
usage
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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.

No Conflict. The Project would provide 173 bicycle
parking spaces on the first level of the apartment

Adopt active building (located in secured facilities accessible
D |transportation only by apartment building residents). All bicycle
initiatives parking would be located in a safe, convenient

location, encouraging the use of bicycle
transportation by residents and guests.

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

No Conflict. The proposed apartment amenities
include a multi-purpose office space to provide

F Organizational workspace for residents that work from home.
strategies Additionally, this amenity would encourage future
residents to telecommute work and therefore
reduce VMT.

No Conflict. The Project proposes 403 DU at a
density of 77 (DU/AC). The apartment building
would provide 455 154 DU/AC and the
townhomes would provide 24 DU/AC.

G | Land use strategies

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

Increase energy
A | efficiency in existing
Energy Efficiency residential units
(EE) Increase ener No Conflict. The Project would be built to meet
- . &Y the California Green Building Code. Additionally,
efficiency in new .
the proposed pools would use electricity for

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

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 filters, pumps, and water heating rather than
developments natural gas.
I . . o
nc.rejase e.nerg\./ . Not Applicable. The Project site is currently
efficiency in existing . . .
. . occupied by industrial uses.
commercial units
Increase energy Not Applicable. The Project includes only
efficiency in new residential uses.
commercial
developments
No Conflict. The Project would be subject to
Increase energy compliance with the California Green Building
efficiency through Code, which requires that indoor potable water
water efficiency use be reduced by 20 percent through the use of
water saving fixtures and/or flow restrictions.
Decrease ener No Conflict. The Project would reduce the
gy impervious surface area by 43-8 approximately 8.6
demand through . T
. percent, thereby reducing the temperature of the
reducing urban heat . . .
icland effect site and surrounding area. The Project would also
provide shade from providing 89 75 new trees.
Participate i . N I
ar ICIF.)a emn Not Applicable. The Project is a new residential
education, outreach, .
. development, and as such, would not directly be
and planning for involved in planning for energy efficienc
energy efficiency P g gy v
I . L . .
nc.rejase e.nergy - Not Applicable. The Project is a new residential
efficiency in municipal
. development.
buildings
Not Applicable. The Project is a new residential
Increase energy .
. . development, and as such, would not directly be
efficiency in city . . . o
. involved in planning for the City’s infrastructure
infrastructure .
efficiency.
Reduce energy No Conflict. New residential and non-residential
consumption in the buildings would be subject to the 2022 Title 24
long- term Part 6 Building Code.
Increase Diversion and | No Conflict. The Project would be subject to
Reduction of compliance with the state’s waste diversion goal
Residential Waste of 75 percent waste diversion by 2020.
lid Wast I Di i d . _ . .
So |(dsw)as € R”:(;ii::m |(\)/]:er5|on an Not Applicable. The Project is a new residential

Commercial Waste

development.

Reduce and Divert
Municipal Waste

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

Increase and maintain No Conflict. The Project includes an increase of
A | urban greening in the approximately 56,493 44,420 SF of open space
Urban Greening community and proposed to plant 75 new trees.

(UG) Increase and maintain
B |urbangreeningin
municipal facilities

Not Applicable. The Project does not involve
municipal facilities.

Energy
Generation & Support'energy Not Applicable. The Project is a new residential
A | generation and storage . .
Storage . . development, which would be serviced by SCE.
(EGS) in the community

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

Encourage regional economic Not Applicable. The Project proposes residential
Goal1l | prosperity and global uses only.
competitiveness.

No Conflict. The Project includes ROW
improvements along West 169" 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
169" Street (between Brighton Way and South
Normandie Avenue), on the north side of West
170" Street (between Brighton Way and South
Normandie Avenue), on the west side of South
Normandie Avenue (between West 169" Street
and West 170" Street), and on the east side of
Brighton Way (between West 169" Street and
West 170™" Street). Additionally, the Project
proposes to construct approximately 266 linear
feet of offsite sidewalk improvements along the
south side of West 169" 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.

Improve mobility, accessibility,
Goal 2 | 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:

e Removing the approximately 170 linear feet of
railroad spur track, which-entersthe projectsite
on UPRR property.

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

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

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

e 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.

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 166" 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 169" 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.

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

Goal 9

Promote conservation of natural and | Not Applicable. The Project site is not located on
Goal 10 | agricultural lands and restoration of | agricultural lands and does not contain native
habitats. 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 Qil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (CalGEM), ne-eil-orgas
welsarelocated-en one abandoned “dry hole” “wildcat” well, identified as “Gardena E.H”, exists
121 feet north and 55 feet east from the intersection of 170" 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 er immediately adjacent to the site. Fhe-elosestwellwasidentified-to-belocated
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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 | 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 +4-% 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 85991.1 9.18 12.10 14.80
Difference 0 13-88.6 1.43 1.70 1.96

% Change from Existing

. - -13-8%-8.6% |-13.5% -12.3% -11.7%
to Proposed Conditions -

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 West179%

Street Brighton Avenue.
DEIR Page 4.8-7

The parcel immediately adjacent to the Project site’s southwest corner, at 16964 West179%
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
atre 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 | No Conflict. The NCSP would implement new zoning and
attractive and safe residential | development standards to promote development of
neighborhoods. 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|No Conflict. Factors influencing land use compatibility
residential neighborhoods from | include aesthetics, air quality, noise, and traffic. As
incompatible uses and development. 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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General Plan Policy

Project Analysis

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, pasees
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 169%™ Street (north), 170" Street (south), and
Normandie Avenue (east). 169" Street and 170" 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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General Plan Policy

Community Development Element: Economic Development Plan

Project Analysis

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.

Policy DS 2.2: Ensure that new and
remodeled dwelling units are designed with

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.
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General Plan Policy

architectural styles, which are varied and are
compatible in scale and character with

Project Analysis

existing  buildings and the natural
surroundings.
Policy DS 2.3: Encourage a variety of | No Conflict. The NCSP development standards would

architectural styles, massing, floor plans,
color schemes, building materials, facade
treatments, elevation and wall articulations.

ensure the development includes a variety of massing,
floorplans, color schemes, facade 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.

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.

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 2.10: 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 16,420 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, pasees 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

Cl 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 ClI 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.

Cl 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.

Project Analysis

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 169" Street,
Brighton Way (west), and 170" Street (south).
Additionally, the Project proposes to construct offsite
sidewalk improvements offsite along the south side of
169" 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 Cl 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 169" Street and onsite along Brighton
Way (west) and 170" Street (south) pursuant to the GGP
Circulation Element requirements for a Local Street (2
lanes, undivided with parking).

Policy ClI 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.

the City’s share of regional housing needs.

Goal 4.0: Provide adequate residential sites through appropriate land use and zoning to accommodate

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.

Policy CN 2.6: Encourage and support the
proper disposal of hazardous waste and
waste oil. Monitor businesses that generate

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.? The Project would reduce the impermeable

hazardous waste materials to ensure

compliance  with  approved  disposal | area to approximately 85:98 91.1% , an approximately

procedures. 4380 8.6% reduction by incorporating approximately
34,000 20,432 SF of new planting areas. The Project
would be required to comply with all applicable

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 prod

uced 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 throug

h 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

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

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.

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 po

lice 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 dange
other natural hazards.

rs associated with geologic instability, seismic hazards and

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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Policy PS 4.3: Promote
management of multi-family
buildings.

professional
residential

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.

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.

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.

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 nire ten three-story structures which include 75
townhome style units to replace the warehouse buildings currently on the property.
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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
pasees-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 Section 4.10: Population and Housing
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 aire 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., 36-twe-bedreem;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 perunit 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 %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 58,493 44,420 SF of open spaces, including
approximately 28,450 13,600 SF of private open space and approximately 36,343 32,820 SF of
common open space.

DEIR Page 4.12-6

Each Subarea A unit would be previded 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 reefdecks
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 pasees-with-seatingareas a playground.
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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-theprojectsite

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 7, 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 86,560 88,000 gpd, or
approximately 75,898 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

. . Average Generation Total Wastewater
Land Use Dwelling Units q .
Factor (gpd/DU) Generation (gpd)
68 Units — (Studio) 150 10,200
Apartments 194 Units — ( 1-BR) 200 38,800
66 Units — (2-BR) 250 16,500
10 Units — (4-BR) 300 3,000
Townhomes 35 65 Units — (3-BR) 300 46,500 19,500
30-Units—{2-BR) 250 2,500
Total Project 86,500 88,000
Total Existing® -10,610
+75;890 +77,390 (0.08
Net Project 7890 £77,390 (
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.
2See 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 458,231 159,266 gpd, or
approximately 345,479 146,534 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 Average Demand Total
Factor (gpd/DU)! Water Demand (gpd)
68 Units — (Studio) 180 12,240
Apartments 194 Units — ( 1-BR) 240 46,560
66 Units — (2-BR) 300 19,800
10 Units — (4-BR) 360 3,600
Townhomes 35 65 Units — (3-BR) 360 42,600 23,400
30-Units—(2-BR)} 300 9,000
lUnit@-L1
@ 13,614 13,614
Courtyard
1 Units @ - L1
Pool(s)> @ 2,693 2,693
Courtyard
1Unit@-1L3
@ 35,904 35,904
Courtyard
Landscaping 306,894 20,432 SF ETWU Method®* 2200 1,455
, 158211 159,266
Total Project v ==
(1722 178.4 AFY)
Total Existing® -12,732
. +145:;479 +146,534
Net Project T e
(+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.

5See 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 (363 164.1 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 (6676 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-179%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 aire 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 aire 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

Apartment Townhomes Density Floor Area
Building (DU)! (DU)* (DU/AC)! (SF)!
429,000
Proposed Project 328 75 77 429,578
(Residential)

200,310
228,690
(Industrial)
Difference -328 -75 -200,888
-47%
-53%

Description

No Project/Existing Land Use
Designation Alternative

% Difference -100% -100%

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 sire 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

.. Apa.rtn.ment Townhome Density Hel.g h.t of Floor Area
Description Building s (DU)! (DU/AC) Building (SF)
(DU)! (Stories)
. 429.000
Proposed Project 328 75 77 7 429 578
Reduced Density 192 75 51 5 253,110
Alternative
Subtotal Difference -136 -0
. 175,890
Total Difference -136 -2 176 468
% 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 170" 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

Apartment Building (DU)* Height of Apartment Building
Density

Description Market [ o (up | To@IBY | pyac) | Above Grade
[ Stories
7

Proposed Project 308 20

Community Input 5 7
Alternative = =

Subtotal Difference -57 -1

Total DU Difference -
% Difference -17% - -

Floor Area

Townhomes

Below Grade
Stories
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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 Parkin

Total Parking Spaces? Parking Spaces per DU Ratio
Description
Aartn}ent Aartn}ent Townhomes
Building - Building -
Proposed Project 403 399 guest 1.22 2.13 1.3
parking
Community Input 150+ 19
Lommunity Input
Alternative 333 387 gue.st 226 1> 225 1.67
EE— parking
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 170% 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 170" Street access driveway would be relocated west to align with
the Brighton Avenue at West 170" 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).® 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.*

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 SOy, PM30, and PM; s.
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

Maximum Daily Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions >

(lb/day)
2025 0.51 5.57 25.34 0.05 8.05 4.07
2026 1.32 5.46 28.49 0.05 3.3 1.62
2027 1.1 3.83 21.86 0.02 3.01 75
2028 30.10 0.98 5.70 0.00 1.05 25
Community Input
Alternative Maximum ° 30 6 28 < 8 4
Proposed Project
Proposed Project 12 9 48 < 8 4
Maximum = = - == = =
SCAQMD Significance
Thresholds E Q ﬂ @ @ g
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No

Numbers are rounded for reporting purposes. The sum of the emissions may not add up due to rounding.
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

egwgment mix and on-road vehlcle tI’IQS See Appendix 6.0- 1 for detalled CaIEEMod outguts for the Alternative and the
ol [w

3. Alternatlve 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 Slgnlflcance Thresholds Available at http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-

CalEEMod = California Emissions Estimator Model; CO = carbon monOX|de Ib = pounds; NO, = nitrogen oxides; PM =
particulate matter; PMyo = particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter; PM, s = 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
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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
PMio and PM,s 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)

On-Site Construction Emissions (Ib/da

Emission Type

- NOx 1-Hour NOy?2 PM;¢®
Community Input Alternative
- 24.3 2.6 2.6 8.0 4.1
Maximum = - = = -
Proposed Project Maximum 28.31 4.5 4.5 7.7 3.9
SCAQMD Localized Significance
= 1,7
Thresholds* 1,79 197 109 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 NO, 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 NO, standard with the ratio of the federal to state 1-hr NO, standard (0.10 ppm/0.18

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 Slgnlflcance Threshold Methodolog¥! Appendix C, Mass Rate LST Look-up Tables. Available

CaIEEMod® Callfornla Emissions Estimator Model; CO - carbon monoxide; Ib — pounds; LST - Localized Significance Threshold
NO, - nitrogen dioxide; NOx - nitrogen oxides; PMo - coarse particulate matter; PM, s - 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

Communit . Los Angeles Alternative Proposed Project Proposed Project
Input Alternative County Annual = Annual —foposed TToject
Energy W T Percentage of W Percentage of
==>of gy gy — .. qy .
Type Consumption Consumption®? Cin Consumption ‘:7
Lonsumption Lonsumption—" fonsumption
(gallons) (gallons) =onsumption (gallons)* consumption
Diesel? 155,127 507,214,212 0.0306% 160,224 0.0316%
Gasoline? 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.
. 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.

N
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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

SCAQMPD’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
Total Off-Road | Total On-Road Emissions

Calendar Year m ‘ Worker ‘ Vendor ‘ Haulin

(MT CO2e)

Community Input 1,029.15 715.45 343.20 211.50 2,299.29

Alternative Total
Proposed Project 1,076.3 1,066.3 474.1 86.6 2,703.19
Total
Community Input Alternative 30-year Amortized 77
Proposed Project 30-year Amortized 90

1.

C

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 N20 emissions,

weighted by their respective global warming potentials.
H4 = methane; CO2 = carbon dioxide; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalents; GHG = greenhouse gases; MT = metric tons;

N20 = 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 Il 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

. . . 1 . P
Estimated Noise Le::k ¥ Eonstructlon Phase Measured Alternative ;%ff:;d
Receptor dBA (Leq Ambient Significance Mﬁ J
Location S Site Gradineg Foundation  Building Paving/ Noise  Threshold® SLaaiec
= Preparation 2rading Construction | Construction Landscaping Levels?
R2 83.8 83.7 2.1 80.4 81.4 81.1 55.1 65.1 71 71.8
R3 2.1 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 7.7 78.0 77.6 56.9 66.9 9.2 69.2
R5 84.6 84.5 83.1 813 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 7.7 78.0 77.6 56.9 66.9 9.7 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

Estimated Vibration Velocity Levels Community Proposed
at the Offsite Vibration-Sensitive Receptors, VdB® . Input . M Project
Receptor Significance Alternativ Alternative Project Significant
lp,— Threshold? g Significant Maximum = —
Location Large Caisson Loaded ~—van  Maximum ="——— —————  |mpact?
— == L VdB —_— Impact? Vibration _—
Bulldozer | Drilling  Trucks | hammer Bulldozer = Vibration = Velocity
Velocity Le0dly
FTA Reference
Vibration Levels 87 87 86 19 58 = = = = =
at 25 feet
Rl 87 57 86 79 58 80 87 Yes 87 Yes
R2 78 53 7 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
RS 79 68 78 7 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 resultin 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

Estimated Vibration Velocity Levels Community Proposed
at the Offsite Vibration-Sensitive Receptor ptors, PPV? Significance W Alternative Proposed ?SEd " Project
Receptor e ————————————————————— - . TR Project —
Location e Caisson k- Small M w M Maximum Sﬂﬂ’m
Sloleiiloln] Large ... -oaded a 2Mmat PPV Maximum Impact? = ——  |mpact?
Bulldozer Drilling hammer Bulldozer = Vibration - Vibration -
= _ == ation
FTA Reference
Vibration Levels 0.089 0.089 0.076 0.035 0.003 - - - - -
at 25 feet
Residential
building to the 0.019 0.024 0.016 0.008 0.001 0.2 0.024 No 0.019 No
North o o o
Residential
buildings to the 0.024 0.018 0.020 0.009 0.001 0.2 0.024 No 0.024 No
South
Residential
buildings to the 0.010 0.011 0.008 0.004 0.000 0.2 0.011 No 0.010 No
East
Sommerdal |09 | 0010 | 0.076 | 0035 | 0003 0.2 0.089 No 0.089 No
uildings to West
Residential
building adjacent 0.192 0.003 0.164 0.075 0.007 0.2 0.192 No 0.192 No
to the Project site
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 6 Cycle
RHNA allocation, including providing 20 units of affordable housing. Thus, the Project would be
in furtherance of meeting the City’s 6" 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 170% Street access driveway would be
relocated west to align with the Brighton Avenue at West 170" 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.” Fable—6-3 Table 6-12
summarizes the comparative analyses presented above (i.e., the Alternatives compared to the
proposed Project). As indicated in Fable-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 Fable-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

Alternative 6.4.3:

Alt ti A4.2: . . .. . .
ernative 6 No Project/Existing Alternative 6.4.4: Alternative 6.4.5:

Sections No Project/No

. Land Use Reduced Density Community Input
Construction . . -
Designation
Air Quality N4 N4 N4 Y
Cultural Resources N4 = = =
Energy A N4 N4 Y
Geology, Soils, and N4 = = =
Paleontological
Resources
Greenhouse Gas N4 N4 N4 A4
Emissions
Hazar(fis & Hazardous v A _ _
Materials B
Hydrplogy & Water A A = =
Quality
Land Use & Planning N4 N4 = =
Noise* N4 Ax* Ny KE Al
Population & Housing A A A =
Public Services N4 = N4 Y
Recreation N4 N4 = Y
Transportation N4 N4 = =
Tribal Cultural v ~ = =
Resources
Utilities & Service v _ = =
Systems
Aesthetics A 4 N4 A
A Indicates an impact that is greater than the proposed Project (environmentally inferior).
Y 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 Alternative 6.4.4:

Land Use

Reduced Density

Alternative 6.4.5

Community Input

Diversify the City of Gardena’s
existing housing options, by
providing a range of housing types

Designation

. ., Yes — Yes —
and sizes, to serve the region’s —

. . No No but to a lesser but to a lesser
growing and evolving technology deer T degree
and creative sectors and aid in cgree degree
recruiting and retaining talent for
local companies?

Support the expanding technology
and creative sector with newly

. . . Yes — Yes —
constructed, high-quality housing ——

. . No No but to a lesser but to a lesser
opportunities, enabling local dearee T degree
employees to live close to where & gesree
they work?

Cluster urban residential
development near technology firms,
other large employment centers, Yes — Yes —
and commercial corridors providing No No but to a lesser but to a lesser
City residents with the opportunity degree degree
to live, work, and shop with less
reliance on automobiles?
Establish housing development that
meets high standards of design and

& . & No No Yes Yes
pursues environmental ==
sustainability?
Redevelop a blighted site, increase
tax revenues to 'the City, provide Partially, it would not
affordable housing to support the . Yes —

. . . provide affordable —
City’s Regional Housing Needs No No housing but to a lesser
Assessment goals, and create a ' degree
catalyst for future development in
this part of Gardena.
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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 1-405 off-ramps to Normandie/190" or the I1-110 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, 1-405 off-ramps at Normandie/190", 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 forimplementing 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.
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NORMANDIE CROSSING SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

MONITORING/ RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFICATION
MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) IMPL?:,I“E:\'NT:TION REPORTING APPROVAL/
METHODS MONITORING | PATE| INITIALS
CULTURAL RESOURCES
MM CUL-1: Inadvertent Discovery of an Archaeological | Prior to any Ground Notification to General Contractor

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.

Disturbance

Construction
Personnel

During
Construction, If an
Archaeological

Archaeological
Resource Evaluation

Qualified
Archaeologist

Construction activities may continue in other areas. If the Resource is

discovery proves significant under CEQA (14 CCR 15064.5[f]; PRC Discovered

21082), additional work such as testing, or data recovery may be

warranted.
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MONITORING/ RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFICATION
MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) IMPL?:,I“E:\'NT:TION REPORTING APPROVAL/ e I
METHODS MONITORING
GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND PALEONTOLGICAL RESOURCES
MM GEO-1: Monitor for Paleontological Resources: Monitoring During Ground Paleontological Paleontological
shall be conducted by a Paleontological Monitor, defined as one Disturbance Resources Monitor
who meets the SVP standards for a Paleontological Resource Monitoring
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.
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS & WASTES
MM HAZ-1: Construction Management Plan. Prior to issuance of | Prior to Demolition Prepare a Community
any demolition permit for the onsite structures, a construction| Permitlissuance Construction Development
management plan addressing procedures and requirements for Management Plan Director

responding to disturbance of undocumented contaminated soil
shall be prepared and submitted to the City for review and
approval.

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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MONITORING/ RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFICATION
MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) IMPLFI_I:,I“E:\'NT:TION REPORTING APPROVAL/ e I
METHODS MONITORING
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 | Prior toissuance of Verification of Public Works
any Demolition or Grading Permit, the Public Works Department | any demolition or provisions that Director
shall verify that the Project plans and specifications include | grading permit require all power
provisions that require all power construction equipment construction
(including combustion engines), fixed or mobile to be: 1) equipment to b?
equipped with state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling equ'ped'WIth noise
devices (consistent with manufactures’ standards); and 2) Shle.ldmg ar'1d
L - . muffling devices
properly maintained to ensure that no additional noise, due to and properly
worn or improperly maintained parts, would be generated. maintained
MM NOI-2: Construction Noise. A temporary and impermeable | Prior to and During Provide a Community
sound barrier shall be provided along the Project northern, Construction Temporary and Development
southern, and western property line. The temporary sound Impermeat')le Sound Director
barrier shall be minimum 10-foot high and provide minimum 12 Barrier
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.
MM NOI-3: Construction Vibration Impacts. The use of large | During Construction | Provide a minimum Community
construction equipment (e.g., large bulldozer greater than 400 45-foot buffer away Development
from residences Director

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).

adjacent to the
Project site
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MONITORING/ RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFICATION
MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) IMPL?:,I“E:\'NT:TION REPORTING APPROVAL/
METHODS MONITORING | DATE| INITIALS
TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
MM TCR-1: Retain a Native American Monitor Prior to Prior to any Ground | Contract a Tribal Community
Commencement of Ground-Disturbing Activities. Disturbance Monitor/Consultant Development
A. The Applicant/lead agency shall retain a Native American Director
Monitor from or approved by the Gabrielefio Band of Mission Tribal

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

During
Construction Phases
Involving Ground-
Disturbing Activities

Copy of executed
monitoring
agreement

Tribal Cultural
Resources
Monitoring &
Complete Daily
Monitoring Logs

Monitor/Consultant
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MITIGATION MEASURES (MM)

IMPLEMENTATION
TIMING

MONITORING/
REPORTING
METHODS

RESPONSIBLE FOR
APPROVAL/
MONITORING

VERIFICATION

DATE | INITIALS

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

Native American
Heritage
Commission
Qualified Tribal
Monitor/Consultant

Kimley»Horn

Page 4-7

November 2024




Normandie Crossing Specific Plan Project
Revised and Updated Final Environmental Impact Report

Section 4.0

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

MITIGATION MEASURES (MM)

IMPLEMENTATION
TIMING

MONITORING/
REPORTING
METHODS

RESPONSIBLE FOR
APPROVAL/
MONITORING

VERIFICATION

DATE | INITIALS

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.

During
Construction, if an
Unanticipated
Discovery, and the
Gabrieleno Band of
Mission Indians —
Kizh Nation is
Designated Most
Likely Descendant

If there are four or
more burials

Implement Koo-nas-
gna Burial Policy

Creation of a
cemetery treatment
plan

Tribal
Monitor/Consultant
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MITIGATION MEASURES (MM)

IMPLEMENTATION
TIMING

MONITORING/
REPORTING
METHODS

RESPONSIBLE FOR
APPROVAL/
MONITORING

VERIFICATION

DATE

INITIALS

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.

. 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.

. Inthe 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.

. 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

If discovered
remains cannot be
fully documented
and recovered on

the same day

If preservation in
place is not possible

Covering of remains
with muslin cloth
and a steel plate to
protect remains
-or-
24-hour guard
outside working
hours

Designation of site
location within the
footprint of the
Project for reburial

Gabrielino Band of
Mission Indians-Kizh
Nation
Native American
Heritage Council
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IMPLEMENTATION MONITORING/ RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFICATION

MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) REPORTING APPROVAL/

TIMING METHODS MONITORING DATE | INITIALS

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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