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INITIAL STUDY (IS) & MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION FOR THE

e . 00 ROSEWOOD VILLAGE RESIDENTIAL PROJECT

BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

1.

Project Case Number(s): Development Agreement
Tentative Tract Map 82890
Tentative Tract Map 82891
Tentative Tract Map 82892
Demolition of Existing Buildings

Project Title: Rosewood Village Residential Project (the “Project”)
Public Comment Period: June 29, 2020 — July 20, 2020
Lead Agency: City of Commerce

Sonia Griego, Economic Development & Planning
2535 Commerce Way

Commerce, CA 90040

(323) 722-4805 Ext. 2346
soniag@ci.commerce.ca.us

Prepared By: Diane Jenkins, AICP
McKenna Lanier Group, Inc.
(909) 519-8887
Diane@McKennalLanier.com

Project Sponsor:

Applicant/Developer Property Owner

Kim Prijatel City Ventures

Senior Vice President of Development

City Ventures

3121 Michelson Drive, Suite 150 3121 Michelson Drive, Suite 150
Irvine, CA 92612 Irvine, CA 92612

(949) 258-7540 (949) 258-7555

kPrijatel@cityventures.com

Project Location: The Project consists of three parcels (or sites) located at 5550
Harbor Street, 5625 Jillson Street, and 5555 Jillson Street. The sites are generally
bounded by Harbor Street to the North, Commerce Way to the East, Jillson Street
to the South, and East Eastern Avenue to the West, in the City of Commerce,
County of Los Angeles, California, as shown in Figure A — Aerial. The site is lo-
cated in an un-sectioned portion Township 3 South, Range 13 West, as shown on
the Los Angeles, California 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topo-
graphic quadrangle map. It is comprised of Tax Assessor parcel numbers 6335-
025-902, 903, 905, and 906.
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General Plan: Housing Opportunity Area

This designation applies to specific industrial properties and permits the replace-
ment of manufacturing uses for residential development. At such time the property
owner determines industrial uses are no longer economically viable, the property
must transition to residential uses. The permitted residential development densi-
ties range from 0 to 27 units per acre, yielding a population density of approxi-
mately 103 persons per acre. The development standards for the industrial uses
correspond to those of the Industrial land use designation (see Figure B — Existing
General Plan).

Zoning: M-2 — Heavy Industrial

The purpose of the M-2 zone is to provide land suitable for heavy industrial uses.
This zone is also the only zone where adult businesses and adult entertainment
enterprises may be located in the City. The requirements of the zone are intended
to provide safeguards and to establish adequate buffer distances between uses
that pose potentially adverse public health, safety, and welfare impacts and land
uses in adjacent, more restrictive zone districts (see Figure C — Existing Zoning).

The Housing Opportunity Overlay Zone (HOO) is an overlay zone to be used only
in conjunction with the underlying heavy manufacturing (M-2) zone. The HOO area
applies to approximately forty-four acres within the Rosewood Planning Area. ltis
generally bounded by Harbor Street on the north, the Jillson Street on the south,
Strong Avenue on the west, and with no formal boundary on the east. The eastern
boundary is the Commerce Civic Center, Aquatorium, and Rosewood Park, as de-
picted in the figure below.

HOUSING OPPORTUNITY OVERLAY ZONE

Page 2 of 88



11.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

Land Use General Plan Zoning
. . . . C-L — Limited Commer-
QEICE Vacant Medium Density Resi- | ;o) s 'p _ Automobile
Site dential .
Parking
Site 1A -- City of Commerce
Harbor Building for Office and Housing Opportunity M2 - Heavy Industrial
Site Storage
Single-Family Residen- . . . R1 — Single-Family Resi-
North tial and Rosewood Park Lowguebqitgaiﬁﬁ;g:ntlal dential
Elementary School PF — Public Facility
South Hampton Forge, LTD Housing Opportunity M2 — Heavy Industrial
City of Commerce City : . . .
East Hall and City Amenities Public Facilities PF — Public Facility
West Gilbert Pr;g)fsrges Ware- Housing Opportunity M2 — Heavy Industrial
Site 1B -
Jillson 1 & City of Commerce
Site — Transportation Center, . . .
Transpor- | Office and Warehouse Housing Opportunity M2 - Heavy Industrial
tation Storage Buildings
Center
North Hampton Forge, LTD Housing Opportunity M2 — Heavy Industrial
South Parking Lot Commercial C/'\|<I/|1 R Commermal
anufacturing
City of Commerce City . - B . o
East Hall and City Amenities Public Facilities PF — Public Facility
West Slgnatureal;li?;ble Pack- Housing Opportunity M2 — Heavy Industrial

Description of the Site and Project:

Environmental Setting

The Project site consists of three (3) developed sites described below. Regionally,
the subject sites are located in the Peninsular Ranges geomorphic province. The
Peninsular Range province makes up the southwest portion of southern California,
where major right-lateral active fault zones predominately trend northwest to south-
east. The site is composed of plutonic and metamorphic rock, with lesser amounts
of Tertiary volcanic and sedimentary rock, Quaternary drainage in-fills, and sedi-
mentary veneers.

Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) is irregular-shaped and approximately 1.98-
acres (including the parking area of the Brenda Villa Aquatic Center). The site is
flat and currently developed with one and one-half story, 27,376-square-foot, light
industrial, warehouse, and attached office building built in 1956 and an asphalt
parking lot associated with the Aquatic Center. Prior to the mid-1940s, the project
area was used for agricultural orchards. A former railroad spur was located adja-
cent to the southerly property line and is now an alley. The site is bounded to the
north by Harbor Street, to the west by a commercial warehouse structure, to the
east by the Brenda Villa Aquatic Center, and to the south by an alley. There are
power poles on the northern and western boundaries.
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Elevations onsite range between approximately 146-feet to 143-feet above mean
sea level (msl) with a relatively low point toward the south. The site generally
surface flows southeasterly with no signs of existing storm drain inlets on the site.
There is an existing 66” Reinforced Concrete Pipe (RCP) Los Angeles County
Flood District (LACFCD) storm drain located 8-feet north of the centerline of Harbor
Street, flowing easterly. It joins an existing 12’ wide by 7°-6” deep reinforced box
culvert (RCB), flowing southeasterly in a 20’ easement along the easterly property
line. Both drains are shallow, with only a few feet of cover.

Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) is irregular-shaped and approximately 1.33-
acres. The site is flat and currently developed with a one and one-half story,
19,629-square-foot, light industrial, warehouse and attached office building con-
structed in 1949 and associated asphalt parking area, which is also used as a
transitional storage area for miscellaneous household debris. A review of aerial
photos indicates that the property was vacant with a railroad right-of-way associ-
ated with the Atchison Topeka Railroad heading onto the southern portion of the
property from Jillson Street. The railroad right-of away was built around 1936.
Then in 1949, the current building was built. The site is bounded to the north and
east by railroad tracks, to the west by Site 2 — Transportation Center, and to the
south by Jillson Street.

The site generally sheet flows southerly toward Jillson Street. There is an existing
Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) 12" wide by 7'-6” deep rein-
forced box culvert (RCB) flowing southeasterly in a 20’ easement offsite, along the
easterly line of the existing abandoned railroad spur and extending northwesterly
along the existing City parking lot. The RCB turns and extends easterly in Jillson
Street. The RCB is shallow, with only a few feet of cover. There is an existing
catch basin located on the northerly curb line of Jillson Street near the eastern
boundary of the site. This catch basin connects to the existing RCB, as described.

Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street) is rectangular-shaped and ap-
proximately 2.43-acres. The site is developed with the City of Commerce Trans-
portation Center office building and a two-story parking structure with a ramp built
in 1997. The first floor of the parking structure is used for bus parking and mainte-
nance, which includes a dump station for sewage in the northeastern corner, and
a bus wash in the southeastern corner. The northern portion of the on-site building
is used for automobile service. It includes two in-ground hydraulic lifts, an align-
ment pit, four-post aboveground lifts, two aboveground scissor lifts, and an in-
ground wash clarifier in the western portion of the building, which is connected to
a smaller in-ground clarifier located in the eastern portion of the building. A three-
stage clarifier is situated in the southeastern driveway, which is connected to the
bus wash located in the northeastern portion of the Property. A review of aerial
photos indicates that the property was vacant until around 1936 when a railroad
right-of-way associated with the Atchison Topeka Railroad was built heading onto
the northern portion of the property from Jillson Street. Then in 1952/1953, a struc-
ture and parking area were built. Lastly, by 2003 the 1952 structure was demol-
ished, and the existing building and parking structure were added. The site is
bounded to the north by railroad tracks, to the east by proper Site 1B — Jillson 1,
to the west by commercial warehouse structure, and to the south by Jillson Street.

The site generally sheet flows southerly toward Jillson Street. There is an existing
Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) 12" wide by 7°-6" deep
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reinforced box culvert (RCB) flowing southeasterly offsite, along the easterly line
of the existing abandoned railroad spur and extending northwesterly along the ex-
isting City parking lot. The RCB turns and extends easterly in Jillson Street. The
RCB is shallow, with only a few feet of cover. There is an existing catch basin
located on the northerly curb line of Jillson Street near the eastern boundary of the
site. This catch basin connects to the existing RCB, as described.

Project Description

The Project is the development of 133 single-family attached residential units on
three parcels to be known as Rosewood Village. It will be built in three phases, as
described below. Phase 1 of the Project will be the Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor
Street) location. Phase 2 will be the Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) loca-
tion, and the Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street) location will be
Phase 3.

Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) The development proposes the construc-
tion of 37 single-family attached residences with private garages, private drive
aisles, sidewalks, guest parking areas, and common landscaped areas. The build-
ings are proposed to be designed. The Project site will be accessible with an en-
trance/exit along Harbor Street.

The housing product includes five (5) three-story buildings, comprised of four (4)
eight-plex buildings and one (1) five-plex building. There are two-floor plans, rang-
ing in size from 1,394-square-feet to 1,670-square feet. Each home will have a
two-car garage, one with tandem parking, and the other with side by side parking.
The living space on the second level will benefit from an outdoor space provided
by a private balcony.

The architectural style of the building is proposed as Agrarian with Composition
Shingle roofs and stucco walls. Accent features include siding and board and bat-
ten at select locations, horizontal wood-like railing, vertical metal railing, wood post,
trellis, and coach lights.

Product Information

Building Type Building Size Unit Area Unit Design
8-plex 18,988 sq. ft.
3 bedrooms
Plan 1 1,394 sq. ft. 3 baths
3 bedrooms
Plan 2 1,670 sq. ft. 3 baths
20 sq. ft. flex space
5-plex | 11,858 sq. ft.
3 bedrooms
Plan 1 1,394 sq. ft. 3 baths
3 bedrooms
Plan 2 1,670 sq. ft. 3 baths

20 sq. ft. flex space

Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) The development proposes the construc-
tion of 31 single-family attached residences with private garages, private drive
aisles, sidewalks, guest parking areas, and common landscaped areas. The Pro-
ject site will be accessible with an entrance/exit along Jillson Street. An extension
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of drive aisles, guest parking areas, and sidewalk are proposed on a separate
Tract Map 82892 that connects to the private drive aisle of the westerly boundary
that sheet flows toward the proposed Project site. The acreage of this extension
will be included in the calculation of sizing the catch basin and detention system.

The housing product includes four (4) three-story buildings, comprised of one (1)
four-plex building, one (1) seven-plex building, one (1) nine-plex building, and one
(1) eleven-plex building. There are two-floor plans, ranging in size from 1,417-
square-feet to 1,670-square feet. Each home will have a two-car garage, one with
tandem parking, and the other with side by side parking. The living space on the
second level will benefit from an outdoor space provided by a private balcony.

The architectural style of the building is proposed as Progressive Spanish with S-
Tile roofs and stucco walls. Accent features will include bay windows at select
locations, shaped stucco soffits, decorative corbels, vertical metal railing, and
coach lights.

Product Information
Building Type Building Size Unit Area Unit Design
4-plex 9,578 sq. ft.

Plan 1 1,417 sq. ft.

3 bedrooms
3 baths
3 bedrooms
Plan 2 1,670 sq. ft. 3 baths
20 sq. ft. flex space

7-plex | 16,829 sq. ft.
Plan 1 1,417 sq. ft.

3 bedrooms
3 baths
3 bedrooms
Plan 2 1,670 sq. ft. 3 baths
20 sq. ft. flex space

9-plex | 21,632 sq. ft.
Plan 1 1,417 sq. ft.

3 bedrooms
3 baths
3 bedrooms
Plan 2 1,670 sq. ft. 3 baths
20 sq. ft. flex space

11-plex | 18,791 sq. ft.
Plan 1 1,417 sq. ft.

3 bedrooms
3 baths
3 bedrooms
Plan 2 1,654 sq. ft. 3 baths
20 sq. ft. flex space

Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street) The development proposes
the construction of 65 single-family attached residences with private garages, pri-
vate drive aisles, sidewalks, guest parking areas, and common and private land-
scaped areas. The Project site is an extension of the improvement of proposed
Tract Map 82891, which will be accessible with an entrance/exit along Jillson
Street. A portion of the drive aisles, guest parking areas, and sidewalks of the
proposed Project site sheet flows on to Tract Map 82891 site that connects the
private drive aisle of the easterly boundary. The acreage of this extension will be
excluded in the calculation of sizing the catch basin and detention system.
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The housing product includes eight (8) three-story buildings, comprised of three
(3) six-plex buildings, one (1) eight-plex building, two (2) nine-plex buildings, one
(1) ten-plex building, and one (1) eleven-plex building. There are two-floor plans,
ranging in size from 1,417-square-feet to 1,670-square feet. Each home will have
a two-car garage, one with tandem parking, and the other with side by side parking.
The living space on the second level will benefit from an outdoor space provided
by a private balcony.

The architectural style of the building is proposed as Progressive Spanish with S-
Tile roofs and stucco walls. Accent features will include bay windows at select
locations, shaped stucco soffits, decorative corbels, vertical metal railing, and
coach lights.

Product Information
Building Type Building Size Unit Area Unit Design
6-plex 14,776 sq. ft.

Plan 1 1,417 sq. ft.

3 bedrooms
3 baths
3 bedrooms
Plan 2 1,670 sq. ft. 3 baths
20 sq. ft. flex space

8-plex | 19,355 sq. ft.
Plan 1 1,417 sq.

fit 3 bedrooms

' 3 baths

3 bedrooms
Plan 2 1,670 sq. ft. 3 baths

20 sq. ft. flex space

9-plex | 21,632 sq. ft.
Plan 1 1,417 sq. ft.

3 bedrooms
3 baths
3 bedrooms
Plan 2 1,670 sq. ft. 3 baths
20 sq. ft. flex space

10-plex | 23,983 sq. ft.
Plan 1 1,417 sq.

fit 3 bedrooms

' 3 baths

3 bedrooms
Plan 2 1,670 sq. ft. 3 baths

20 sq. ft. flex space

11-plex | 26,141 sq. ft.
Plan 1 1,417 sq. ft.

3 bedrooms
3 baths
3 bedrooms
Plan 2 1,654 sq. ft. 3 baths
20 sq. ft. flex space

The Project includes discretionary approvals as follows:

J Development Agreement — covering the details of the City’s sell of the land;
. Tentative Tract Map 82890 — creating one (1) lot for 37 residential units;
. Tentative Tract Map 82891 — creating one (1) lot for 31 residential units;
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. Tentative Tract Map 82892 — creating one (1) lot for 65 residential units;

and
° Demolition of Existing Buildings on all three sites.
Development Agreement

A development agreement is required and will provide the details of the City’s sale
of the land at 5550 Harbor Street, 5625 Jillson Street, and 5555 Jillson Street
known as Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) 6335-025-902, 903, 905, and 906, to
City Ventures for the development of 133 single-family attached dwelling units.

Tentative Tract Map 82890

The Map creates a single 1.98-acre parcel for the development of 37 single-family
attached residential units. Access is taken from the existing driveway on Harbor
Street. The new parcel includes the area currently used for parking for the Brenda
Villa Aquatic Center. Twelve (12) new parking spaces will be created to serve both
the Aquatic Center and the development.

Tentative Tract Map 82891

The Map creates a single 1.33-acre parcel for the development of 31 single-family
attached residential units. Access is taken from a single driveway off Jillson Street,
which will serve both this map and TTM-82892. Three (3) private streets will serve
the interior of the property.

Tentative Tract Map 82892

The Map creates a single 2.43-acre parcel for the development of 65 single-family
attached residential units. Access is taken from driveway serving TTM-82891 off
Jillson Street. Four (4) private streets swill serve the interior of the property.

Construction Characteristics

The Project is anticipated to begin construction September 2020 with completion
of all three sites occurring in December 2023. Construction activities within the
Project area will consist of demolition, site preparation, grading, building, paving,
and architectural coating.

Drainage for the three sites is proposed as follows:

Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) Proposed site drainage will be conveyed
as surface flow to proposed private drive aisles, as well as to a series of area drains
connecting to storm drain treatment facilities. Surface flow to the proposed private
drive aisles will be captured by two (2) proposed curb-inlet catch basins. Low flows
will be directed to the proposed Modular Wetlands System (MWS) Biofiltration
vaults for water quality treatment. The treated runoff will then be conveyed to a
proposed underground detention system prior to discharging to the existing Los
Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) facility. During more significant
storm events, stormwater runoff will be conveyed to a proposed underground de-
tention system. The system is equipped with an orifice to mitigate the peak dis-
charge rate to the allowable peak flowrate (Allowable Q) provided by the Los
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Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW). For emergency over-
flow, the runoff will bubble out of the lowest proposed catch basin located at the
southeast corner of the Project site and outlet onto the open space towards Jillson
Street.

Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) Proposed site drainage will be conveyed
as surface flow to proposed private drive aisles, as well as to a series of area drains
connecting to storm drain treatment facilities. Surface flow to the proposed private
drive aisles will be captured by the proposed curb-inlet catch basins. Low flows
will be directed to the proposed Modular Wetlands System (MWS) Biofiltration
vaults for water quality treatment. The treated runoff will then be conveyed to a
proposed underground detention system prior to a pump station, where runoff gets
discharge to a parkway drain toward the existing LACFCD facility catch basin on
Jillson Street. During more significant storm events, stormwater runoff will be con-
veyed to a proposed underground detention system. The system is equipped with
an orifice to mitigate the peak discharge rate to the allowable peak flowrate (Allow-
able Q) provided by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LAC-
DPW). For emergency overflow, the runoff will bubble out of the lowest proposed
catch basin located at the southwest corner of the Project site and outlet onto Jill-
son Street.

Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street) Proposed site drainage will be
conveyed as surface flow to proposed private drive aisles, as well as to a series of
area drains connecting to storm drain treatment facilities. Surface flow to the pro-
posed private drive aisles will be captured by the proposed curb-inlet catch basins,
and three (3) proposed drop-inlet catch basins. Low flows will be directed to the
proposed Modular Wetlands System (MWS) Biofiltration vaults for water quality
treatment. The treated runoff will then be conveyed to a proposed underground
detention system prior to a pump station, where runoff gets discharge to a parkway
drain toward the existing LACFCD facility catch basin on Jillson Street. During
more significant storm events, stormwater runoff will be conveyed to a proposed
underground detention system equipped with an orifice to mitigate the peak dis-
charge rate to the allowable peak flowrate (Allowable Q) provided by the Los An-
geles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW). For emergency overflow,
the runoff will bubble out of the proposed catch basin located at the southeast
corner of the Project site and outlet onto Jillson Street.

Although the three properties are relatively flat, the Project will export approxi-
mately 235 cubic yards of dirt in approximately 17 truckloads for Site 1B — Jillson
1 (5625 Jillson Street) and 355 cubic yards of dirt in approximately 25 truckloads
for Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street). Site 1A — Harbor (5550
Harbor Street) will balance the dirt on site. All existing street improvements on
Harbor Street and Jillson Street will be protected in place, except for the utility
poles. The two utility poles adjacent to the site may be protected in place, relo-
cated, or undergrounded depending on further study. Any additional required
street improvements (curb, gutters, streetlights, street trees, sidewalks, fire hy-
drants, etc.) will be installed as necessary. The Project includes preliminary grad-
ing, drainage, and water quality management plans.
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12.

Demolition of Existing Buildings

The Project includes the demolition of all structures on the three sites.

Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) contains one structure (City building used
for office and storage) and a parking area associated with the Brenda Villa Aquatic
Center to the east. This building was constructed in 1956 in the Late Moderne
style. The building envelope is framed in metal with cast concrete walls on a con-
crete foundation, and flagstone is used on the primary fagade as an accent mate-
rial. The City’s existing radio tower will be removed as it is no longer in use. The
data vault beneath the tower will be relocated to the parkway in Harbor Street,
adjacent to the Aquatic Center.

Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) contains one structure (City building used
as an office and storage) and parking area. The building exhibits elements repre-
senting a transitional, Streamline Moderne-to-Late Moderne style building. Addi-
tionally, there is a small, 455-square-foot vernacular metal corrugated storage
building attached to the rear elevation that was added in 1970. The building en-
velope is framed in metal and primarily constructed of brick masonry in a running
bond pattern with mortar, sitting on a concrete foundation.

Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street) is developed with the City of
Commerce Transportation Center and associated office building. A two-story park-
ing structure is located in the northern portion of the Property. The first floor of the
parking structure is used for bus parking and maintenance. This area_includes a
dump station for sewage in the northeastern corner and a bus wash in the south-
eastern corner. The northern portion of the on-site building is used for automobile
service. Itincludes two in-ground hydraulic lifts, an alignment pit, four-post above-
ground lifts, two aboveground scissor lifts, and an in-ground wash clarifier in the
western portion of the building, which is connected to a smaller in-ground clarifier
located in the eastern portion of the building. A three-stage clarifier is located in
the southeastern driveway, which is connected to the bus wash located in the
northeastern portion of the Property.

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated
with the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources
Code section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes,
for example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural

resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.? Note: Conducting consultation
early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and project proponents to discuss the level of
environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, and reduce the potential
for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See Public Resources Code section 21080.3.2.) Information
may also be available from the California Native American Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources
Code section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources Information System administered by the California Office of
Historic Preservation. Please also note that Public Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to
confidentiality.

Notification of AB 52 consultation on the Project commenced on April 29, 2020,
with the two tribes that have requested consultation with the City, the Gabrielefio
Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation and the Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians.
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, Governor Newsom enacted Executive Order N-
54-20 on April 22, 2020, suspending tribal consultation timelines from 30-days to
60-days until June 22, 2020. Therefore, the tribal consultation timeline for this
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13.

14.

Project ends on June 22, 2020, unless the Governor extends the order. At this
time, neither tribe has requested consultation on this Project.

Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing
approval, or participation agreement):

000 CTo

California Water Services Company

Los Angeles County Flood Control District
Southern California Edison

Southern California Gas

Statewide Construction General Permit
Department of Toxic Substance Control

Project Plans and Other Technical Studies Referenced in this Initial Study
(Provided as Appendices):

ocow>

m

© =z =

o

Site 1A — Harbor Proposal

Site 1B — Jillson 1 Proposal

Site 2 — Transportation Center Proposal

Jillson Site and Harbor Site Residential Development Air Quality and Green-
house Gas Impact Study — prepared by MD Acoustics LLC, December 20,
2019

Phase 1 Cultural Resource Assessment for the Rosewood Village Residen-
tial Project — prepared by Applied EarthWorks, Inc., June 2020
Paleontological Technical Memorandum for the Rosewood Village Residen-
tial Project — prepared by Applied EarthWorks, Inc., April 13, 2020
Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation 5550 Harbor Street, 5625 Jillson
Street and 5555 Jillson Street, Commerce 1A, 1B and 2 — prepared by Alta
California Geotechnical Inc., October 21, 2019

Commerce A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment — prepared by Stan-
tec Consulting Services, Inc., February 11, 2019

Commerce B Phase | Environmental Site Assessment — prepared by Stan-
tec Consulting Services, Inc., February 5, 2019

Commerce 2 Phase | Environmental Site Assessment — prepared by Stan-
tec Consulting Services, Inc., April 1, 2019

Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment Commerce A — prepared by Stan-
tec Consulting Services, Inc., July 12, 2019

Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment Commerce 2 — prepared by Stan-
tec Consulting Services, Inc., July 12, 2019

Preliminary Hydrology Study TTM 82890 5550 Harbor Street — prepared by
C&YV Consulting, Inc., November 2019

Preliminary Hydrology Study TTM 82891 5625 Jillson Street — prepared by
C&YV Consulting, Inc., December 2019

Preliminary Hydrology Study TTM 82892 5555 Jillson Street — prepared by
C&YV Consulting, Inc., December 2019

Sewer Area Study TTM No. 82890 PC 3067 SMD Index 1915, 1916 — pre-
pared by C&V Consulting, Inc., April 2020

Sewer Area Study TTM No. 82891 PC 87-1 SMD Index 1916 — prepared by
C&V Consulting, Inc., April 2020

Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) Plan 5550 Harbor Street — pre-
pared by C&V Consulting, Inc., December 2019
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Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) Plan 5625 Jillson Street — pre-
pared by C&V Consulting, Inc., December 2019

Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) Plan 5555 Jillson Street — pre-
pared by C&V Consulting, Inc., December 2019

Jillson and Harbor Sites Residential Development Noise Impact Study —
prepared by MD Acoustics LLC, December 20, 2019

Harbor and Jillson Site Focused Traffic Study — prepared by TJW Engineer-
ing, Inc., January 15, 2020

< c A4 o

15. Acronyms:

ACM - Asbestos Containing Materials

ACCM - Asbestos Construction Containing Materials
ADA - American with Disabilities Act

ALUC - Airport Land Use Commission

ALUCP - Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

AQMP - Air Quality Management Plan

BMP - Best Management Practice

CEQA - California Environmental Quality Act

CMC - Commerce Municipal Code

CMP - Congestion Management Plan

DOSH - Division of Occupational Safety and Health Administration
DTSC - Department of Toxic Substance Control

DWR - Department of Water Resources

EIR - Environmental Impact Report

EOP - Emergency Operations Plan

FEMA - Federal Emergency Management Agency
FMMP - Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
GIS - Geographic Information System

GHG - Greenhouse Gas

GP - General Plan

HCM - Highway Capacity Manual

HCP - Habitat Conservation Plan

HOA - Homeowners’ Association

IS - Initial Study

LACFCD - Los Angeles County Flood Control District
LACDPW - Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
LACSD - Los Angeles County Sanitation District
LARWQCB - Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board
LBP - Lead-Based Paint

LHMP - Local Hazard Mitigation Plan

LID - Low Impact Development

LOS - Level of Service

LST - Localized Significance Threshold

MM - Mitigation Measure

MUSD - Montebello Unified School District

MWD - Metropolitan Water District

NCCP - Natural Communities Conservation Plan
NPDES - National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
OEM - Office of Emergency Services

OSHA - Occupational Health and Safety Administration
OPR - Office of Planning & Research, State
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PEIR -
PW -
RCP -
RTIP -
RTP -
SCAG -
SCAQMD -
SCE -
SCH -
SWPPP -
SWRCB -
USFWS -
USGS -
VMT -
WQMP -

Program Environmental Impact Report
Public Works

Regional Comprehensive Plan

Regional Transportation Improvement Plan
Regional Transportation Plan

Southern California Association of Governments
South Coast Air Quality Management District
Southern California Edison

State Clearinghouse

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

State Water Resources Control Board
United States Fish and Wildlife

United States Geologic Survey

Vehicle Miles Traveled

Water Quality Management Plan
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5550 Harbor Street

Figure D — Photos
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Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street)

Google

Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street)

Figure D — Photos
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project,
involving at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages.

O X OOOKX

[]

. Agriculture & : .
Aesthetics [] Forestry Resources [] Air Quality
Biological Resources [ | Cultural Resources ] Energy
. Greenhouse Gas Emis- Hazards & Hazardous
Geology & Soils L sions = Materials
Hydrology & . .
Water Quality ] Land Use & Planning [] Mineral Resources
Noise [l Population & Housing  [X] Public Services
: . Tribal Cultural Re-
Recreation X Transportation [] SOUrCes
Utilities & e Mandatory Findings of
Service Systems = Wildfire L] Significance

DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency):
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

L]

X

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

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARA-
TION will be prepared.

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

| find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant" or "potentially signifi-
cant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and
2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described
on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier
EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been
avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further is required.

Signature Date
Sonia Griego, City Project Planner City of Commerce

Printed Name For
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1)

2)

3)

5)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a Lead Agency cites in the pa-
rentheses following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported
if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply
to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone).
A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific
factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as
well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and
construction as well as operational impacts.

Once the Lead Agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur,
then the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially signifi-
cant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Sig-
nificant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect is sig-
nificant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the
determination is made, an EIR is required.

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation
of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact"
to a "Less than Significant Impact." The Lead Agency must describe the mitigation
measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant
level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-
referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or an-
other CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or
negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion
should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analyses Used. ldentify and state where they are available for re-
view.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above
checklist were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such
effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analy-
Sis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitiga-
tion Measures Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which
they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to in-
formation sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances).
Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropri-
ate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.
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8)

9)

Supporting Information Sources. A source list should be attached, and other
sources used, or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats;
however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist
that are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question;
and

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than
significance.
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I. AESTHETICS - Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099 — Modernization
of Transportation Analysis for Transit-Oriented Infill Projects — Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a sce-
nic vista? I:I I:I IE I:I

Response:

The City is located in the southerly portion of the Los Angeles basin. The City is fully developed, and
there are no unique geologic features found in the Project Area. The San Gabriel Mountains and Mon-
tebello Hills are located to the north, The Puente Hills are located to the northeast, the Los Angeles River
is located to the west, and the Rio Hondo River is located to the south. All three Project sites are relatively
flat, currently developed with buildings, and are surrounded by urban development as described below.

Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) The development proposes the construction of 37 single-family
attached residences in three five-story buildings, with private garages, private drive aisles, sidewalks,
guest parking areas, and common landscaped areas. The architectural style of the building is proposed
as Agrarian with Composition Shingle roofs and stucco walls. Accent features include siding and board
and batten at select locations, horizontal wood-like railing, vertical metal railing, wood post, trellis, and
coach lights.

Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) The development proposes the construction of 31 single-family
attached residences in four three-story buildings, with private garages, private drive aisles, sidewalks,
guest parking areas, and common landscaped areas. The architectural style of the building is proposed
as Progressive Spanish with S-Tile roofs and stucco walls. Accent features will include bay windows at
select locations, shaped stucco soffits, decorative corbels, vertical metal railing, and coach lights.

Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street) The development proposes the construction of 65
single-family attached residences in eight three-story buildings, with private garages, private drive aisles,
sidewalks, guest parking areas, and common and private landscaped areas. The architectural style of
the building is proposed as Progressive Spanish with S-Tile roofs and stucco walls. Accent features will
include bay windows at select locations, shaped stucco soffits, decorative corbels, vertical metal railing,
and coach lights.

The Site 1A — Harbor site is bounded by the Brenda Villa Aquatic Center to the East, Hampton Forge.
LTD to the South, Gilbert Properties Warehouse to the West, and Single Family Residential to the North.
The Site 1B — Jillson 1 and 2 sites are bounded by the City of Commerce City Hall and amenities to the
East, a parking lot across Jillson Street to the South, Signature Flexible Packaging to the West, and
Hampton Forge Ltd to the North.

Several General Plan policies address the visual and aesthetic impacts of future development. In par-
ticular, Housing Policies 4.3 and 4.5.

Housing Policy 4.3 The City of Commerce will encourage quality construction in new residential
development and require all properties to be maintained to the greatest extent
possible.

Housing Policy 4.5 The City of Commerce will ensure that all new housing will have the same stand-
ards for design, construction, and maintenance found in housing that is more
expensive.

The City has evaluated the Project against General Plan policies City standards. The Project has been
found, as conditioned, to meet these policies and all standards of the City. Therefore, the Project will
have a less than significant impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively to scenic vistas.

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, in-
cluding, but not limited to, trees, rock outcrop-
pings, and historic buildings within a state I:I I:I |X| I:I

scenic highway?

Response:
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There are no designated scenic highways or corridors are located in the City per the City of Commerce
General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR). In addition, a review of the CalTrans
Scenic Highways Program, it was determined that no state scenic highways exist in the City of Com-
merce.

City staff will ensure that the Project is designed consistent with the City’s requirements and the sur-
rounding area. Therefore, the Project will have a less than significant impact, directly, indirectly, or
cumulatively, to scenic resources within a state or City designated scenic highway/corridor.

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially de-
grade the existing visual character or quality
of public views of the site and its surround-
ings? (Public views are those that are
experienced from publicly accessible van- I:' I:' IE I:'
tage point). If the project is in an urbanized
area, would the project conflict with applica-
ble zoning and other regulations governing
scenic quality?

Response:

The Projectis located in an urbanized area and has been designed to meet all applicable zoning, General
Plan requirements, and other City regulations governing scenic quality. Therefore, the Project will have
a less than significant impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, on the existing visual character.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or

glare which would adversely affect day or I:' |E I:' I:I

nighttime views in the area?

Response:

Sources of light and glare in the City include street and parking area lighting, signage, building lighting,
and vehicle headlights with a significant source of lighting in the City found in the rail yards that have
security lighting.

Per the City’s General Plan Update FEIR, lighting utilized for parking areas, security lighting, and lights
within the structures, are the predominant source of light and glare in the City. It is noted in the FEIR
that the degree of light and glare from new development, while likely to be comparable to current levels
requiring evaluation on a project-by-project basis with the Sheriff's Department and the City possibly
requiring approval of a detailed lighting plan for larger developments.

The Project’s lighting will comply with Section 19.19.130 — Light and Glare of the City’s Zoning Ordi-
nance.

The property is adjacent to residential uses on the north. As such, light spillage could have an impact
on these residential uses. Therefore, Mitigation Measure MM AES-1 shall be applied to ensure light
spillage does not impact the residential properties.

The proposed buildings are designed using a compatible color palette with the surrounding area, and
the site will include landscaping. Therefore, glare from the buildings should be minimal. Mitigation
Measure, MM AES-2, will ensure that glare is not a potential issue.

As designed, conditioned, and mitigated the impacts of lighting and glare will be less than significant
with mitigation, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively.

MM AES-1: Prior to building permit issuance, the developer shall submit a photometric plan to meet
the following requirements. The plan shall be submitted to the City for approval and
shall be designed in compliance with Section 19.19.130 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance
and shall include the following:

» Outdoor lighting shall maintain a minimum of one-foot candle illumination for all
parking and pedestrian areas. The plan must include details such as beam spreads
and/or photometric calculations, location, and type of fixtures, and arrangement of
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exterior lighting that does not create glare or hazardous interference to adjacent
streets or properties.

MM AES-2: Prior to building permit issuance, the developer shall ensure that the design of the build-
ings shall reduce the number of reflective surfaces used in the construction to minimize
new sources of glare. Exterior building materials shall use earth tone colors with a low-
reflectance. Any bare metallic surfaces found on infrastructures such as pipes and poles
shall be painted to minimize reflectance and glare.

Sources:

1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008
City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

3. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code
> 19.19.130 — Light and Glare

4. CalTrans Scenic Highways -- https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-
and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways

ll. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES - In determining whether impacts to agri-
cultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. — Would
the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps pre-
pared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping I:I I:I I:I |Z|
and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

Response:

The subject site is “not mapped” on the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. The “not mapped”
designation means an area that falls outside of the California Department of Conservation soil survey.

The adjacent properties on all four sides are developed, making agricultural uses on the subject sites
problematic. Development, particularly residential development, can make farming more difficult or
costly due to conflicts between non-agricultural and agricultural activities. For example, residents may
complain about noise, dust, odors, and low-flying aircraft used to dust or spray crops. Increased re-
strictions on agriculture processes and other aspects of encroachment on agricultural areas can lower
productivity, increase costs, and otherwise impair agricultural operations. These sites are currently de-
veloped with buildings. It is noted that the site was used for light agriculture in 1923, which appears to
have remained until approximately to the late 1940s and early 1950s. Therefore, the Project will have
no impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively to farmland.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use, or a Williamson Act contract? I:I I:I I:I |X|

Response:

No agricultural activities are located within the City, nor does the City of Commerce General Plan provide
for any agricultural land use designation. In addition, there are no soils in the City designated as Prime
Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Statewide Importance. The proposed Project will not result in the con-
version of any existing farmland to urban uses. In addition, there are no parcels within the City zoned
for agricultural uses or under a Williamson Act contract. As a result, no impacts on farmland soils, agri-
cultural zoning, or existing or future Williamson Act contracts. Therefore, the Project will have no impact,
directly, indirectly or cumulatively, on zoning for agricultural use or on a Williamson Act contract.
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c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause re-
zoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code Section  12220(q)),
timberland (as defined by Public Resources I:' I:' I:' |Z|
Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by Gov-
ernment Code Section 51104(g))?

Response:

In Southern California, including the City of Commerce, climate and topography limit the types and loca-
tions of forest lands and their potential for commercial or industrial timber utilization. Accordingly, there
is no existing or currently proposed zoning of forest land, timberland, or Timberland Production Zones
within the City. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with the existing zoning for, or cause rezoning
of, forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production, and the Project will have no
impact, directly, indirectly or cumulatively.

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conver-
sion of forest land to non-forest use? I:I I:I I:I |X|

Response:

There is no commercial forestry or timber production industry within the City. Therefore, the Project
would not result in the loss of forest land or the conversion of forest land to non-forest use, and the
Project will have no impact, directly, indirectly or cumulatively.

e) Involve other changes in the existing envi-
ronment which, due to their location or na-
ture, could result in the conversion of Farm- I:' I:' I:' |Z|
land, to non-agricultural use or conversion
of forest land to non-forest use?

Response:

As previously indicated, the Project site has not been used for agricultural purposes since the late 1940s
or early 1950s. Due to the adjacent residential and manufacturing developments, agricultural uses on
this site would be problematic. Therefore, the Project would not result in the conversion of farmland to
non-agricultural use. It will have no significant impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, to farmland
or the non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land.

Sources:

1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008
City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

3. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

4. California Department of Conservation Important Farmland Finder, accessed September 12,
2019

lll. AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality
management district or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following deter-
minations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable air quality plan? I:I I:I |X| I:I

Response:

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a discussion of any inconsistencies between
a proposed project and applicable General Plans and Regional Plans (CEQA Guidelines Section 15125).
The regional plan that applies to the proposed Project includes the SCAQMD Air Quality Management
Plan (AQMP). Therefore, this section discusses any potential inconsistencies of the proposed Project
with the AQMP.

The purpose of this discussion is to set forth the issues regarding consistency with the assumptions and
objectives of the AQMP and discuss whether the proposed Project would interfere with the region’s ability
to comply with Federal and State air quality standards. If the decision-makers determine that the
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proposed Project is are inconsistent, the lead agency may consider Project modifications or inclusion of
mitigation to eliminate the inconsistency.

The SCAQMD CEQA Handbook states that "New or amended General Plan Elements (including land-
use zoning and density amendments), Specific Plans, and significant projects must be analyzed for con-
sistency with the AQMP." Strict consistency with all aspects of the plan is usually not required. A pro-
posed project should be considered to be consistent with the AQMP if it furthers one or more policies
and does not obstruct other policies. The SCAQMD CEQA Handbook identifies two key indicators of
consistency:

(1) Whether the project will result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air
quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment of
air quality standards or the interim emission reductions specified in the AQMP.

(2) Whether the project will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP in 2016 or increments
based on the year of project buildout and phase.

Both of these criteria are evaluated in the following sections.
A. Criterion 1 - Increase in the Frequency or Severity of Violations

Based on the air quality modeling analysis contained in this Air Analysis, neither short-term construction
impacts nor long-term operations will result in significant impacts based on the SCAQMD regional and
local thresholds of significance.

Therefore, the proposed Project is not projected to contribute to the exceedance of any air pollutant
concentration standards and is found to be consistent with the AQMP for the first criterion.

B. Criterion 2 - Exceed Assumptions in the AQMP?

Consistency with the AQMP assumptions is determined by performing an analysis of the proposed Pro-
ject with the assumptions in the AQMP. The emphasis of this criterion is to ensure that the analyses
conducted for the proposed Project are based on the same forecasts as the AQMP. The 2016-2040
Regional Transportation/Sustainable Communities Strategy, prepared by SCAG, 2016, includes chap-
ters on the challenges in a changing region, creating a plan for our future, and the road to greater mobility
and sustainable growth. These chapters currently respond directly to federal and state requirements
placed on SCAG. Local governments are required to use these as the basis of their plans for purposes
of consistency with applicable regional plans under CEQA. For the Project, the City of Commerce Land
Use Plan defines the assumptions that are represented in the AQMP.

The proposed Project site is classified as Housing Opportunity in the City of Site 2 — Transportation
Center 020 General Plan. The City of Commerce 2020 General Plan identifies the Housing Opportunity
Area as permitting “...manufacturing uses to recycle to residential development should the property
owner desire to do so. At such time the property owner determines industrial uses are no longer eco-
nomically viable, the property must transition to residential uses. The permitted residential development
densities range from 0 to 27 units per acre, yielding a population density of approximately 103 persons
per acre.” The Project includes the development of 145 total multi-family residential dwelling units on
approximately 5.74 net acres (approximately 25.26 dwelling units per acre). If you look at each Project
site individually, Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) Site is approximately 1.98 net acres with 37
dwelling units (approximately 18.69 dwelling units per acre), Site 1B — Jillson 1 (the Jillson Street) Site
is approximately 1.33 net acres with 31 dwelling units (approximately 23.3 dwelling units per acre), and
Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street) Site is approximately 2.43 acres with 65 dwelling
units (approximately 26.74 dwelling units per acre). Therefore, the proposed development would be
consistent with the General Plan land use designation and would not result in an inconsistency with the
land use designation in the City’s General Plan. Therefore, the proposed Project is not anticipated to
exceed the AQMP assumptions for the Project sites, and the Project is found to be consistent with the
AQMP for the second criterion.
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Based on the above, the Project will not result in an inconsistency with the SCAQMD AQMP. Therefore,
a less than significant impact will occur on the SCAQMD AQMP directly, indirectly, or cumulatively.

b) Resultin a cumulatively considerable net in-
crease of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an I:' I:' IE I:'
applicable federal or state ambient air qual-
ity standard?

Response:

Cumulative projects include local development as well as overall growth within the project area. How-
ever, as with most development, the most significant source of emissions is from mobile sources, which
travel well out of the local area. Therefore, from an air quality standpoint, the cumulative analysis would
extend beyond any local projects, and when wind patterns are considered, it will cover an even larger
area. Accordingly, the cumulative analysis for the Project’s air quality must be generic by nature.

The Project area is out of attainment for both ozone and PM10 particulate matter. Construction and
operation of cumulative projects will further degrade the local air quality, as well as the air quality of the
South Coast Air Basin. The most significant cumulative impact on the quality of regional air cell will be
the incremental addition of pollutants mainly from increased traffic from residential, commercial, and
industrial development and the use of heavy equipment and trucks associated with the construction of
these projects. The air quality will be temporarily degraded during construction activities that occur sep-
arately or simultaneously. However, in accordance with the SCAQMD methodology, projects that do not
exceed the SCAQMD criteria or can be mitigated to less than criteria levels are not significant and do
not add to the overall cumulative impact.

The Project (all three sites), as well as each Project site separately, when combined, do not exceed any
of the thresholds of significance and therefore are considered less than significant.

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? I:' I:' |X| I:'

Response:

Regional Construction Emissions

As shown in Tables below, the construction emissions for each of the proposed Project sites separately
would not exceed the SCAQMD'’s daily emission thresholds at the regional level. Further, when the
emissions for all three projects, Site 1A — Harbor, Site 1B — Jillson 1, and Site 2 — Transportation Center,
are combined, the proposed Project still does not exceed the SCAQMD'’s daily emission thresholds.
Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.

Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) Site - Regional Significance - Construction Emissions

(Ibs/day)’
Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)
Activity vOoC NOx (of0) SO, PM10 PM2.5
Demolition
On-Site? 2.13 20.95 14.66 0.02 1.31 1.10
Off-Site® 0.08 0.59 0.69 0.00 0.18 0.05
Total 2.21 21.54 15.35 0.03 1.49 1.15
Site Preparation
On-Site? 0.69 8.43 4.09 0.01 0.41 0.32
Off-Site® 0.72 22.77 5.49 0.06 1.50 0.46
Total 1.41 31.20 9.59 0.07 1.91 0.78
Grading
On-Site? 1.35 15.09 6.45 0.01 2.60 1.61
Off-Site® 0.04 0.03 0.35 0.00 0.09 0.02
Total 1.39 15.11 6.80 0.02 2.69 1.64
Building Construction
On-Site? 1.81 13.64 12.90 0.02 0.68 0.66
Off-Site® 0.25 1.21 2.09 0.01 0.58 0.16
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Total 2.06 14.85 14.99 0.03 1.26 0.82
Paving
On-Site? 0.68 6.24 8.80 0.01 0.31 0.28
Off-Site? 0.05 0.03 0.44 0.00 0.15 0.04
Total 0.73 6.27 9.25 0.01 0.45 0.32
Architectural Coating
On-Site? 10.60 1.30 1.81 0.00 0.07 0.07
Off-Site? 0.04 0.02 0.31 0.00 0.10 0.03
Total 10.64 1.33 2.12 0.00 0.17 0.10
Total of overlapping phases* 13.44 22.45 26.36 0.05 1.89 1.24
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Thresholds No No No No No No
Notes:

" Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2

2 On-site emissions from equipment operated on-site that is not operated on public roads.
3 Off-site emissions from equipment operated on public roads.
4 Construction, architectural coatings, and paving phases may overlap.

Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street ) Site - Regional Significance - Construction Emissions

(Ibs/day)’
Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)
Activity VOC NOXx CcO SO, PM10 PM2.5
Demolition
On-Site? 2.13 20.95 14.66 0.02 1.31 1.10
Off-Site® 0.08 0.59 0.69 0.00 0.18 0.05
Total 2.21 21.54 15.35 0.03 1.49 1.15
Site Preparation
On-Site? 0.69 8.43 4.09 0.01 0.40 0.32
Off-Site3 0.74 22.78 5.61 0.06 1.53 0.47
Total 1.43 31.21 9.71 0.07 1.93 0.79
Grading
On-Site? 1.35 15.09 6.45 0.01 2.60 1.61
Off-Site® 0.04 0.03 0.35 0.00 0.09 0.02
Total 1.39 15.11 6.80 0.02 2.69 1.64
Building Construction
On-Site? 1.81 13.64 12.90 0.02 0.68 0.66
Off-Site® 0.17 0.68 1.40 0.01 0.39 0.11
Total 1.98 14.32 14.30 0.03 1.07 0.77
Paving
On-Site? 0.67 6.24 8.80 0.01 0.31 0.28
Off-Site? 0.05 0.03 0.44 0.00 0.15 0.04
Total 0.72 6.27 9.25 0.01 0.45 0.32
Architectural Coating
On-Site? 6.92 1.30 1.81 0.00 0.07 0.07
Off-Site? 0.03 0.02 0.21 0.00 0.07 0.02
Total 6.95 1.32 2.02 0.00 0.14 0.09
Total of overlapping phases* 9.65 21.91 25.56 0.05 1.67 1.18
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Thresholds No No No No No No
Notes:

" Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2

2 On-site emissions from equipment operated on-site that is not operated on public roads.
3 Off-site emissions from equipment operated on public roads.
4 Construction, architectural coatings, and paving phases may overlap.

Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street) Site - Regional Significance - Construction
Emissions (Ibs/day)’

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)
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Activity vVOC NOXx coO SO, PM10 PM2.5
Demolition
On-Site? 2.13 20.95 14.66 0.02 1.49 1.13
Off-Site? 0.10 1.22 0.83 0.00 0.22 0.06
Total 2.23 22.16 15.48 0.03 1.71 1.19
Site Preparation
On-Site? 0.18 1.84 1.99 0.00 0.19 0.12
Off-Site? 0.74 22.78 5.61 0.06 1.53 0.47
Total 0.92 24.63 7.61 0.07 1.72 0.59
Grading
On-Site? 1.92 21.34 9.94 0.02 3.55 2.22
Off-Site? 0.05 0.04 0.44 0.00 0.1 0.03
Total 1.97 21.38 10.37 0.02 3.66 2.25
Building Construction
On-Site? 2.05 16.03 14.56 0.03 0.82 0.78
Off-Site3 0.33 1.26 2.74 0.01 0.76 0.21
Total 2.37 17.29 17.30 0.03 1.58 0.99
Paving
On-Site? 0.92 8.61 11.68 0.02 0.43 0.40
Off-Site3 0.06 0.04 0.51 0.00 0.17 0.05
Total 0.98 8.65 12.20 0.02 0.60 0.45
Architectural Coating
On-Site? 13.61 1.30 1.81 0.00 0.07 0.07
Off-Site3 0.05 0.03 0.41 0.00 0.14 0.04
Total 13.66 1.34 2.22 0.00 0.21 0.11
Total of overlapping phases* 17.02 27.28 31.72 0.06 2.39 1.54
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Thresholds No No No No No No

Notes:

" Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2

2 On-site emissions from equipment operated on-site that is not operated on public roads.
3 Off-site emissions from equipment operated on public roads.
4 Construction, architectural coatings, and paving phases may overlap.

Site 1A — Harbor, Site 1B - Jillson 1, and Site 2 — Transportation Center Sites Combined - Re-

gional Significance - Construction Emissions (Ibs/day)’

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)

Activity VOC NOx (of0) SO, PM10 PM2.5
Demolition
On-Site? 6.38 62.84 43.97 0.07 4.11 3.33
Off-Site? 0.27 2.40 2.20 0.01 0.58 0.16
Total 6.65 65.24 46.17 0.08 4.69 3.49
Site Preparation
On-Site? 1.55 18.70 10.18 0.02 1.01 0.75
Off-Site? 2.20 68.34 16.71 0.19 4.55 1.40
Total 3.76 87.04 26.90 0.21 5.56 2.15
Grading
On-Site? 4.62 51.51 22.84 0.05 8.75 5.45
Off-Site? 0.13 0.09 1.14 0.00 0.29 0.08
Total 4.75 51.61 23.98 0.05 9.04 5.53
Building Construction
On-Site? 5.67 43.30 40.36 0.07 2.19 2.10
Off-Site? 0.74 3.16 6.23 0.02 1.73 0.47
Total 6.41 46.46 46.59 0.09 3.91 2.58
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Paving
On-Site? 2.26 21.08 29.29 0.05 1.05 0.97
Off-Site? 0.17 0.11 1.40 0.00 0.46 0.12
Total 2.43 21.19 30.69 0.05 1.51 1.09
Architectural Coating
On-Site? 31.14 3.91 5.43 0.01 0.21 0.21
Off-Site? 0.11 0.07 0.92 0.00 0.30 0.08
Total 31.26 3.98 6.36 0.01 0.52 0.29
Total of overlapping phases* 40.10 71.63 83.64 0.15 5.94 3.97
SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Thresholds No No No No No No
Notes:

" Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2

2 On-site emissions from equipment operated on-site that is not operated on public roads.
3 Off-site emissions from equipment operated on public roads.

4 Construction, architectural coatings, and paving phases may overlap.

Localized Construction Emissions

The data provided in the table below shows that none of the analyzed criteria pollutants would exceed
the local emissions thresholds at the nearest sensitive receptors to each of the proposed Project sites.
In addition, as the Site 1B — Jillson 1 and Site 2 — Transportation Center sites are located adjacent to
one another, their local construction emissions have been combined. As shown in the table, the com-
bined emissions from the Site 1A — Harbor and Site 2 — Transportation Center sites would also not
exceed the local emissions thresholds at the nearest sensitive receptors. Therefore, a less than signif-
icant local air quality impact would occur from the construction of the proposed Project.

Localized Significance - Construction’

On-Site Pollutant Emissions
(pounds/day)’
Phase NOx | co | Pm10 | Pm2.5
Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) Site
Demolition 20.95 14.66 1.31 1.10
Site Preparation 843 4.09 0.41 0.32
Grading 15.09 6.45 2.60 1.61
Building Construction 13.64 12.90 0.68 0.66
Paving 6.24 8.80 0.31 0.28
Architectural Coating 1.30 1.81 0.07 0.07
Total of overlapping phases 21.17 23.51 1.06 1.02
SCAQMD Threshold for 25 meters (82 feet) or
less? 114 861 7 4
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No
Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) Site
Demolition 20.95 14.66 1.31 1.10
Site Preparation 843 4.09 0.40 0.32
Grading 15.09 6.45 2.60 1.61
Building Construction 13.64 12.90 0.68 0.66
Paving 6.24 8.80 0.31 0.28
Architectural Coating 1.30 1.81 0.07 0.07
Total of overlapping phases 21.17 23.51 1.06 1.02
SCAQMD Threshold for 100 meters? 121 1,496 39 10
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No
Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street) Site
Demolition 20.95 14.66 1.49 1.13
Site Preparation 1.84 1.99 0.19 0.12
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Grading 21.34 9.94 3.55 2.22
Building Construction 16.03 14.56 0.82 0.78
Paving 8.61 11.68 0.43 0.40
Architectural Coating 1.30 1.81 0.07 0.07
Total of overlapping phases 25.94 28.06 1.32 1.25
SCAQMD Threshold for 200 meters* 145 2,625 74 22
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No

Site 1A — Harbor and Site 1B — Jillson 1 Sites Combined®

Demolition 41.89 29.31 2.80 2.23
Site Preparation 10.27 6.09 0.59 0.43
Grading 36.43 16.39 6.15 3.84
Building Construction 29.66 27.46 1.50 1.44
Paving 14.85 20.49 0.74 0.68
Architectural Coating 2.61 3.62 0.14 0.14
Total of overlapping phases 4712 51.57 2.39 2.27
SCAQMD Threshold for 100 meters* 121 1,496 39 10

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No

Notes:

1 Source: Calculated from CalEEMod and SCAQMD’s Mass Rate Look-up Tables for two acres in Southeast LA County
Source Receptor Area (SRA 5). Each of the project sites will disturb a maximum of 2 acres per day (see Table 7).

2 The nearest sensitive receptors to the Site 1A — Harbor Site are the residential land uses and Rosewood Park Elementary
School located approximately 80 feet (~24 meters) to the north and northeast, respectively; however, according to LST meth-

odology, any receptor located closer than 25 meters should be based on the 25-meter threshold.

3 The nearest sensitive receptors to the Site 1B — Jillson 1 Site are the residential uses located approximately 530 feet (~162

meters) east; therefore, to be conservative, the 100-meter threshold has been used.

4 The nearest sensitive receptors to the Site 2 — Transportation Center Site are the residential uses located approximately

775 feet (~236 meters) east; therefore, to be conservative, the 200-meter threshold has been used.

5 Site 1B — Jillson 1 and Site 2 — Transportation Center Sites are adjacent to one another; therefore, their local emissions
have been combined and compared to the more stringent SCAQMD thresholds of the Site 1B — Jillson 1 Site (2 acres per

day at a distance of 100 meters).

The Project includes the demolitions of all structures and parking areas on all three sites. As required
by SCAQMD Rule 1403, the applicant will notify the SCAQMD ten days prior to beginning the demolition

on each site.

Regional Operational Emissions

The operations-related criteria air quality impacts created by the proposed Project has been analyzed
through the use of the CalEEMod model. The operating emissions were based on the year 2023 for all
three of the proposed Project sites. The summer and winter emissions created by the long-term opera-
tions of each of the proposed Project sites were calculated, and the highest emissions from either sum-
mer or winter are summarized in the table below. The table also shows the combined operating emis-

sions of all three developed Project sites.

Regional Significance - Unmitigated Operational Emissions (lbs/day)

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day)’
Activity VOC | NOx | €O | so02 | PM10 | PM2.5

Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) Site

Area Sources? 1.35 | 0.59 3.29 0.00 0.06 0.06
Energy Usage?® 0.02 | 0.15 0.07 0.00 0.01 0.01
Mobile Sources* 0.33 | 1.41 4.59 0.02 1.48 0.40
Total Emissions 1.70 | 2.15 7.94 0.02 1.55 0.48
SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No
Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) Site

Area Sources? 0.93 | 0.57 3.20 0.00 0.06 0.06
Energy Usage?® 0.02 | 0.15 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.01
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Mobile Sources* 0.32 | 1.37 4.46 0.02 1.44 0.39
Total Emissions 1.27 | 2.09 7.72 0.02 1.51 0.46
SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No
Jillson 2 Site
Area Sources? 1.86 1.14 6.40 0.01 0.12 0.12
Energy Usage® 0.03 | 0.30 0.13 0.00 0.02 0.02
Mobile Sources* 0.65 | 2.74 8.92 0.03 2.87 0.78
Total Emissions 254 | 419 15.45 0.04 3.01 0.93
SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No
Total Emissions Site 1A — Harbor,

Site 1B - Jillson 1 and Site 2 —

Transportation Center Sites Com-

bined 5.52 | 8.43 31.11 0.09 6.07 1.87
SCAQMD Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No

Notes:

' Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2

2 Area sources consist of emissions from consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscaping equipment.
3 Energy usage consists of emissions from on-site natural gas usage.

4 Mobile sources consist of emissions from vehicles and road dust.

The table above provides the unmitigated operational emissions for each of the proposed Project sites
separately as well as the combined total emissions for all three Project sites, Site 1A — Harbor, Site 1B
—Jillson 1, and Site 2 — Transportation Center Sites. The table also shows that the Project sites devel-
oped separately, as well as when combined do not exceed the SCAQMD daily emission thresholds, and
regional operational emissions are considered to be less than significant.

Localized Operational Emissions

Project-related air emissions from on-site sources such as architectural coatings, landscaping equip-
ment, on-site usage of natural gas appliances as well as the operation of vehicles on-site may have the
potential to exceed the State and Federal air quality standards in the vicinity of the proposed Project, all
three sites, even though these pollutant emissions may not be significant enough to create a regional
impact to the Air Basin

According to SCAQMD LST methodology, LSTs would apply to the operational phase of a project, if the
project includes stationary sources, or attracts mobile sources (such as heavy-duty trucks) that may
spend long periods queuing and idling at the site, such as industrial warehouse/transfer facilities. The
proposed Project is a residential project and does not include such uses. Therefore, due to the lack of
stationary source emissions, no long-term localized significance threshold analysis is warranted.

CO Hot Spot Emissions

CO is the pollutant of major concern along roadways because the most notable source of CO is motor
vehicles. For this reason, CO concentrations are usually indicative of the local air quality generated by
a roadway network and are used as an indicator of potential local air quality impacts. Local air quality
impacts can be assessed by comparing the future without and with project CO levels to the State and
Federal CO standards, which are presented in Section 5.0 of the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Study
prepared for the Project.

To determine if the proposed Project could cause emission levels in excess of the CO standards dis-
cussed in Section 5.0, a sensitivity analysis is typically conducted to determine the potential for CO “hot
spots” at a number of intersections in the general project vicinity. Because of reduced speeds and vehi-
cle queuing, “hot spots” potentially can occur at high traffic volume intersections with a Level of Service
E or worse.
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Micro-scale air quality emissions have traditionally been analyzed in environmental documents where
the air basin was a non-attainment area for CO. The SCAQMD has demonstrated in the CO attainment
re-designation request to EPA that there are no “hot spots” anywhere in the air basin, even at intersec-
tions with much higher volumes, much worse congestion, and much higher background CO levels than
anywhere in Los Angeles County. If the worst-case intersections in the air basin have no “hot spot”
potential, any local impacts will be below thresholds.

The Trip Generation Study showed that when all three Project site development were combined, they
would generate only 789 total vehicle trips per day. The 1992 Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon Mon-
oxide (1992 CO Plan) showed that an intersection that has a daily traffic volume of approximately
100,000 vehicles per day would not violate the CO standard. The volume of traffic for all three Project
sites would be well below 100,000 vehicles and below the necessary volume to even get close to causing
a violation of the CO standard. Therefore, no CO “hot spot” modeling was performed, and no significant
long-term air quality impact is anticipated to local air quality with the on-going use of the proposed
Project.

Health Impacts

The California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) and the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) standards were set to protect public health, including that of sensitive individuals; thus, the
standards continue to change as more medical research is available regarding the health effects of the
criteria pollutants. Primary state and federal standards are the levels of air quality necessary, with an
adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health. The Project is below the CAAQS and the NAAQS,
as found in Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact Study. Therefore, the Project will have a less than
significant impact on public health.

Standard Conditions

The City also requires the following standard conditions to prevent further the exposure of sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

» Equipment used for construction activities shall be properly tuned to reduce exhaust emissions.
» Construction activities shall be stopped during first and second stage smog alerts.

» During construction, trucks, and equipment that are not in use shall shut off their engines instead
of idling.

» Construction equipment shall be kept in proper tune, and mufflers shall be used on all construc-
tion equipment to reduce equipment noise.

» Roads adjacent to the Project site shall be swept as needed to reduce fugitive dust from the
proposed Project site.

» All grading operations will be suspended when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed 35
miles per hour.

» The applicant and the contractors involved in demolition and/or construction activities must com-
ply with all pertinent South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) regulations and
requirements governing Particulate Matter (PM10) generation (Rule 401, 403, etc.). PM10 pol-
lution consists of very small liquid and solid particles floating in the air. These particles are less
than 10 microns in diameter — about 1/7t" the thickness of the human — and are known as PM10.

» The Applicant or General Contractor shall keep the construction area sufficiently damped to con-
trol dust caused by construction and hauling, and at all times, provide reasonable control of dust
caused by wind.
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» All materials transported off-site shall either be sufficiently watered or securely covered to pre-
vent excessive amounts of dust and spillage.

» The Applicant shall ensure that the contractors adhere to all pertinent SCAQMD protocols re-
garding grading, site preparation, and construction activities.

» The Applicant shall ensure that the grading and building contractors must adhere to all pertinent
provisions of Rule 403 pertaining to the generation of fugitive dust during grading and/or the use
of equipment on unpaved surfaces. The contractors will be responsible for being familiar with
and implementing any pertinent best available control measures.

» All required permits by all permitting agencies shall be obtained for the operation of said use and
any construction associated with the subject request.

Based on the information provided in the Section, impacts relating to the exposure of sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations will be less than significant directly, indirectly, and cumulatively.

d) Result in other emissions (such as those

leading to odors adversely affecting a sub- I:' I:' I:I |X|

stantial number of people?

Response:
Odors

Potential sources that may emit odors during construction activities include the application of materials
such as asphalt pavement. The objectionable odors that may be produced during the construction pro-
cess are short-term in nature, and the odor emissions are expected to cease upon the drying or harden-
ing of the odor-producing materials. Diesel exhaust and VOCs would be emitted during the construction
of the proposed Project, which is objectionable to some; however, emissions would disperse rapidly from
the Project sites and, therefore, should not reach an objectionable level at the nearest sensitive recep-
tors. Due to the short-term nature and limited amounts of odor-producing materials being utilized, no
significant impact related to odors would occur during the construction of the proposed Project.

The SCAQMD recommends that odor impacts be addressed qualitatively. Such analysis shall determine
whether the Project would result in excessive nuisance odors, as defined under the California Code of
Regulations and Section 41700 of the California Health and Safety Code, and thus would constitute a
public nuisance related to air quality.

Potential sources that may emit odors during the on-going operations of the proposed Project would
include odor emissions from trash storage areas. Due to the distance of the nearest receptors from the
Project sites and through compliance with SCAQMD’s Rule 402, no significant impact related to odors
would occur during the on-going operations of the proposed Project.

Construction-Related Toxic Air Contaminant Impact

The greatest potential for toxic air contaminant emissions would be related to diesel particulate emissions
associated with heavy equipment operations during construction of the proposed Project. The Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has issued the Air Toxic Hot Spots Program Risk
Assessment Guidelines and Guidance Manual for the Preparation of Health Risk Assessments, February
2015, to describe the algorithms, recommended exposure variates, cancer, and noncancer health val-
ues. The air modeling protocols needed to perform a health risk assessment (HRA) under the Air Toxics
Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987. Hazard identification includes identifying all sub-
stances that are evaluated for cancer risk and/or non-cancer acute, 8-hour, and chronic health impacts
and identifying any multi-pathway substances that present a cancer risk or chronic non-cancer hazard
via non-inhalation routes of exposure.

Given the relatively limited number of heavy-duty construction equipment and construction schedule, the
proposed Project would not result in a substantial long-term source of toxic air containment emissions
and corresponding individual cancer risk. Furthermore, construction-based particulate matter (PM) emis-
sions (including diesel exhaust emissions) do not exceed any local or regional thresholds. Therefore
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with the application of the standard City condition noted in (c) above, no significant short-term toxic
air contaminant impacts would occur during the construction of the proposed Project.

Sources:

1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008
City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

3. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code
> 19.19.110 — Air Quality
> 19.19.170 — Odor
> 19.19.180 - Vibration

4. Jillson Sites and Harbor Site Residential Development Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact
Study — prepared by MD Acoustics LLC, December 20, 2019

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either di-
rectly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate, sen-
sitive, or special status species in local or I:' I:' I:' |X|
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Response:

The Project sites are developed with buildings and parking areas and are located in an urbanized setting.
As such, the site does not support habitat for any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations.

No natural, undeveloped open space areas are located within proximity of the Project sites. In addition,
the Project sites are not located in a habitat conservation plan or designated by the County of Los An-
geles as a Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs). As a result, no impacts to habitat conservation plans or
natural community conservation plans will occur with the development of the Project sites.

The Project will have no impact on habitat for any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations.

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any ri-
parian habitat or other sensitive natural com-
munity identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations or by the California De- I:I I:I I:I |Z|
partment of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

Response:

The Project sites are developed with buildings and parking areas and are located in an urbanized set-
ting As such, the sites do not have any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and therefore, will have no impact on these resources.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state
or federally protected wetlands (including,
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, I:' I:' I:' |X|
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

Response:

The Project sites are developed with buildings and parking areas and are located in an urbanized setting.
As such, the sites do not have any state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) resources and, therefore, will have no impact on these resources.

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or |:| |:| |:| |X|
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wildlife species or with an established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

Response:

As noted above, the Project sites do not support habitat or species and therefore, will have no impact
on established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites.

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances

protecting biological resources, such as a I:' I:' I:' |Z|

tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Response:

As noted above, the Project sites do not support habitat or species, is not located in a habitat conserva-
tion plan or SEA, and The City does not have a tree preservation ordinance. Therefore, the Project will
have no impact on established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites.

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Commu-
nity Conservation Plan, or another approved I:' I:' I:' |X|
local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

Response:

The Project sites are an urbanized setting and are currently developed with buildings and parking areas
proposed for demolition. No natural, undeveloped open space areas are located within proximity of the
Project sites. In addition, the Project sites are not located in a habitat conservation plan or designated
by the County of Los Angeles as a Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs). As a result, no impacts to habitat
conservation plans or natural community conservation plans will occur with the development of the Pro-
ject sites.

As noted above, the Project site does not support habitat or species and, therefore, will have no impact
on an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or another approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.

Sources:

1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008

2. City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

3. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

4. Los Angeles County General Plan 2008
> Figure 6.3 - Significant Ecological Areas(SEAs)

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of a historical resource pursu- I:' I:' |X| I:'

antto §15064.57?

Response:
Historical and archaeological resources include the following:

(1) Aresource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission,
for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code, § 5024.1, Title 14
CCR, Section 4850 et seq.).

(2) Aresource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section 5020.1(k) of
the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting
the requirements section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, shall be presumed to be
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historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must treat any such resource as significant
unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally signif-
icant.

(3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency de-
termines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific,
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California may
be considered to be an historical resource, provided the lead agency's determination is sup-
ported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be con-
sidered by the lead agency to be "historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for
listing on the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code, § 5024.1, Title 14
CCR, Section 4852)

A Phase 1 Cultural Resources Assessment was prepared for all three sites, including the following pro-
cesses: 1) a Cultural Resource Literature and Records Search; 2) Native American Communication; 3)
a Cultural Resource Survey; and 4) a Significance Evaluation. The Project area is covered with struc-
tures and hardscape, including existing parking lots and sidewalks. The built-environment survey con-
firmed that no native soils were visible in the Project area, and no prehistoric or historic-period archaeo-
logical resources were encountered. However, Applied EarthWorks fieldwork did identify and document
two built-environment resources within the Project area over fifty years of age. An evaluation of the
significance of these buildings found that neither of the two resources Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor
Street) Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) meet the criteria for listing on the California Register of
Historical Resources (CRHR). Therefore, no further management of these two built-environment re-
sources is recommended at this time, and the impact on historical resources is less than significant,
directly, indirectly, and cumulatively.

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of an archaeological resource I:' |E I:' I:'

pursuant to §15064.57?

Response:

While no archaeological resources were identified within the Project area, two soils series were identified
in the Project area that are highly stratified and have the potential to contain undisturbed archaeological
deposits. Although the exact depths of the prior disturbance are unknown, previous construction likely
disturbed at least the upper three-feet of sediment in specific areas of the Project area and possibly up
to fifteen-feet where underground tanks were installed. It is unlikely that archaeological deposits re-
mained intact as a result of the various episodes’ of previous disturbance; however, construction activity
below three-feet (in areas that were not previously disturbed to fifteen-feet for water and fuel tanks) has
the potential to encounter intact archaeological deposits during Project construction.

Therefore, the Project will have a less than significant impact with mitigation on the significance of
archeological resources.

MM CR-1: During all demolition, grading, and ground-disturbing activities, a qualified archaeologi-
cal monitor shall be present. If potentially significant archaeological materials are en-
countered during any future construction activities, all work must be halted in the vicinity
of the discovery until a qualified archaeologist can visit the site of discovery and assess
the significance and integrity of the find. If intact and significant archaeological remains
are encountered, the impacts of the Project must be mitigated appropriately. Any such
discoveries, and subsequent evaluation and treatment, should be documented in a cul-
tural resource report, which should be submitted to the South Central Coastal Infor-
mation Center (SCCIC) for archival purposes.

MM CR-2: If the Project area is expanded to include areas not covered by this survey or other recent
cultural resource studies, additional cultural resource studies may be required.

c) Disturb any human remains, including those

interred outside of formally dedicated ceme- I:' I:' IE I:'

teries?

Response:
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No cemeteries or human remains are known to occur on-site, and it is unlikely that human remains will
be uncovered during Project development. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15064.5 (e) in the event of the
accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a dedicated ceme-
tery, the following steps shall be taken:

(1) There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area rea-
sonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until:

(A) The coroner of the county in which the remains are discovered must be con-
tacted to determine that no investigation of the cause of death is required, and

(B) If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American:
1. The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission
within 24 hours.
2. The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the person or

persons it believes to be the most likely descended from the deceased
Native American.

3. The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the land-
owner or the person responsible for the excavation work, for means of
treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains,
and any associated grave goods as provided in Public Resources Code
Section 5097.98, or

(2) Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his authorized representative
shall rebury the Native American human remains and associated grave goods with ap-
propriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturb-

ance.

(A) The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most likely
descendent or the most likely descendent failed to make a recommendation
within 24 hours after being notified by the commission.

(B) The descendant identified fails to make a recommendation; or

(C) The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of
the descendant, and the mediation by the Native American Heritage Commis-
sion fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner.

Following the requirements of CEQA Guidelines, 15064.5 (e) will ensure that if human remains are dis-
covered, they will be handled appropriately. Therefore, the Project will have a less than significant
impact on human remains.

Sources:

1.

City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008

City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

Los Angeles County General Plan 2008

» Figure 6.8 - Historical and Cultural Resource Sites

National Register of Historic Places Geographic Information System

California Office of Historic Preservation Website

Phase 1 Cultural Resource Assessment for the Rosewood Village Residential Project — prepared
by Applied EarthWorks, Inc., prepared June 2020

Commerce A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment — prepared by Stantec Consulting Ser-
vices, Inc., February 11, 2019

Commerce B Phase | Environmental Site Assessment — prepared by Stantec Consulting Ser-
vices, Inc., February 5, 2019
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10. Commerce 2 Phase | Environmental Site Assessment — prepared by Stantec Consulting Ser-
vices, Inc., April 1, 2019

11. Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment Commerce A — prepared by Stantec Consulting Ser-
vices, Inc., July 12, 2019

12. Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment Commerce A — prepared by Stantec Consulting Ser-
vices, Inc., July 12, 2019

13. Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment Commerce 2 — prepared by Stantec Consulting Ser-
vices, Inc., July 12, 2019

VI. ENERGY - Would the project:

a) Result in potentially significant environmen-
tal impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or un-
necessary consumption of energy re- I:' I:' |X| I:'
sources during project construction or oper-
ation?

Response:

It is noted that while this section has been added to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the section of
CEQA Guidelines, it references 15126.2 — Consideration and Discussion of Significant Environmental
Impacts, by definition, would be applied only to Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs). Nevertheless, a
general review of energy savings has been prepared below.

Construction of the 133 single-family residential attached homes would require the typical use of energy
resources. Energy would be consumed during site clearing, excavation, grading, and construction. The
construction process would be typical. No site conditions or Project features would require an inefficient
or unnecessary consumption of energy. The Project has been designed in compliance with California’s
Energy Efficiency Standards and 2019 CALGreen Standards. Measures to be employed by this Project
will include the following.

Homes will include Solar and will be all-electric, no natural gas
Stormwater drainage and retention during construction

Water Conservation

Compliance with the City’s Landscape & Irrigation Ordinance
Construction Site Maintenance and Trash Containment
Stormwater/Urban Runoff Management and Discharge Control

Air Pollution Reduction

Solid Waste Management

All other mandatory CalGreen requirements for residential development

YVVVVYVVVYYY

The operation of the proposed residential units would involve the use of energy for heating, cooling, and
equipment operation. These facilities would comply with all applicable California Energy Efficiency
Standards and 2019 CALGreen Standards.

Lastly, the City also requires the following in the standard conditions of this type of development:

» The Project will be required to comply with all programs adopted by the City for the reduction of
solid waste.

» Where feasible, the applicant shall use recycled materials during construction and recycle con-
struction waste. A report shall be provided to the City of Commerce.

» Ultra-low flow water fixtures must be installed to reduce the volume of sewage to the system.

» The Project applicant shall install energy-efficient electrical appliances and equipment in accord-
ance with the State of California’s Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24).

> The Project shall comply with the City’s Low Impact Development Standards and Green Street
Policy.
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Neither the construction nor operation of the Project would result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy or wasteful use of energy resources. Therefore, impacts related to wasteful
energy use would be less than significant, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively.

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan
for renewable energy or energy efficiency? I:I I:I |X| I:I

Response:

The Project has been designed in compliance with California’s Energy Efficiency Standards and 2019
CALGreen Standards, as noted above. The Project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency; therefore, impacts would be less than significant, di-
rectly, indirectly, or cumulatively.

Sources:

1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008

2. City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

3. Title 15 — Building and Construction of the Commerce Municipal Code
» 15.06 — Water Conservation in Landscaping

4. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code
» 19.23 — Landscaping Standards
> 19.24 — Water-Efficient Landscaping Regulations
» 19.33 — Low Impact Development

5. 2019 California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen), Title 24, Part 11

6. County of Los Angeles Building Standards Code — Building, Residential, Green Building Stand-
ards, and Electrical Codes as amended by Title 15 — Building and Construction of the Commerce
Municipal Code

VIl. GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the project:

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or
death involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as de-
lineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or based on I:' I:' |X| I:'
other substantial evidence of a known fault?
Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Spe-
cial Publication 42.

Response:

A geotechnical investigation of the properties was performed by Alta California Geotechnical Inc.(Alta)
to examine the existing on-site geotechnical conditions and assess the impacts that the geotechnical
conditions may have on the proposed development.

Tectonic Framework

Jennings and Bryant (1985) defined eight structural provinces within California that have been classified
by predominant regional fault trends and similar fold structure. These provinces are, in turn, divided into
blocks and sub-blocks that are defined by "major Quaternary faults." These blocks and sub-blocks ex-
hibit similar structural features. Within this framework, the Project sites are located within Structural
Province |, which is controlled by the dominant northwest trend of the San Andreas Fault and is divided
into two blocks, the Coast Range Block and the Peninsular Range Block. The Peninsular Range Block,
on which the sites are located, is characterized by a series of parallel, northwest-trending faults that
exhibit right lateral dip-slip movement. These faults are terminated by the Transverse Ranges block to
the north and extend southward to the Baja Peninsula. These northwest-trending faults divide the Pen-
insular Range block into eight sub-blocks. The Project sites are located on the Santa Ana sub-block,
which is bound on the east by the Elsinore-Whittier fault zone and on the west by Newport-Inglewood
fault zone.

Regionally Mapped Active Faults
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Several large, active fault systems, including the Elsinore-Whittier, the Newport-Inglewood, and the San
Andreas, occur in the region surrounding the Project sites. These fault systems have been studied
extensively and, in large part, control the geologic structure of southern California.

Geologic Structure

Based upon Alta’s site investigation and literature review, the onsite sediments are of Quaternary age
and are not fractured, folded, or faulted.

Earthquake Hazards

The Project sites are located in southern California, which is a tectonically active area. The type and
magnitude of seismic hazards affecting a site are dependent on the distance to the causative fault and
the intensity and magnitude of the seismic event. The seismic hazard may be primary, such as surface
rupture and/or ground shaking, or secondary, such as liquefaction and/or ground lurching.

Local and Regional Faulting

The Project sites are located on the northern portion of the Santa Ana sub-block, approximately
2.5 miles west of the Puente Hills fault zone, 4.2 miles south of the Elysian Park fault zone, 6.2
miles west of the Elsinore fault zone, 8.8 miles south of the Raymond fault zone, and 9.4 miles
east of the Newport-Inglewood fault zone.

Seismicity

Ground shaking hazards caused by earthquakes along other active regional faults do exist. The
2019 California Building Code requires use-modified spectral accelerations and velocities for
most structural designs. Seismic design parameters using soil profile types identified in the 2019
California Building Code are presented in Section 7.3 of the Geotechnical Investigation.

Surface Rupture

Active faults are not known to exist within the Project area, and a review of Special Publication
42 indicates the Project sites are not within a California State designated Alquist-Priolo earth-
quake fault zone. Accordingly, the potential for fault surface rupture on the Project sites is very
low.

To further ensure the Project is designed to meet all requirements for geologic safety, the City employs
the following standard conditions.

» The contractor, under the observation of the soil engineer, shall conduct all clearing, site prepa-
ration, or earthwork performed on the project.

» The soils engineer shall provide inspection for site clearing and grading in order to certify that
the grading was done in accordance with approved plans and grading specifications.

Based on this analysis, compliance with an approved Geotechnical Investigation, the California Building
Code, the City of Commerce Municipal Code, and the Project Standard Conditions will ensure that risks
associated with primary surface ground rupture should be considered "low." Therefore, the potential
hazards associated with fault rupture are considered less than significant, directly, indirectly, and cu-
mulatively.

i) Strong seismic ground shaking? [ ] [ ] Z ]

Response:

Ground shaking hazards caused by earthquakes along other active regional faults do exist. The 2019
California Building Code requires use-modified spectral accelerations and velocities for most structural
designs.
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The site has been identified as a "D" site class in accordance with section 1613.3.2 of the CBC 2019.
Utilizing this information, the computer program ATC Hazards by Location and ASCE 7-16 criterion, the
spectral response accelerations that can be utilized for the Project are presented in Figure 2 of the Ge-
otechnical Investigation. These parameters should be verified by the structural engineer. Additional
parameters should be determined by the structural engineer based on the Occupancy Category of the
proposed structures.

Based on this analysis, compliance with an approved Geotechnical Investigation, California Building
Code, City of Commerce Municipal Code, and Project Standard Conditions will ensure that risks associ-
ated with ground shaking are considered less than significant, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively.

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including lig-
uefaction? I:I I:I IE I:I

Response:

Seismic agitation of relatively loose saturated sands, silty sands, and some silts can result in a buildup
of pore pressure. If the pore pressure exceeds the overburden stresses, a temporary quick condition
known as liquefaction can occur. Liquefaction effects can manifest in several ways, including 1) loss of
bearing; 2) lateral spread; 3) dynamic settlement; and 4) flow failure. Lateral spreading has typically
been the most damaging mode of failure.

In general, the more recent that sediment has been deposited, the more likely it will be susceptible to
liquefaction. Other factors that must be considered are groundwater, confining stresses, relative density,
and the intensity and duration of seismically-induced ground shaking.

Groundwater was encountered during Alta’s Investigation at a depth of approximately 47-feet below the
ground surface. The regional groundwater map indicates that the historic high groundwater level is
between 30- and 40-feet below the ground surface (CDMG, 1998). The Project sites are located in a
liquefaction zone per the seismic hazard maps (CDMG, 2017).

Alta performed a liquefaction analysis utilizing SPT data from Borings B-1 through B-3 and laboratory
test results. A description of Alta's analysis and calculations are presented in Appendix D of the Ge-
otechnical Investigation. A groundwater level of 35-feet below the existing ground surface was assumed.

In summary, the analysis showed that the potential for onsite liquefaction (including loss of bearing,
lateral spreading, dynamic settlement, and flow failure) on all three sites is very low to negligible. This is
primarily due to the fines content and density of the underlying young alluvial fan deposits.

Dry Sand Settlement

The dry sand settlement is the process of settlement of the ground surface during a seismic event in
sand layers. Based on the remedial grading recommendations, the density, and fines content of the
underlying young alluvial fan deposits, the dry sand settlement is not anticipated to be a significant con-
straint.

Expansion Potential

Expansion index testing was performed on samples taken during Alta’s subsurface investigation. Based
on the results, it is anticipated that the majority of materials onsite are "low" to "medium" in expansion
potential, when tested per ASTM D: 4829.

Implementation of existing state and local laws and regulations concerning soil liquefaction and ground
failure is required of all projects in the City. Therefore, impacts related to liquefaction and ground failure
would be less than significant, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively.

iv) Landslides? ] X ]

Response:
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The site is situated on relatively level ground and is not immediately adjacent to any slopes or hillsides
that could be potentially susceptible to slope instability. No signs of slope instability in the form of land-
slides, rockfalls, earth flows, or slumps were observed at or near the subject site during Alta’s investiga-
tion. As such, risks associated with slope instability should be considered "negligible." Therefore, im-
pacts related to landsliding and slope failure would be less than significant, directly, indirectly, and
cumulatively.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss
of topsoil? I:I I:I IE I:I

Response:

Erosion is a large-scale impact caused by human activity and disturbance of surface soil, wind, and
water. Erosion cannot be eliminated, although existing regulations such as the CBC (which includes
erosion control measures and best management practices) and NPDES permit requirements can reduce
the potential impacts of erosion. No signs of erosion were observed during Alta’s field investigation.
Risks associated with flooding and erosion should be evaluated and mitigated by the project design Civil
Engineer.

Although the three properties are relatively flat, the Project will export approximately 235 cubic yards of
dirt in approximately 17 truckloads for Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) and 355 cubic yards of dirt
in approximately 25 truckloads for Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street). Site 1A — Harbor
(5550 Harbor Street) will balance the dirt on site.

Adherence to state and local regulations will reduce impacts related to erosion to less than significant,
directly, indirectly, and cumulatively.

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as
a result of the project, and potentially result I:' I:' |X| I:'
in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

Response:
See Responses VIl a iii and iv above, and d below for additional information.
Adherence to the recommendations of the geotechnical investigation will ensure that the Project will have

a less than significant impact on on-site or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction
or collapse either directly, indirectly or cumulatively.

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial direct or indirect I:I I:I |X| I:I

risks to life or property?

Response:

Expansive soils contain certain types of clay minerals that shrink or swell as the moisture content
changes; the shrinking or swelling can shift, crack, or break structures built on such soils. Arid or semi-
arid areas with seasonal changes of soil moisture experience a much higher frequency of problems from
expansive soils than areas with higher rainfall and more constant soil moisture.

The California Building Code (CBC) 2019, Volume 2, Chapter 18, Division 1 Section 1803.2 mandates
that special foundation design consideration is employed if the soil expansion Index is 20, or greater in
accordance with Table 18-1-B. The methodology and scope for a geotechnical investigation are de-
scribed in UBC Section 1803 and require an assessment of a variety of factors, such as slope stability,
soil strength, adequacy of load-bearing soils, the presence of compressible or expansive soils, and the
potential for liquefaction. The required content of the Geotechnical Investigation includes recommenda-
tions for foundation type and design criteria. These recommendations can include foundation design
provisions that are intended to mitigate the effects of expansive soils, liquefaction, and differential settle-
ment. In general, mitigation can be accomplished through a combination of ground modification tech-
niques (i.e., stone columns, reinforcing nail and anchors, deep soil mixing, etc.), selection of an appro-
priate foundation type and configuration, and use of appropriate building/structural foundation systems.
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Section 1804.5 Excavation, Grading, and Fill require the preparation of a Geotechnical Investigation
where a building will be constructed on compacted fill.

The International Building Code (IBC) replaced earlier regional building codes (including the Uniform
Building Code) in 2000 and established consistent construction guidelines for the nation. In 2006, the
IBC was incorporated into the California Building Code (CBC), and currently applies to all structures
being constructed in California. The national model codes are therefore incorporated by reference into
the building codes of local municipalities. The CBC includes building design and construction criteria
that take into consideration the State’s seismic conditions.

Through adherence to state and local seismic and structural regulations (i.e., California Seismic Hazards
Mapping Act, California Building Code, Commerce Municipal Code, Project Standard Conditions, and
the NPDES Permit Requirements), the impacts of expansive soils will be less than significant, directly,
indirectly, or cumulatively.

e) Have soils incapable of adequately support-
ing the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers I:' I:' I:' |X|
are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

Response:

The Project will be served by the Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) sewer infrastructure.
On December 2, 2019, the LACSD provided “will serve” letters for the Site 1A — Harbor and Site 1B —
Jillson 1 sites. On December 4, 2019, they provided a “will serve” letter for the Site 2 — Transportation
Center site. The “will serve” letters indicate that the LACSD has adequate capacity and infrastructure to
serve the Project sites.

Therefore, the Project will have no impact, directly, indirectly or cumulatively in regard to septic systems,
and the existing sewer system has adequate capacity for the proposed development.

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique pale-

ontological resource or site or unique geo- I:' ‘X| I:' I:'

logic feature?

Response:

Applied EarthWorks used the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology’s (SVP) guidelines (2010) for sensitivity
criteria to determine the paleontological resource potential of the Project area. According to these crite-
ria, Applied EarthWorks considers the Holocene-age alluvial deposits covering the entire ground surface
of the Project area (Qa) to have Low Potential for paleontological resources. However, the thickness of
the surficial deposits is likely quite shallow, as indicated by Pleistocene material exposed at the ground
surface approximately two miles from the Project area and Pleistocene-age fossils recovered from
depths as shallow as eleven-feet below ground surface (bgs) within a few blocks of the Project area.
Therefore, Applied EarthWorks suggests the Project area likely overlies portions of Pleistocene-age al-
luvial deposits and/or the Miocene-age Monterey Formation, both of which have High Potential for pale-
ontological resources because of their well-documented prolific fossils.

Despite the Low Potential of the surficial alluvial deposits, Project-related excavations likely will encoun-
ter the High Potential older alluvial deposits and/or the Monterey Formation at unknown depths that may
be quite shallow (e.g., eleven-feet bgs). In particular, Project plans potentially will impact these older
deposits during localized excavations of fifteen-feet bgs for the water storage portions. However, the
applied mitigation measures will ensure impacts to paleontological resources will be less than signifi-
cant with mitigation.

MM PALEO-1: Prior to demolition, grading, or ground-disturbing activities, a paleontological resource
impact mitigation program (PRIMP) shall be prepared in accordance with industry-wide
best practices (Murphey et al., 2019) and SVP (2010) guidelines. A qualified profes-
sional paleontologist (Project Paleontologist, Principal Investigator) shall prepare the
PRIMP prior to issuance of City demolition and grading permits for the Project. The
PRIMP will specify the steps to be taken to mitigate impacts to paleontological resources.
For instance, Worker’'s Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training should be
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presented in-person to all field personnel prior to the start of Project-related earth-moving
activities to describe the types of fossils that may be found and the procedures to follow
if any are encountered. A PRIMP also will specify whether construction monitoring is
required and, if so, the frequency of required monitoring (i.e., full-time, spot-checks, etc.).
A PRIMP also provides details about fossil collection, analysis, and preparation for per-
manent curation at an approved repository. Lastly, the PRIMP describes the different
reporting standards to be used—monitoring with negative findings versus monitoring re-
sulting in fossil discoveries.

Sources:

1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008
City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

3. Title 15 — Building and Construction of the Commerce Municipal Code

4. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

5. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation 5550 Harbor Street, 5625 Jillson Street and 5555 Jillson
Street, Commerce 1A, 1B and 2 — prepared by Alta California Geotechnical Inc., October 21,
2019

6. Paleontological Technical Memorandum for the Rosewood Village Residential Project — pre-
pared by Applied EarthWorks, Inc., April 13, 2020

VilIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS - Would the project:

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either

directly or indirectly that may have a signifi- |:| I:' |X| |:|

cant impact on the environment?

Response:

Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact

The greenhouse gas emissions from Project construction equipment and worker vehicles from each of
the three proposed Project sites are shown in the table below. The emissions are from all phases of
construction for each of the Project sites. The total construction emissions amortized over a period of
30 years are estimated at 33.88 metric tons of CO2e per year (MTCO2¢) for the Site 1A — Harbor (5550
Harbor Street) Site, 30.96 MTCOze per year for the Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) Site, 39.06
MTCO:ze per year for the Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street) Site, and 103.9 MTCO:ze
per year when all three Project sites are combined. Annual CalEEMod output calculations are provided
in Appendix B of the Air Quality/Greenhouse Gas Study.

Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions

L. Emissions (MTCOze)*
Activity = =

Onsite | Offsite | Total
Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) Site
Demolition 72.1 9.4 815
Site Preparation 3.5 24.3 27.8
Grading 10.6 0.7 11.3
Building Construction 627.3 240.4 867.8
Paving 20.2 2.0 22.2
Coating 4.3 1.4 5.8
Total 738.0 278.3 1,016.3
Averaged over 30 years? 25 9 33.88
Site 1B - Jillson 1 (5625 lJillson Street ) Site
Demolition 72.9 9.4 82.3
Site Preparation 3.5 24.5 27.9
Grading 10.6 0.7 11.3
Building Construction 627.3 152.4 779.7
Paving 20.2 2.0 22.2
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Coating 4.3 0.9 53
Total 738.8 189.9 928.8
Averaged over 30 years? 25 6 30.96
Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street ) Site
Demolition 72.9 15.1 88.0
Site Preparation 1.0 24.5 254
Grading 15.5 0.8 16.4
Building Construction 717.9 293.1 1,011.0
Paving 26.6 2.3 28.9
Coating 1.5 0.7 2.2
Total 835.3 336.5 1,171.9
Averaged over 30 years? 28 11 39.06
Total Site 1A — Harbor, B,
and 2 Sites Combined 2312.2 804.7 3,116.9
Averaged over 30 years? 77 27 103.90

Notes:
' MTCO.e=metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (includes carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide).

2 The emissions are averaged over 30 years because the average is added to the operational emissions, pursuant to SCAQMD.
* CalEEMod output (Appendix B of the Aire Quality/Greenhouse Gas Study)

Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impact

Operational emissions occur over the life of the Project sites. As shown in the table below, the unmiti-
gated operational emissions for the proposed Project sites are 435.03 metric tons of CO2e (MTCOze)
per year for the Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) Site, 421.27 MTCOze per year for the Site 1B —
Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) Site, and 819.68 MTCOze per year for the Site 2 — Transportation Center
(5555 Jillson Street) Site. Furthermore, as shown in the table below, when all three Project sites are
combined, the total emissions are 1,675.98 MTCO:ze per year. Therefore, the GHG emissions of each
of the Project sites’ emissions individually as well as when all three of the Project sites’ emissions are
combined do not exceed the SCAQMD draft threshold of 3,000 metric tons CO2e per year for all land
uses. Therefore, the Project's GHG emissions are considered to be less than significant.

Opening Year Unmitigated Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Metric Tons/Year)'

Category Bio-CO2 | NonBio-CO, | €O, | CHs | N2O | COze
Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) Site
Area Sources? 0.00 8.62 8.62 0.00 | 0.00 8.68
Energy Usage® 0.00 82.25 82.25 0.00 | 0.00 82.62
Mobile Sources* 0.00 282.23 282.23 0.01 | 0.00 282.57
Solid Waste® 3.45 0.00 3.45 0.20 | 0.00 8.56
Water® 0.76 15.38 16.15 0.08 | 0.00 18.72
Construction’ 0.00 33.75 33.75 0.01 | 0.00 33.88
Total Emissions 4.22 422.23 426.45 0.31 | 0.00 435.03
SCAQMD Draft Screening Threshold 3,000
Exceeds Threshold? No
Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) Site
Area Sources? 0.00 8.39 8.39 0.00 | 0.00 8.45
Energy Usage® 0.00 80.03 80.03 0.00 | 0.00 80.39
Mobile Sources* 0.00 274.60 274.60 0.01 | 0.00 274.93
Solid Waste® 3.36 0.00 3.36 0.20 | 0.00 8.33
Water® 0.74 14.97 15.71 0.08 | 0.00 18.21
Construction’ 0.00 30.81 30.81 0.00 | 0.00 30.96
Total Emissions 4.11 408.79 412.89 0.30 | 0.00 421.27
SCAQMD Draft Screening Threshold 3,000
Exceeds Threshold? No
Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street) Site
Area Sources? | 000 | 16.77 | 16.77 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 16.90

Page 46 of 88




ISSUES & SUPPORTING Potentially | 955 Than 80" || ess Than No

nificant with

INFORMATION SOURCES: “pact | Migatonin- | SEUIEN | mpect
Energy Usage® 0.00 160.06 160.06 0.01 | 0.00 160.78
Mobile Sources* 0.00 549.19 549.19 0.03 | 0.00 549.87
Solid Waste® 6.72 0.00 6.72 0.40 | 0.00 16.66
Water® 1.49 29.93 31.42 0.15 | 0.00 36.42
Construction’ 0.00 38.88 38.88 0.01 | 0.00 39.06
Total Emissions 8.21 794.84 803.05 0.59 | 0.01 819.68
SCAQMD Draft Screening Threshold 3,000
Exceeds Threshold? No
Total Emissions Harbor Site, Jillson 1 Site, & Jillson 2 Site Combined | 1,675.98
SCAQMD Draft Screening Threshold 3,000
Exceeds Threshold? No
Notes:

" Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2

2 Area sources consist of GHG emissions from consumer products, architectural coatings, and landscape equipment.
3 Energy usage consists of GHG emissions from electricity and natural gas usage.

4 Mobile sources consist of GHG emissions from vehicles.

5 Solid waste includes the CO, and CH4 emissions created from the solid waste placed in landfills.

8 Water includes GHG emissions from electricity used for transport of water and processing of wastewater.

7 Construction GHG emissions based on a 30-year amortization rate.

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emission of greenhouse |:| |:| IX’ I:I

gases”?

Response:

The proposed Project sites would have the potential to conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regu-
lation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. The City
of Commerce does not currently have a Climate Action Plan; therefore, the Project sites have been
compared to the goals of the CARB Scoping Plan.

Scoping Plan

Emission reductions in California alone would not be able to stabilize the concentration of greenhouse
gases in the earth’s atmosphere. However, California’s actions set an example and drive progress to-
ward a reduction in greenhouse gases elsewhere. If other states and countries were to follow California’s
emission reduction targets, this could avoid medium or higher ranges of global temperature increases.
Thus, severe consequences of climate change could also be avoided.

The ARB Board approved a Climate Change Scoping Plan in December 2008. The Scoping Plan out-
lines the State’s strategy to achieve the 2020 greenhouse gas emissions limit. The Scoping Plan “pro-
poses a comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce overall greenhouse gas emissions in Califor-
nia, improve our environment, reduce our dependence on oil, diversify our energy sources, save energy,
create new jobs, and enhance public health” (California Air Resources Board 2008). The measures in
the Scoping Plan have been in place since 2012.

This Scoping Plan calls for an “ambitious but achievable” reduction in California’s greenhouse gas emis-
sions, cutting approximately 30 percent from business-as-usual emission levels projected for 2020, or
about 10 percent from today’s levels. On a per-capita basis, that means reducing annual emissions of
14 tons of carbon dioxide for every man, woman, and child in California down to about 10 tons per person
by 2020.

In May 2014, CARB released its First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan (CARB 2014). This
Update identifies the next steps for California’s leadership on climate change. While California continues
on its path to meet the near-term 2020 greenhouse gas limit, it must also set a clear path toward long-
term, deep GHG emission reductions. This report highlights California’s success to date in reducing its
GHG emissions and lays the foundation for establishing a broad framework for continued emission re-
ductions beyond 2020, on the path to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

In November 2017, CARB released the 2017 Scoping Plan. This Scoping Plan incorporates, coordi-
nates, and leverages many existing and ongoing efforts and identifies new policies and actions to ac-
complish the State’s climate goals, and includes a description of a suite of specific actions to meet the
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State’s 2030 GHG limit. In addition, Chapter 4 provides a broader description of the many actions and
proposals being explored across the sectors, including the natural resources sector, to achieve the
State’s mid and long-term climate goals.

Guided by legislative direction, the actions identified in the 2017 Scoping Plan reduce overall GHG emis-
sions in California and deliver policy signals that will continue to drive investment and certainty in a low
carbon economy. The 2017 Scoping Plan builds upon the successful framework established by the Initial
Scoping Plan and First Update, while identifying new, technologically feasible, and cost-effective strate-
gies to ensure that California meets its GHG reduction targets in a way that promotes and rewards inno-
vation, continues to foster economic growth, and delivers improvements to the environment and public
health, including in disadvantaged communities. The Plan includes policies to require direct GHG re-
ductions at some of the State’s largest stationary sources and mobile sources. These policies include
the use of lower GHG fuels, efficiency regulations, and the Cap-and-Trade Program, which constrains
and reduces emissions at covered sources.

As the latest, 2017 Scoping Plan builds upon previous versions, Project consistency with applicable
strategies of both the 2008 and 2017 Plan are assessed in the table below. As shown in the table, the
Project sites are consistent with the applicable strategies and would result in a less than significant
impact.

Therefore, the Project sites would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. Furthermore, the Project sites
will also comply with applicable Green Building Standards and City of Commerce’s policies regarding
sustainability (as dictated by the City's General Plan).

Project Consistency with CARB Scoping Plan Policies and Measures'

2008 Scoping Plan Measures to Reduce Greenhouse

Gas Emissions Project Compliance with Measure

California Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards
— Implement adopted standards and planned the second
phase of the program. Align zero-emission vehicles, alter-
native and renewable fuel, and vehicle technology pro-
grams with long-term climate change goals.

Energy Efficiency — Maximize energy efficiency building
and appliance standards; pursue additional efficiency, in-
cluding new technologies, policy, and implementation
mechanisms. Pursue comparable investment in energy
efficiency from all retail providers of electricity in Califor-
nia.

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards;
vehicles that access the Project are required to com-
ply with the standards that will comply with the strat-

egy.

Consistent. The Project will be compliant with the
current Title 24 standards.

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards;
vehicles that access the Project are required to com-
ply with the standards that will comply with the strat-
egy.

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards;
vehicles that access the Project are required to com-
ply with the standards that will comply with the strat-
egy.

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards;
vehicles that access the Project are required to com-
ply with the standards that will comply with the strat-
egy.

Consistent. The California Green Building Stand-
ards Code (proposed Part 11, Title 24) was adopted
as part of the California Building Standards Code in

Low Carbon Fuel Standard — Develop and adopt the Low
Carbon Fuel Standard.

Vehicle Efficiency Measures — Implement light-duty vehi-
cle efficiency measures.

Medium/Heavy-Duty Vehicles — Adopt medium and
heavy-duty vehicle efficiency measures.

Green Building Strategy — Expand the use of green build-
ing practices to reduce the carbon footprint of California’s
new and existing inventory of buildings.

the CCR. Part 11 establishes voluntary standards
that are mandatory in the 2016 edition of the Code,
on planning and design for sustainable site develop-
ment, energy efficiency (in excess of the California
Energy Code requirements), water conservation,
material conservation, and internal air contaminants.
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The Project will be subject to these mandatory
standards.

High Global Warming Potential Gases — Adopt measures
to reduce high global warming potential gases.

Consistent. CARB identified five (5) measures that
reduce HFC emissions from vehicular and commer-
cial refrigeration systems; vehicles that access the
Project are required to comply with the measures
that will comply with the strategy.

Recycling and Waste — Reduce methane emissions at
landfills. Increase waste diversion, composting, and com-
mercial recycling. Move toward zero-waste.

Consistent. The state is currently developing a reg-
ulation to reduce methane emissions from municipal
solid waste landfills. The Project will be required to
comply with City programs, such as City’s recycling
and waste reduction program, which comply, with
the 75 percent reduction required by 2020 per AB
341.

Water — Continue efficiency programs and use cleaner
energy sources to move and treat water.

Consistent. The Project will comply with all applica-
ble City ordinances and CAL Green requirements.

2017 Scoping Plan Recommended Actions to Reduce
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Project Compliance with Recommended Action

Implement Mobile Source Strategy: Further, increase
GHG stringency on all light-duty vehicles beyond existing
Advanced Clean Car regulations.

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards;
vehicles that access the Project are required to com-
ply with the standards that will comply with the strat-
egy.

Implement Mobile Source Strategy: At least 1.5 million
zero-emission and plug-in hybrid light-duty electric vehi-
cles by 2025 and at least 4.2 million zero-emission and
plug-in hybrid light-duty electric vehicles by 2030.

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards;
vehicles that access the Project are required to com-
ply with the standards that will comply with the strat-

egy.

Implement Mobile Source Strategy: Innovative Clean
Transit: Transition to a suite of to-be-determined innova-
tive clean transit options. Assumed 20 percent of new ur-
ban buses purchased beginning in 2018 will be zero-emis-
sion buses with the penetration of zero-emission technol-
ogy ramped up to 100 percent of new sales in 2030. Also,
new natural gas buses, starting in 2018, and diesel buses,
starting in 2020, meet the optional heavy-duty low-NOX
standard.

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards;
vehicles that access the Project are required to com-
ply with the standards that will comply with the strat-

egy.

Implement Mobile Source Strategy: Last-Mile Delivery:
New regulation that would result in the use of low NOX or
cleaner engines and the deployment of increasing num-
bers of zero-emission trucks primarily for class 3-7 last-
mile delivery trucks in California. This measure assumes
ZEVs comprise 2.5 percent of new Class 3—-7 truck sales
in local fleets starting in 2020, increasing to 10 percent in
2025 and remaining flat through 2030.

Consistent. These are CARB enforced standards;
vehicles that access the Project are required to com-
ply with the standards that will comply with the strat-
egy.

Implement SB 350 by 2030: Establish annual targets for
statewide energy efficiency savings and demand reduc-
tion that will achieve a cumulative doubling of statewide
energy efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas end
uses by 2030.

Consistent. The Project will be compliant with the
current Title 24 standards.

By 2019, develop regulations and programs to support or-
ganic waste landfill reduction goals in the SLCP and SB
1383.

Consistent. The Project will be required to comply
with City programs, such as City’s recycling and
waste reduction program, which comply, with the 75
percent reduction required by 2020 per AB 341.

Notes:
1. Source: CARB Scoping Plan (2008 and 2017)

Sources:
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City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008

2. City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

3. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

4. Jillson Site and Harbor Site Residential Development Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Impact

Study — prepared by MD Acoustics LLC, December 20, 2019

IX.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous ma- I:I I:I |X| I:I

terials?

Response:

Hazardous materials are highly regulated in California, including the methods in which they are trans-
ported, used, and stored. The development of a residential project will not result in the transport, use,
or storage of massive quantities of hazardous materials. The City relies on the assistance of the Fire
Department and the County’s Department of Environmental Health in the regulation of hazardous mate-
rials.

The residents of the Project will store and use various chemicals for routine housekeeping and landscap-
ing purposes. Comparable products will be required for the common recreation areas and general Pro-
ject maintenance. However, none of these chemicals will be used in sufficient quantities to pose a threat
to humans or the environment. Project-related impacts associated with the hazardous materials will be
less than significant, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively.

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through reasonably fore-
seeable upset and accident conditions in- I:' ‘X| I:' I:'
volving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment?

Response:

Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street)

Site Demolition and Clearance

The Site is approximately 1.98 acres (including the parking area for the Brenda Villa Aquatic Center) in
size. It flat and currently developed with one and one-half story, 27,376-square-foot, light industrial,
warehouse, and attached office building built in 1956 and an asphalt parking lot associated with the
Aquatic Center. Prior to the mid-1940s, the project area was used for agricultural orchards. A former
railroad spur was located adjacent to the southerly property line and is now an alley. The site is bounded
to the north by Harbor Street, to the west by a commercial warehouse structure, to the east by the Brenda
Villa Aquatic Center, and to the south by an alley. There are power poles on the western boundary.

The existing building and asphalt parking area are proposed for demolition. Prior to any demolition,
compliance with MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2 shall be required.

Possible Site Contaminants

An 8,000-gallon leaded gasoline underground storage tank (UST) was located off of the Property and
along the southwestern perimeter of the asphalt parking lot. It was removed on September 9, 1996,
under the oversight of the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD). Prior testing indicated no soil
impacts above cleanup levels. Therefore, this issue is considered a Historical REC. In light of the pend-
ing change in the use of the Property for residential purposes and the lack of any soil vapor data as part
of the prior testing, Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. prepared both a Phase 1 and a Phase Il Environ-
mental Site Assessment on the property and recommended collecting soil vapor samples in the vicinity
of the former UST area to verify no impact exists above risk-based screening levels. Stantec also rec-
ommended collecting additional soil vapor data at the Property and performing a vapor intrusion human
health risk assessment (VIHHRA) for the Property to evaluate potential risks to future residential
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receptors better. Based on the results of additional assessment and VIHHRA, a determination can be
made if further actions — such as human health risk mitigation measures in the form of vapor barriers
and passive venting — are necessary to address potential vapor intrusion for the planned residential
development. As well, Stantec recommended engaging the California Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC) to provide regulatory oversight of the completed investigations and the proposed human
health risk assessment (HHRA). The intent is to obtain from the DTSC a no further action (NFA) letter
at the completion of any additional Site investigation/potential mitigation activities.

Based on information available at DTSC and City Ventures Homebuilders, LLC (City Ventures), the Pro-
ject site is or may be contaminated with hazardous substances, including volatile organic compounds
and metals, Therefore, on December 17, 2019, City Ventures entered into a Standard Voluntary Agree-
ment with DTSC pursuant to the Health and Safety Code section 25201.9, which authorizes the DTSC
to provide assistance to a person complying with Health and Safety Code Chapter 6.8 and its implement-
ing regulations.

Under the agreement, City Ventures will investigate, remediate, and/or evaluate all releases, threatened
release, and potential releases of any hazardous substance at or from the site under the oversight of
DTSC, including the above-noted needed recommendations of Stantec. The investigation, remediation,
and/or evaluation of all releases will be conducted in accordance with MM HAZ-3.

Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street)

Site Demolition and Clearance

The site is 1.33- acres in size. The site is flat and currently developed with a one and one-half story,
19,629-square-foot, light industrial, warehouse and attached office building constructed in 1949 and as-
sociated asphalt parking area, which is also used as a transitional storage area for miscellaneous house-
hold debris. A review of aerial photos indicates that the property was vacant with a railroad right-of-way
associated with the Atchison Topeka Railroad heading onto the southern portion of the property from
Jillson Street. The railroad right-of away was built around 1936. Then in 1949, the current building was
built. The site is bounded to the north and east by railroad tracks, to the west by Site 2 — Transportation
Center, and to the south by Jillson Street.

The existing building, an asphalt parking area, are proposed for demolition. Prior to any demolition,
compliance with MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2 shall be required.

Possible Site Contaminants

The adjacent Transportation Center at 5555 Jillson Street was listed in various Underground Storage
Tank (UST) environmental databases. The facility received closure from the Los Angeles Regional Wa-
ter Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) on March 26, 2014. Reports reviewed by Stantec indicate the
soil surrounding the former USTs was impacted with xylene, diesel, methyl tert-butyl ether, tert-butyl
alcohol (TBA), and other fuel oxygenates. According to the underground storage tank low-risk case
review form, one 10,000-gallon gasoline fuel underground storage tank (UST) and two 10,000-gallon
diesel fuel USTs were removed in June 2010. Residual concentrations of total petroleum hydrocarbons
as diesel (TPHd) at 1,610 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg), xylenes at 0.051 mg/kg, and MTBE at 0.0068
mg/kg were left in place. Given the proposed change in development to residential and the lack of any
soil vapor data, Stantec recommends collecting soil vapor samples along the western perimeter to verify
no impact exists above risk-based screening levels.

Based on information available at DTSC and City Ventures Homebuilders, LLC (City Ventures), the Pro-
ject site is or may be contaminated with hazardous substances, including volatile organic compounds
and metals, Therefore, on December 17, 2019, City Ventures entered into a Standard Voluntary Agree-
ment with DTSC pursuant to the Health and Safety Code section 25201.9, which authorizes the DTSC
to provide assistance to a person complying with Health and Safety Code Chapter 6.8 and its implement-
ing regulations.

Under the agreement, City Ventures will investigate, remediate, and/or evaluate all releases, threatened
releases, and potential releases of any hazardous substance at or from the site under the oversight of
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DTSC, including the above-noted needed recommendations of Stantec. The investigation, remediation,
and/or evaluation of all releases will be conducted in accordance with MM HAZ-3.

Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street)

Site Demolition and Clearance

The site is 2.43- acres in size. The site is developed with the City of Commerce Transportation Center
office building and a two-story parking structure with a ramp. The first floor of the parking structure is
used for bus parking and maintenance, which includes a dump station for sewage in the northeastern
corner, and a bus wash in the southeastern corner. The northern portion of the on-site building is used
for automobile service. It includes two in-ground hydraulic lifts, an alignment pit, four-post aboveground
lifts, two aboveground scissor lifts, and an in-ground wash clarifier in the western portion of the building,
which is connected to a smaller in-ground clarifier located in the eastern portion of the building. A three-
stage clarifier was observed in the southeastern driveway, which is connected to the bus wash located
in the northeastern portion of the Property. A review of aerial photos indicates that the property was
vacant until around 1936 when a railroad right-of-way associated with the Atchison Topeka Railroad was
built heading onto the northern portion of the property from Jillson Street. Then in 1952/1953, a structure
and parking area were built. Lastly, by 2003 the 1952 structure was demolished, and the existing building
and parking structure were added.

Former underground storage tanks (USTs) were located between the service bay area and the two-story
parking structure in the northern portion of the Property. Given the absence of detected soil impacts
above cleanup levels and the closure of the USTs by the government agencies, this UST is considered
a controlled REC (CREC) to the Property. In addition, the building located in the northern portion of the
Property is used for automobile service with two in-ground hydraulic lifts, an alignment pit, four-post
aboveground lifts, two aboveground scissor lifts, and two in-ground clarifiers. A hydraulic lift pump is
located adjacent to the easternmost lift. As well, there is one 500-gallon waste oil aboveground storage
tank (AST) in the eastern service bay with a small (<5 feet) spill beneath the AST. Eight 250-gallon ASTs
containing new oil are located in the southern portion of the auto service area. Six 60-gallon metal
containers containing new anti-freeze, automatic transmission fluid, and gear oil are located on the first
floor of the parking structure in the southeastern corner. Lastly, a three-stage clarifier is located in the
concrete driveway in the southeastern corner of the Property. The clarifier receives wastewater from the
car wash and is pumped out approximately every six months. Due to the proposed redevelopment plan
for the property to residential use, and the lack of any soil vapor data in relation to the former USTs,
Stantec recommended collecting soil vapor samples to verify no vapor impact exist above risk-based
screening levels.

Based on information available at DTSC and City Ventures Homebuilders, LLC (City Ventures), the Pro-
ject site is or may be contaminated with hazardous substances, including volatile organic compounds
and metals, Therefore, on December 17, 2019, City Ventures entered into a California Land Reuse and
Revitalization Act Program Agreement with DTSC pursuant to the California Land Reuse and Revitali-
zation Act of 2004 (CLRRA).

Under the agreement, City Ventures will implement CLRRA for the assessment and remediation of the
site, including the above-noted needed recommendations of Stantec. The assessment and remediation
will be conducted in accordance with MM HAZ-4.

Construction and Operational Hazards

The Project will not create hazards to the public through upset or accident during the construction pro-
cess; any hazardous materials will be handled, stored, and used in compliance with all Federal, State,
and City regulations. The Project will create single-family attached residences that, when occupied, may
have the storage and use of various chemicals for routine housekeeping and landscaping purposes.
Comparable products will be required for the common recreation areas and general Project mainte-
nance. However, none of these chemicals will be used in sufficient quantities to pose a threat to humans
or the environment.
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Project-related impacts associated with the hazardous materials will be less than significant with mit-
igation, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively.

MM HAZ-1:

MM HAZ-2:

MM HAZ-3:

MM HAZ-4:

Prior to the renovation, refurbishing, or demolition activities of any structures or parking
areas all Asbestos Containing Materials (ACM) and Asbestos Containing Construction
Materials (ACCM) shall be removed by a licensed abatement contractor in accordance
with all applicable laws, including guidelines of the Occupational Safety and Health Ad-
ministration (“OSHA”). If the entire area of asbestos-containing material is not affected
by the renovation, refurbishing, or demolition activities, spot abatement of the material
could be completed, provided it complies with applicable laws and regulations. These
requirements entail only abating the affected areas. If the identified ACM is going to be
managed in-place, then written notification to employees, tenants, contractors, or pur-
chasers of the Property in regard to the presence and location of ACMs and ACCMs is
required pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code 25915.

Historically, certain concealed materials may be present within wall cavities (e.g., elec-
trical wire wrapping, insulation materials, vapor barrier paper, gypsum board, joint com-
pound, etc.) that contain asbestos, and some underground utility piping has been known
to contain asbestos (e.g., Transite pipe). If demolition of the Property includes removal
of on-site portions of underground utilities (storm drains, sewer, domestic water laterals,
etc.), evaluation of the asbestos content of these components must be performed prior
to the removal process. Suspect materials identified in these locations are assumed
positive for asbestos until sampling and analysis indicate otherwise. If, during the course
of a renovation/demolition project, suspect ACMs are discovered that are not included
within any Pre-Demolition Asbestos and Lead-Based Paint Survey, those materials are
to be assumed positive for asbestos unless additional sampling, analysis and/or assess-
ment indicates otherwise.

Prior to renovation, refurbishing, or demolition activities, it is recommended that any
lead-containing paint be stabilized. The paint stabilization work should be performed by
a State of California, Licensed Contractor, who maintains the California Department of
Public Health (CDPH) trained and certified lead workers. Additionally, the work shall be
performed in accordance with the Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) requirements OSHA 29 CFR 1926.62 (Lead — Safety and Health Regulations
for Construction) and the Division of Occupational Safety and Health (DOSH) require-
ments DOSH 8 CCR Section 1532.1 (Lead in Construction Standard).

Prior to and in conjunction with the demolition permit issuance, City Ventures will com-
plete the investigation, remediation, and/or evaluation of all releases on the site in ac-
cordance with the Standard Voluntary Agreement with the DTSC and approved Scope
of Work.

Prior to and in conjunction with the demolition permit issuance, City Ventures will imple-
ment CLRRA for assessment and remediation of the site in accordance with the Califor-
nia Land Reuse and Revitalization Act Program Agreement with the DTSC and approved
Scope of Work.

c¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle haz-

ardous or acutely hazardous materials, sub-
stances, or waste within one-quarter mile of I:I |E I:I I:I

an existing or proposed school?

Response:

The Rosewood Park Elementary School (2353 South Commerce Way) is located approximately 79-feet
from the closest point of Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) and the closest property line of the school
site or .06 of a mile. The closest point of Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street), the furthest
site, and the closest property line of the school site is 897-feet or .72 of a mile.

Demolition and Site Clearance Processes
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As noted in b) above, the site may need to be remediated for hazardous materials on the three sites.
This remediation will be conducted in compliance with California Health and Safety Code, federal, state,
and local laws in addition to all requirements of the DTSC.

Construction and Operational Processes

Through the construction process, any hazardous materials will be handled, stored, and used in compli-
ance with all Federal, State, and City regulations. As noted above, the Project will create single-family
residences that will store and use various chemicals for routine housekeeping and landscaping pur-
poses. Comparable products will be required for the common recreation areas and general Project
maintenance. However, none of these chemicals will be used in sufficient quantities to pose a threat to
humans or the environment.

Compliance with all requirements for demolition and clearance activities of the subject sites in accord-
ance with the DTSC, the California Health and Safety Code, federal, state, and local laws and the imple-
mentation of MM HAZ-1 — MM HAZ-3 will ensure that the school and the occupants of the school property
will be protected. The Project will not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazard-
ous materials, substances, or waste to cause danger to surrounding schools. Therefore, impacts are
less than significant with mitigation, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively to schools will occur.

d) Be located on a site which is included on a
list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a I:I ‘X| I:I I:I
significant hazard to the public or the envi-
ronment?

Response:

See response b) above.

e) For a project located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the project result I:' I:' I:' |X|
in a safety hazard or excessive noise for
people residing or working in the project
area?

Response:

The Project is not located within a Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) area. The
City is not located within two miles of an operational public airport. The nearest airport is EI Monte
Airport, located approximately seven miles to the southwest. The nearest major airport is located in Long
Beach, approximately eighteen miles to the southeast. Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) is located
approximately 28 miles to the northwest.

Given the above information, the Project will have no impact on creating a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the Project area from airport operations, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively.

f) Impair implementation of or physically inter-

fere with an adopted emergency response I:' I:' |X| I:I

plan or emergency evacuation plan?

Response:

Los Angeles County adopted the All-Hazards Mitigation Plan (AHMP), providing a framework for emer-
gency response. As well, the City maintains an Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) that documents City
policies for responding to major emergencies that threaten life, safety, and property. The plan estab-
lishes a chain of command and outlines the responsibilities of various City departments in the event of
an emergency.

The City’s General Plan Exhibit 7-1—Safety Plan shows the location of the City’s Emergency Evacuation
Routes. Neither Jillson Street nor Harbor Street are planned evacuation routes.
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Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) will take access from an existing driveway off Harbor Street. Site
1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) will take access from a single driveway off Jillson Street, which will
serve both this site and the Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street) site. The Project will not
alter the existing circulation pattern in the Project area. Emergency access and evacuation routes will
be unaffected by the Project.

The Project provides adequate access for emergency vehicles, including adequate street widths and
vertical clearance on new streets. Implementation of federal, state, and local laws and regulations in the
construction of this Project would result in less than significant impact.

g) Expose people or structures, either directly

or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, in- I:' I:' I:' |Z|

jury, or death involving wildland fires?

Response:

The Project site is not within a fire hazard zone, as defined by the Los Angeles County AHMP, Figure 7-
1 — Los Angeles County Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones. Fire protection is provided by the Los
Angeles County Fire Department. The placement of the buildings has been configured for fire access in
case of an emergency. The Project will not expose people or structures to significant risks associated
with wildfires and, therefore, no impact, directly, indirectly or cumulatively will occur.

Sources:

1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008
» Exhibit 7-1 — Safety Plan

2. City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

3. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

4. Section 19.19.120 — Hazardous Material and Waste

5. Montebello Unified School District website — accessed March 21, 2020

6. Commerce A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment — prepared by Stantec Consulting Ser-
vices, Inc., February 11, 2019

7. Commerce B Phase | Environmental Site Assessment — prepared by Stantec Consulting Ser-

vices, Inc., February 5, 2019

8. Commerce 2 Phase | Environmental Site Assessment — prepared by Stantec Consulting Ser-
vices, Inc., April 1, 2019

9. Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment Commerce A — prepared by Stantec Consulting Ser-
vices, Inc., July 12, 2019

10. Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment Commerce A — prepared by Stantec Consulting Ser-
vices, Inc., July 12, 2019

11. Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment Commerce 2 — prepared by Stantec Consulting Ser-
vices, Inc., July 12, 2019

12. Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission website and GIS mapping — accessed March
20, 2020

13. Los Angeles County Local All-Hazards Mitigation Plan — adopted 2014
» Figure 7-1 — Los Angeles County Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones

14. Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) Program — https://www.epa.gov/toxics-release-inventory-tri-pro-
gram/learn-about-toxics-release-inventory

15. DTSC — ENVIROSTOR - https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY — Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise sub-
stantially degrade surface or groundwater I:I I:I IE I:I

quality?

Response:
See responses in Section XVX below for further information on water and wastewater.

Water — All Three Project Sites
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Senate Bill (SB) 610 (Chapter 643, Statutes of 2001; Water Code Sections 10910-10915) made changes
to the Urban Water Management Planning Act to require additional information in UWMPs if groundwater
is identified as a source available to the supplier. The information required includes a copy of any
groundwater management plan adopted by the supplier, a copy of the adjudication order or decree for
adjudicated basins, and if non-adjudicated, whether the basin has been identified as being over-drafted
or projected to be over-drafted in the most current DWR publication on that basin. If the basin is in
overdraft, that plan must include current efforts to eliminate any long-term overdraft. A key provision in
SB 610 requires that large development projects supplied with water from a public water system and
subject to CEQA be provided a specified water supply assessment, except as specified in the law. Large
development projects include those with 500 or more residential units, 500,000 square feet of retail,
commercial space, or 250,000 square feet of commercial office space. These assessments, prepared
by “public water systems” responsible for service, address whether there are adequate existing or pro-
jected water supplies available to serve proposed projects, in addition to urban and agricultural demands
and other anticipated development in the service area in which the project is located.

SB 221 (Chapter 642, Statutes of 2001; Government Code Section 66473.7) prohibits approval of sub-
divisions consisting of more than 500 dwelling units unless there is verification of sufficient water supplies
for the project from the applicable water supplier(s). This requirement also applies to approvals that
would increase the number of service connections by 10% or more for public water systems with less
than 500 service connections. The law defines criteria for determining “sufficient water supply,” such as
using normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry year hydrology and identifying the amount of water that the
supplier can rely on to meet existing and future planned uses. Rights to extract additional groundwater,
if used for the project, must be substantiated.

The Project proposes 133 single-family attached residential units that will be served by California Water
Service Company East Los Angeles District (Cal Water). Since the Project proposes less than 500
dwelling units, a water supply assessment (WSA) was not required.

Cal Water will provide water to the three Project sites and has provided “will serve” letters for all three
sites on January 12, 2020. Cal Water has operated the City of Commerce’s water system since 1985.
They receive their water supplies from two sources: the Metropolitan Water District and underground
wells. A total of twelve wells pump water from the underlying Los Angeles Basin. Well depths throughout
the City range from 270 to 659-feet, but most wells extend about 300-feet below the ground surface.

Groundwater — All Three Project Sites

Groundwater aquifers are recharged frequently in an effort to maintain the natural level of the Los Ange-
les Basin. Water supplies are also maintained above ground in reservoir tanks. Cal Water owns four
tanks. Two have a capacity of 500,000 gallons, one has a capacity of one million gallons, and one has
a capacity of 2.5-million gallons. In general, the City’s water quality is good. The State Department of
Health monitors the water quality, and according to Health Department engineers, Commerce has had
relatively few problems with well contamination. On a few occasions, manganese levels have exceeded
the safety standards set forth by the Safe Water Drinking Act, but corrective measures have effectively
mitigated these problems.

Groundwater was encountered during Alta’s Investigation at a depth of approximately 47-feet below the
ground surface. The regional groundwater map indicates that the historic high groundwater level is
between 30- and 40-feet below the ground surface (CDMG, 1998). Grading for the Project will not extend
to depths where groundwater can be encountered. As noted above, construction on the Project sites
will comply with the requirements of Chapter 6.17 -- Stormwater and Runoff Pollution Control of the
Municipal Code. As such a Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) Plan has been prepared con-
sistent with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works LID Manual and the intent of the
NPDES stormwater requirements (State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002,
dated July 1, 2010) and_Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater/NPDES Permit Order R4-2012-0175.
In addition, the applicant will be required to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Preventions Program
(SQPPP) pursuant to the General Construction Activity NPDES regulations.
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Water supply in the City is derived from local groundwater wells operated and maintained by the Califor-
nia Water Service Company and imported water from the Metropolitan Water District (MWD).

Sewer Wastewater — All Three Project Sites

The Project will be served by the Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) sewer infrastructure.
The LACSD maintains and operates the sewer system in the City of Commerce. The Project area is
served by the Los Angeles County Sanitation District No. 2. After the sewage is collected locally and
delivered to the regional trunk lines, wastewater will flow south toward the Los Coyotes Water Reclama-
tion Plant of LACSD in the City of Cerritos or the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant located in the City
of Carson. The Los Coyotes WRP has a design capacity of 37.5 million gallons per day (mgd) and
currently processes an average flow of 21.1 mgd. The Joint Water Pollution Control Plant has a design
capacity of 400 mgd and currently processes an average flow of 20.4 mgd. The Los Coyotes Water
Reclamation Plant currently produces an average recycled water flow of 20.5 million gallons a day (mgd),
and the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant currently produces an average recycled water flow of 256.4
mgd.

On December 2, 2019, the LACSD provided “will serve” letters for the Site 1A — Harbor and Site 1B —
Jillson 1 sites. On December 4, 2019, they provided a “will serve” letter for the Site 2 — Transportation
Center site. The “will serve” letters indicate that the LACSD has adequate capacity and infrastructure to
serve the Project sites.

In addition, a Sewer Area Study was prepared for Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street), indicating that
the existing sewer system analyzed in the area study has a design capacity above the calculated cumu-
lative flow with the Project. The peak discharge at the downstream end of the sewer system 8” pipe
entering the County Sanitation District No. 2 existing 33” sewer trunk main is calculated to be a rate of
0.2399 cfs with a flow depth of 2.89 inches. Therefore, the existing sewer system has adequate capacity
for the proposed development.

Another Sewer Area Study was prepared for Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) and Site 2 — Trans-
portation Center (5555 Jillson Street), indicating the existing sewer system analyzed in the area study
has a design capacity above the calculated cumulative flow for the Project. The peak discharge at the
downstream end of the sewer system 8” pipe entering the County Sanitation District No. 2 existing 33"
sewer trunk main is calculated to be a rate of 0.20 cfs with a flow depth of 2.97 inches. Therefore, the
existing sewer system has adequate capacity for the proposed development.

Storm Drain Wastewater — Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street)

Elevations onsite range between approximately 146-feet to 143-feet above mean sea level (msl) with a
relatively low point toward the south. The site generally surface flows southeasterly with no signs of
existing storm drain inlets on the site. There is an existing 66” Reinforced Concrete Pipe (RCP) Los
Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) storm drain located 8-feet north of the centerline of
Harbor Street, flowing easterly. It joins an existing 12’ wide by 7’-6” deep reinforced box culvert (RCB),
flowing southeasterly in a 20’ easement along the easterly property line. Both drains are shallow, with
only a few feet of cover.

Proposed site drainage will be conveyed as surface flow to the proposed private drive aisles, as well as
to a series of area drains connecting to storm drain treatment facilities. Surface flow to the proposed
private drive aisles will be captured by two (2) proposed curb-inlet catch basins. Low flows will be di-
rected to the proposed Modular Wetlands System (MWS) Biofiltration vaults for water quality treatment.
The treated runoff will then be conveyed to a proposed underground detention system prior to discharg-
ing to the existing LACFCD facility. During larger storm events, stormwater runoff will be conveyed to a
proposed underground detention system equipped with an orifice to mitigate the peak discharge rate to
the allowable peak flowrate (Allowable Q) provided Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
(LACDPW). For emergency overflow, the runoff will bubble out of the lowest proposed catch basin lo-
cated at the southeast corner of the Project site and outlet onto the open space toward Jillson Street.

Although the results of the Hydrology Study demonstrate that the proposed condition of the site will
generate a lower peak runoff flowrate than the existing condition of the site, the allowable Q that LA
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County provided in comparison to the Q that the proposed condition of the site results in the need for an
on-site detention system. The proposed 130 linear feet of 60” pipe for the Project provides storage of
2,553 cubic feet for the detention system, which is greater than the required storage that is calculated to
be 2,529 cubic feet. The proposed 6” diameter orifice for the Project site mitigates the peak discharge
rate of 1.590 cfs, which complies with the LA County’s allowable peak flowrate of 1.766 cfs.

The proposed development will be graded to allow for multiple low points throughout the site equipped
with curb inlet catch basins to capture and convey stormwater to the proposed storm drain system. The
proposed storm drain system will convey flows to a proposed on-site stormwater pump station. Low
flows will be diverted to proposed MWS Biodfiltration Vaults prior to entering the proposed storm drain
system. In the event the storm drain system becomes clogged, the proposed grading will facilitate emer-
gency overflow out of the lowest proposed catch basin located at the southeast corner of the Project site
and outlet onto the open space toward Jillson Street.

Storm Drain Wastewater — Site 1B — Jillson 1 (56625 Jillson Street)

The site generally sheet flows southerly toward Jillson Street. There is an existing Los Angeles County
Flood Control District (LACFCD) 12’ wide by 7°-6” deep reinforced box culvert (RCB) flowing southeast-
erly in a 20’ easement offsite, along the easterly line of the existing abandoned railroad spur and extend-
ing northwesterly along the existing City parking lot. The RCB turns and extends easterly in Jillson
Street. The RCB is shallow, with only a few feet of cover. There is an existing catch basin located on
the northerly curb line of Jillson Street near the eastern boundary of the site. This catch basin connects
to the existing RCB, as described.

Proposed site drainage will be conveyed as surface flow to proposed private drive aisles, as well as to a
series of area drains connecting to storm drain treatment facilities. Surface flow to the proposed private
drive aisles will be captured by proposed curb-inlet catch basins. Low flows will be directed to the pro-
posed MWS Biofiltration vaults for water quality treatment. The treated runoff will then be conveyed to
a proposed underground detention system prior to a pump station, where runoff gets discharge to a
parkway drain toward the existing LACFCD facility catch basin on Jillson Street. During larger storm
events, stormwater runoff will be conveyed to a proposed underground detention system equipped with
an orifice to mitigate the peak discharge rate to the allowable peak flowrate (Allowable Q) provided Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW). For emergency overflow, the runoff will bubble
out of the lowest proposed catch basin located at the southwest corner of the Project site and outlet onto
Jillson Street.

The results of the Hydrology Study demonstrate that the proposed condition of the site will generate a
higher peak runoff flowrate than the existing condition of the site. Also, the allowable Q that LA County
provided in comparison to the Q that the proposed condition of the site results in the need for an on-site
detention system. The proposed 140 linear feet of 60” pipe for the Project provides storage of 2,749
cubic feet for the detention system, which is greater than the required storage that is calculated to be
2,672 cubic feet. The proposed 4” diameter orifice for the Project site mitigates the peak discharge rate
of 1.590 cfs, which complies with the LA County’s allowable peak flowrate of 1.6224 cfs.

The proposed development will be graded to a single low point of the site equipped with curb inlet catch
basins to capture and convey stormwater to the proposed storm drain system. The proposed storm drain
system will convey flows to a proposed on-site detention system then to a pump station that pumps out
to a parkway drain. Low flows will be diverted to proposed MWS Biofiltration Vaults prior to entering the
proposed storm drain system. In the event the storm drain system becomes clogged, the proposed
grading will facilitate emergency overflow by draining the Project site out of the proposed catch basin
located at the southwesterly corner of the Project site and outlet to a parkway drain on Jillson Street.

Storm Drain Wastewater — Site 2 — Transportation Center (6555 Jillson Street)

The site generally sheet flows southerly toward Jillson Street. There is an existing Los Angeles County
Flood Control District (LACFCD) 12’ wide by 7°-6” deep reinforced box culvert (RCB) flowing southeast-
erly offsite, along the easterly line of the existing abandoned railroad spur and extending northwesterly
along the existing City parking lot. The RCB turns and extends easterly in Jillson Street. The RCB is
shallow, with only a few feet of cover. There is an existing catch basin located on the northerly curb line
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of Jillson Street near the eastern boundary of the site. This catch basin connects to the existing RCB,
as described.

Proposed site drainage will be conveyed as surface flow to the proposed private drive aisles, as well as
to a series of area drains connecting to storm drain treatment facilities. Surface flow to the proposed
private drive aisles will be captured by proposed curb-inlet catch basins, and three (3) proposed drop-
inlet catch basins. Low flows will be directed to proposed MWS Biofiltration vaults for water quality
treatment. The treated runoff will then be conveyed to a proposed underground detention system prior
to a pump station, where runoff gets discharge to a parkway drain toward the existing LACFCD facility
catch basin on Jillson Street. During larger storm events, stormwater runoff will be conveyed to a pro-
posed underground detention system equipped with an orifice to mitigate the peak discharge rate to the
allowable peak flowrate (Allowable Q) provided Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LAC-
DPW). For emergency overflow, the runoff will bubble out of the proposed catch basin located at the
southeast corner of the Project site and outlet onto Jillson Street.

Although the results of the Hydrology Study demonstrate that the proposed condition of the site will
generate a lower peak runoff flowrate than the existing condition of the site, the allowable Q that LA
County provided in comparison to the Q that the proposed condition of the site results in the need for an
on-site detention system. The proposed 150 linear feet of 60” pipe for the Project provides storage of
2,945 cubic feet for the detention system, which is greater than the required storage that is calculated to
be 2,916 cubic feet. The proposed 6” diameter orifice for the Project site mitigates the peak discharge
rate of 1.924 cfs, which complies with the LA County’s allowable peak flowrate of 1.9872 cfs.

The proposed development will be graded to a single low point, the site equipped with curb inlet catch
basins to capture and convey stormwater to the proposed storm drain system. The proposed storm drain
system will convey flows to a proposed on-site detention system then to a pump station that pumps out
to a parkway drain. Low flows will be diverted to proposed MWS Biofiltration Vaults prior to entering the
proposed storm drain system. In the event the storm drain system becomes clogged, the proposed
grading will facilitate emergency overflow by draining the Project site out of the proposed catch basin
located at the southeasterly corner of the Project site and outlet onto Jillson Street.

The Project will comply with the requirements of Chapter 6.17 -- Stormwater and Runoff Pollution Control
of the Municipal Code. As such a Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) Plan has been prepared
consistent with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works LID Manual and the intent of the
NPDES stormwater requirements (State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002,
dated July 1, 2010) and_Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater/NPDES Permit Order R4-2012-0175.
In addition, the applicant will be required to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Preventions Program
(SQPPP) pursuant to the General Construction Activity NPDES regulations.

The Project design and compliance with existing federal, state, and local water quality laws and regula-
tions related to water quality and waste discharge standards will ensure a less than significant impact,
directly, indirectly, and cumulatively to water quality and discharge.

b) Substantially decrease groundwater sup-
plies or interfere substantially with ground-
water recharge such that the project may I:' I:' |X| I:'
impede sustainable groundwater manage-
ment of the basin?

Response:

Grading for the Project will not extend to depths where groundwater can be encountered. As noted
above, construction on the Project sites will comply with the requirements of Chapter 6.17 -- Stormwater
and Runoff Pollution Control of the Municipal Code. As such a Preliminary Low Impact Development
(LID) Plan has been prepared consistent with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works LID
Manual and the intent of the NPDES stormwater requirements (State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water
Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ,
NPDES No. CAS000002, dated July 1, 2010) and_Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater/NPDES
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Permit Order R4-2012-0175. In addition, the applicant will be required to prepare a Stormwater Pollution
Preventions Program (SQPPP) pursuant to the General Construction Activity NPDES regulations.

The Project will be served by Cal Water through existing water lines and will not impact groundwater.
The Project will be required to comply with City’s water-efficiency requirements, including the use of
drought-tolerant planting materials and limited landscaping irrigation, as well as all water restrictions
imposed by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW) at the time the Project is
constructed. Implementation of these and other applicable requirements, including those noted in Re-
sponse X a) above, will assure that water-related impacts to groundwater recharge are reduced to less
than significant, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively.

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which

would:
i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on-

or off-site? I:I I:I |X| I:I
Response:

There are no natural drainages on the Project sites, and therefore the Project will not alter any existing
drainage patterns that would lead to on- or off-site siltation or erosion. Project construction will be limited
to the three Project sites. The closest body of water to the Project sites is the Los Angeles River located
over a mile to the southwest of the Project site.

The Project, once built, will change the site’s drainage patterns. Currently, the three sites are developed
with buildings. The Project proposes the demolition of these structures and the construction of new build-
ings and parking areas. Following the development, the majority of the site, except for the landscaped
areas, will be covered over in impervious surfaces.

The Project will comply with the requirements of Chapter 6.17 -- Stormwater and Runoff Pollution Control
of the Municipal Code. As such a Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) Plan has been prepared
consistent with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works LID Manual and the intent of the
NPDES stormwater requirements (State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002,
dated July 1, 2010) and Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater/NPDES Permit Order R4-2012-0175.

The property owner shall have primary responsibility and significant authority for the implementation,
maintenance, and inspection of the property BMPs. Duties of the Owner include but are not limited to:

e Implementing all elements of the LID, including but not limited to:

o Implementation of prompt and effective erosion and sediment control measures

o Implementing all non-stormwater management, and materials and waste management ac-
tivities, such as monitoring, discharges, general site clean-up; vehicle and equipment clean-
ing, spill control; good construction housekeeping to ensure that no materials other than
stormwater are discharged which may have an adverse effect on receiving waters or storm
drain systems, etc.

Pre-storm inspections

Storm event inspections

Post-storm inspections

Routine inspections as described in the LID

Ensuring elimination of all unauthorized discharges

The Owner shall be assigned authority to mobilize crews in order to make immediate repairs to

the control measures.

e Coordinate all of the necessary corrections/repairs are made immediately, and that the project
complies with the LID at all times.

e Managing and report any lllicit Connections or lllegal Discharges.
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The implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) required by the City and implemented
through the Project’s Low Impact Development (LID) Plan will mitigate potential erosion impacts to less
than significant, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively.

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of

surface runoff in a manner that would result I:' I:' IE I:I

in flooding on- or offsite?

Response:

In addition to Response X a) & b) above, the design and implementation of the basins will be reviewed
and approved by the City Engineer as well as the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works
(LACDPW) to assure compliance with all applicable local, state, and Federal standards.

Implementation of these and other applicable requirements will assure that drainage and stormwater will
not create or contribute water, which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drain-
age systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, the Project will have
a less than significant impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively to the rate or amount of surface runoff
in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site.

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or I:' I:' IE I:'
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

Response:

See Response X a) & b) above.

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? [ ] [ ] X ]

Response:

No signs of flooding were observed when Alta did their field investigation for the Geotechnical Investiga-
tion. Proposed site drainage will be conveyed as described in Response X a) above. su

As described throughout this section X, the Project will be required to comply with all applicable water
quality standards. To further minimize potential water quality degradation, the Project will be connected
to the sewer system and on-site/off-site stormwater conveyance system. Project-related water quality
degradation impacts will be less than significant, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively.

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones,

risk release of pollutants due to project inun- I:' I:' |X| I:'

dation?

Response:

A seiche and tsunami are defined below. Since the Project site is not located near a body of water or
the ocean, the Project is not subject to these hazards.

A seiche is a temporary disturbance or oscillation in the water level of a lake or partially enclosed body
of water, especially one caused by changes in atmospheric pressure.

Tsunami is a long high sea wave caused by an earthquake, submarine landslide, or other disturbance.

The Project site is not located within a 100-year mapped flood zone (FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map
No. 06037C1815F (September 26, 2008). The Project would redirect on-site drainage patterns; how-
ever, it would not impede or redirect flood flows. As referenced, all drainage would be managed to
ensure pre-construction flows off-site are maintained. The Project would not expose people or structures
to flood hazards from severe storm events.

Compliance with existing Federal, State, and local flood hazard laws and regulations as they pertain to
the design of the Project will result in a less than significant flood hazard impact, directly, indirectly,
and cumulatively.
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e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a

water quality control plan or sustainable I:' I:' IX’ I:'

groundwater management plan?

Response:

As noted throughout this Section, the Project will comply with all City, County, State, and Federal re-
quirements for water quality and sustainable groundwater. Compliance with existing Federal, State, and
local flood hazard laws and regulations as they pertain to the design of the Project will result in a less
than significant flood hazard impact, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively.

Sources:

1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008

City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

4. https://library.municode.com/ca/commerce/codes/code_of ordinances?no-
deld=TIT6HESA CH6.18FLMAREChapter 6.18 — Floodplain Management Require-

ments

Chapter 13.04 — Sewers

FEMA Flood Map Service Center: Search By Address website, accessed March 22, 2020

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works LID Manual

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Sys-

tem (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and

Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002 dated July 1,

2010

. Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater/NPDES Permit Order R4-2012-0175

10. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation 5550 Harbor Street, 5625 Jillson Street and 5555 Jillson
Street, Commerce 1A, 1B and 2 — prepared by Alta California Geotechnical Inc., October 21,
2019

11. Preliminary Hydrology Study TTM 82890 5550 Harbor Street — prepared by C&V Consulting,
Inc., November 2019

12. Preliminary Hydrology Study TTM 82891 5625 Jillson Street — prepared by C&V Consulting, Inc.,
December 2019

13. Preliminary Hydrology Study TTM 82892 5555 Jillson Street — prepared by C&V Consulting, Inc.,
December 2019

14. Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) Plan 5550 Harbor Street — prepared by C&V Con-
sulting, Inc., December 2019

15. Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) Plan 5625 Jillson Street — prepared by C&V Con-
sulting, Inc., December 2019

16. Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) Plan 5555 Jillson Street — prepared by C&V Con-
sulting, Inc., December 2019

17. Sewer Area Study TTM No. 82890 PC 3067 SMD Index 1915, 1916 — prepared by C&V Con-
sulting, Inc., April 2020

18. Sewer Area Study TTM No. 82891 PC 87-1 SMD Index 1916 — prepared by C&V Consulting,
Inc., April 2020

w

©®NoOO

Xl. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:

a) Physically divide an established commu-
nity? I:' I:' |X| |:|

Response:

The three Project sites are currently developed with warehouse/office buildings and the City’s Transpor-
tation Center. The sites are generally surrounded by single-family residential and a school to the north,
the Aquatic Center, and City Hall to the east, commercial and parking areas to the south, and warehouse
with manufacturing to the west.

The Project sites are General Plan designated for the Housing Opportunity land use designation and
located within the Rosewood Planning Area. This land use designation permits the existing manufactur-
ing uses to recycle to residential development. At such time the property owner determines industrial
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uses are no longer economically viable, the property must transition to residential uses. The permitted
residential development densities range from 0 to 27 units per acre, yielding a population density of
approximately 103 persons per acre.

The development of additional single-family attached residences will not divide an existing community,
but rather will expand an existing community by redeveloping an area of underutilized office/warehouse
and manufacturing uses and providing much-needed housing opportunities.

Pursuant to the City’s General Plan, the land use designation of Housing Opportunity is consistent with
the proposed M-2 -- Heavy Industrial and HOO — Housing Opportunity Overlay Zoning category; there-
fore, a less than significant impact either directly, indirectly or cumulatively will occur to an established
community.

b) Cause a significant environmental impact
due to a conflict with any land use plan, pol-
icy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of I:' I:' IX’ I:'
avoiding or mitigating an environmental ef-
fect?

Response:

The Project will be a single-family attached residential development, consistent with the existing land
use designation, supporting the General Plan’s goals and policies relating to a variety of housing types
and intensities. The Project will not result in a change to plans, policies, or regulations established in the
General Plan or Zoning Ordinance; therefore, less than significant impact, directly, indirectly or cumu-
latively to any land use plans or zoning will occur.

Sources:

1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008
City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

3. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

Xll. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known

mineral resource that would be of value to I:' I:' |X| I:'

the region and the residents of the state?

Response:

The City is not located within a Significant Mineral Aggregate Resource Area, nor is it located in an area
with active mineral extraction activities. As well, the Project sites are not used for mineral, oil, or energy
extraction. The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) Mineral Land Classification system, des-
ignates the City as being located in the San Gabriel Production-Consumption Region identified as the
Portland cement concrete-grade aggregate. However, as indicated in the San Gabriel Valley P-C region
MRZ-2 map, the Project site is not located in an area where there are significant aggregate resources
present. In addition, the Project sites are not located in an area with active mineral extraction activities.

Since the Project site occurs in an urban setting and is not suitable for mineral resource land uses, the
Project will have a less than significant impact, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively to mineral re-
sources.

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific I:I I:I I:I |X|

plan, or other land-use plan?

Response:

The Project site is not delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land-use plan. It will,
therefore, have no impact, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively to the availability of important mineral
resources.

Sources:
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1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008

2. City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

3. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

4. California Department of Conservation California Geologic Survey CGS Information Warehouse:
Mineral Land Classification, GIS, accessed March 22, 2020

5. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation 5550 Harbor Street, 5625 Jillson Street and 5555 Jillson
Street, Commerce 1A, 1B and 2 — prepared by Alta California Geotechnical Inc., October 21,
2019

Xlll.  NOISE — Would the project result in:

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the vicinity of the project in excess of
standards established in the local general I:I & I:I I:I
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

Response:
A Noise Impact Study was prepared for the Project by MD Acoustics. The results follow below.

Existing Noise Environment

Three (3) 24-hour ambient noise measurements were conducted at the Project sites. Noise measure-
ments were taken to determine the existing ambient noise levels. Noise data indicates that traffic along
Harbor Street and Jillson Street are the primary sources of noise impacting the sites and the surrounding
area.

Long-Term Noise Measurement Results

The noise data ranges from 59.5 to 68.4 dBA CNEL. Noise data indicates the ambient noise levels range
between 58.8 to 64.7 dBA Leq. The measured noise levels and field notes indicate that traffic noise is the
main source of noise impacting the Project sites

Measurement Location

" O

°: Measurement
location

Future Noise Environment Impacts and Mitigation

This assessment analyzes future noise impacts on the Project and compares the results to the City’s
Noise Standards. The analysis details the estimated exterior noise levels associated with traffic from
adjacent roadway sources.
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Off-site Traffic Noise Impact

The potential off-site noise impacts caused by the increase in vehicular traffic as a result of the Project
were calculated at a distance of 50 feet. The distance to the 55, 60, 65, and 70 dBA CNEL noise contours
are also provided for reference. The noise level at 50 feet is representative of approximate distances to
existing homes along the subject roadway. The noise contours were calculated for the following scenar-
ios and conditions:

e Existing Condition: This scenario refers to the existing year traffic noise condition and is demon-
strated in the table below.

e Existing + Project Condition: This scenario refers to the existing year plus project traffic noise
condition and is demonstrated in the table below.

Existing + Project Scenario Comparison

The table below provides the Existing and Existing + Project noise conditions and shows the change in
noise level as a result of the proposed Project. As shown in the table, the increase in traffic noise for the
Existing and Existing + Project scenario would have a slight increase of 0.2 dBA at Site 1A — Harbor
(5550 Harbor Street), 0.5 dBA at Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street), and 0.3 dBA at Site 2 — Trans-
portation Center (5555 Jillson Street) at 50 feet from the centerline of the subject roadway. Since nearby
roads like S Eastern Ave and I-5 have a significant impact on the sites, this increase will likely be imper-
ceptible at all sites.

Existing Scenario — Noise Levels Along Roadways (dBA, CNEL)

CNEL Distance to Contour (Ft)
. at 50 Ft 70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
HERGIE 2l (dBA) CNEL CNEL CNEL CNEL
Site 1A — Harbor
Harbor St (5550 Harbor Street) 59.5 4 14 45 142
. Site 1B — Jillson 1
Jillson St (5625 Jillson Street) 60.0 5 16 50 157
Site 2 — Transporta-
Jillson St tion Center (5555 Jill- 60.0 5 16 50 157
son Street)
Existing With Project Exterior Noise Levels
CNEL Distance to Contour (Ft)
. at 50 Ft 70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 55 dBA
HERGIE 2l (dBA) CNEL CNEL CNEL CNEL
Site 1A — Harbor
Harbor St (5550 Harbor Street) 59.7 5 15 46 147
. Site 1B — Jillson 1
Jillson St (5625 Jillson Street) 60.3 5 17 53 168
Site 2 — Transporta-
Jillson St tion Center (5555 Jill- 60.5 6 18 50 159
son Street)
Change in Existing Noise Levels as a Result of Project
CNEL at 50 Feet dBA?
Existing Existing | Change in Ps<>iter:1itf|ie_zl
Roadway" Site Without With Noise cagt -
Project Project Level
pact
Site 1A — Harbor
Harbor St (5550 Harbor Street) 59.5 59.7 0.2 NO
. Site 1B — Jillson 1
Jillson St (5625 Jillson Street) 60.0 60.3 0.3 NO
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Site 2 — Transporta-
Jillson St tion Center (5555 Jill- 60.0 60.5 0.5 NO
son Street)

Notes:

" Exterior noise levels calculated at 5 feet above ground level.

2Noise levels calculated from the centerline of the subject roadway.

On-site Traffic Noise Impact

The onsite traffic noise impact on the Project sites will range between 60 to 65 dBA CNEL, which is
consistent with the City’s General Plan Noise Element for residential uses. No additional mitigation is
required for exterior areas (e.g., patios).

Interior Noise Levels

The future interior noise level was calculated for the sensitive receptor locations using a typical “windows
open” and “windows closed” condition. A “windows open” condition assumes 12 dBA of noise attenua-
tion from the exterior noise level. A “windows closed” condition” assumes 20 dBA of noise attenuation
from the exterior noise level. The table below reflects the first and second-floor interior noise levels for
the Project sites.

Future Interior Noise Levels (dBA CNEL)

Interior Noise Interior Noise Level STC Ratin
Roadway Noise Reduction Re- w/ Typical Residen- for Windovs?s
. . Level at quired to Meet tial Windows (STC2 .
Location Noise Buildi p . 25 Facing Sub-
Source uilding Interior Noise : ) : ject Road-
Facade! Standard of 45 | Window | Windows e
dBA CNEL Open? | Closed® y
1st Row Units Along
Harbor Site Property | Harbor St 60.0 13.8 46.8 38.8 28
Line
1st Row Units Along
Jillson Site 1 Property | Jillson St 64.7 19.7 52.7 447 28
Line
1st Row Units Along
Jillson Site 2 Property | Jillson St 65.0 20.0 53.0 45.0 28
Line
Notes:
" Noise level projected based on traffic noise projections from Table 2, see Appendix A.
2 A minimum of 12 dBA noise reduction is assumed with a "windows open" condition.
3 A minimum of 20 dBA noise reduction is assumed with a "windows closed" condition.
“ Indicates the required STC rating to meet the interior noise standard.

As shown in the table, the interior noise level will range from 46.8 to 53.0 dBA CNEL with the windows
open and 38.8 to 45.0 dBA CNEL with the windows closed.

To meet the City’s interior 45 dBA CNEL standard, a “windows closed” condition is required. The win-
dows and sliding glass doors directly facing Jillson Street or Harbor Street will require a minimum STC
rating of 28 (MM NOI-1). A “windows closed” condition simply means that in order to achieve a 45 dBA
CNEL interior noise level, the windows must be closed and does not mean the windows must be fixed.

Therefore, the Project will have a less than significant impact with mitigation on interior noise.

MM NOI-1: The Project will require a minimum of windows with an STC rating of 28 or higher to meet

the City’s 45 dBA CNEL requirement.

Construction Noise Impact

The degree of construction noise may vary for different areas of the Project sites and also vary depending
on the construction activities. Noise levels associated with the construction will vary with the different
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phases of construction. The construction noise and vibration level projections are provided in the sec-
tions below.

Construction Noise

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has compiled data regarding the noise generated charac-
teristics of typical construction activities. The data is presented in the table below.

Typical Construction Noise Levels'

Equipment Powered by Internal Combustion Engines

Type [ Noise Levels (dBA) at 50 Feet
Earth Moving
Compactors (Rollers) 73-76
Front Loaders 73 -84
Backhoes 73-92
Tractors 75-95
Scrapers, Graders 78 - 92
Pavers 85 - 87
Trucks 81-94
Materials Handling
Concrete Mixers 72 -87
Concrete Pumps 81-83
Cranes (Movable) 72 - 86
Cranes (Derrick) 85 - 87
Stationary
Pumps 68 - 71
Generators 71-83
Compressors 75 - 86
Impact Equipment
Type Noise Levels (dBA) at 50 Feet

Saws 71-82
Vibrators 68 - 82
Notes:

' Referenced Noise Levels from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Construction is anticipated to occur during the permissible hours, according to the City’s Municipal Code.
Construction noise is considered a short-term impact and would be considered significant if construction
activities are taken outside the allowable times, as described in the County’s Municipal Code (12.08.440).
Construction noise will have a temporary or periodic increase in the ambient noise level above the exist-
ing within the project vicinity. Furthermore, noise reduction measures are provided to reduce construc-
tion noise further. Construction noise level projections are provided in the table below.

Typical operating cycles for these types of construction equipment may involve one or two minutes of
full power operation followed by three to four minutes at lower power settings. Noise levels will be loudest
during the grading phase at 80.5 dBA at the nearest sensitive receptor. Site 1 is 100 feet to the nearest
sensitive receptor, site 2 is 118 feet to the nearest sensitive receptor, and site 3 is 400 feet from the
nearest sensitive receptor.

Construction Noise Levels
Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street)

Exceeds
. . Reduction Mitigated | Increase Standard
Phase iz?ss;rt:‘tll;? AL': bl(f]';t with Muf- Noise from with Reduc-
q flers Level Ambient tion
Measures?
Demo 80.5 58.8 -15 66.3 7.5 NO
Site Preparation 78.6 58.8 -15 64.8 6.0 NO
Grading 78.6 58.8 -15 64.8 6.0 NO
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Building Construc-
tion 74.8 58.8 -15 62.3 3.5 NO
Paving 79.9 58.8 -15 65.9 71 NO
Architectural Coat-
ing 70.0 58.8 -15 60.3 1.5 NO
Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street)
Exceeds
Construction | Ambient Reduction Mitigated | Increase Standard
Phase Noise Level' Leq(h) with Muf- Noise from with Reduc-
flers Level Ambient tion
Measures?
Demo 79.0 58.8 -15 65.1 6.3 NO
Site Preparation 77.2 58.8 -15 63.8 5.0 NO
Grading 77.2 58.8 -15 63.8 5.0 NO
Building Construc-
tion 73.3 58.8 -15 61.6 2.8 NO
Paving 78.4 58.8 -15 64.7 5.9 NO
Architectural Coat-
ing 68.6 58.8 -15 59.9 1.1 NO
Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street)
Exceeds
. . Reduction Mitigated | Increase Standard
Phase iz?ss;rt:‘t;;? AL': bl(f]';t with Muf- Noise from with Reduc-
q flers Level Ambient tion
Measures?
Demo 68.4 58.8 -15 59.9 1.1 NO
Site Preparation 66.6 58.8 -15 59.6 0.8 NO
Grading 66.6 58.8 -15 59.6 0.8 NO
Building Construc-
tion 62.7 58.8 -15 59.1 0.3 NO
Paving 67.8 58.8 -15 59.8 1.0 NO
Architectural Coat-
ing 58.0 58.8 -15 58.9 0.1 NO
Notes:
1. Distance projected from edge of site to nearest sensitive receptor.
2. Calculations using the FTA noise and vibration manual.

To ensure that construction activities do not disrupt the adjacent land uses, mitigation measures for noise
reduction MM NOI-2 through MM NOI-6 shall be required.

These requirements will reduce the grading level to 66.3 dBA, 65.1 dBA, and 59.9 dBA at the nearest
sensitive receptor for each site, respectively. The requirements will temporarily increase the ambient
level at the nearby neighborhoods across Harbor Street 7.5 dBA as a worst-case scenario. These re-
quirements are within the LA County Code for mobile equipment given in section 12.08.440 of not ex-
ceeding 75 dBA.

The Project will have a less than significant with mitigation impact of the generation of temporary or
permanent increases in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project.

MM NOI-2: Construction shall occur during the hours of 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM.

MM NOI-3: Stationary construction noise sources such as generators or pumps should be located
as far as feasibly possible from any existing adjacent residential or sensitive units, as
feasible.

MM NOI-4: Construction staging areas should be located as far as feasibly possible from any adja-
cent sensitive land uses, as feasible.

MM NOI-5: During construction, the contractor shall ensure all construction equipment is equipped

with appropriate noise attenuating devices and mufflers, which reduce the operational
noise 15 dB.
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MM NOI-6: Equipment shall be maintained so that vehicles and their loads are secured from rattling
and banging.
b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibra-
tion or groundborne noise levels? I:' I:' |X| |:|

Response:

Construction activities can produce a vibration that may be felt by adjacent land uses. The construction
of the proposed project would not require the use of equipment such as pile drivers, which are known to
generate substantial construction vibration levels. The primary vibration source during construction may
be from a bulldozer. A large bulldozer has a vibration impact of 0.089 inches per second peak particle
velocity (PPV) at 25 feet, which is perceptible but below any risk to architectural damage.

The fundamental equation used to calculate vibration propagation through average soil conditions and
distance is as follows:

PPVequipment = PPViet (100/Drec)n
Where: PPVt = reference PPV at 100ft.
Dyec = distance from equipment to receiver in ft.
n = 1.1 (the value related to the attenuation rate through ground)
The thresholds from the Caltrans Transportation and Construction Induced Vibration Guidance Manual
in the table below provides general thresholds and guidelines as to the vibration damage potential from
vibratory impacts.

Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Threshold Criteria

Maximum PPV (in/sec)
Structure and Condition Continuous/Frequent
Transient Sources
Intermittent Sources
Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient monuments 0.12 0.08
Fragile buildings 0.2 0.1
Historic and some old buildings 0.5 0.25
Older residential structures 0.5 0.3
New residential structures 1.0 0.5
Modern industrial/commercial buildings 2.0 0.5

Source: Table 19, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, Caltrans, Sept. 2013.

Note: Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. Continuous/frequent inter-
mittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and
vibratory compaction equipment.

The table below gives approximate vibration levels for particular construction activities. This data pro-
vides a reasonable estimate for a wide range of soil conditions.

Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment!

Peak Particle Velocity Approximate Vibration Level
Equipment (inches/second) at 25 feet LV (dVB) at 25 feet

. . . 1.518 (upper range) 112
Pile driver (impact) 0.644 (typical) 104
Pile driver (sonic) 0.7(:)3_43 ?g?i;igaarrge 19035
Clam shovel drop (slurry wall) 0.202 94
Hydromill 0.008 in soil 66
(slurry wall) 0.017 in rock 75
Vibratory Roller 0.21 94
Hoe Ram 0.089 87
Large bulldozer 0.089 87
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Caisson drill 0.089 87
Loaded trucks 0.076 86
Jackhammer 0.035 79
Small bulldozer 0.003 58
' Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Federal Transit Administration, May 2006.

At a distance of 100 feet, a large bulldozer would yield a worst-case 0.019 PPV (in/sec), which slightly
perceptible, but sustainably below any risk of damage (0.5 in/sec PPV is the threshold of residential
structures). The impact is less than significant, and no mitigation is required. As the library is further from
the other sites than the residences are from Harbor, all sites are below any risk of damage to nearby
receptors. The impact is less than significant, and no mitigation is required.

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a
private airstrip or an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport or public I:' I:' I:' |X|
use airport, would the project expose peo-
ple residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

Response:

The Project is not located within a Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) area. The
City is not located within two miles of an operational public airport. The nearest airport is EI Monte
Airport, located approximately seven miles to the southwest. The nearest major airport is located in Long
Beach, approximately eighteen miles to the southeast. Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) is located
approximately 28 miles to the northwest.

Given the above information, the Project will have no impact on exposing people to excessive airport
noise levels.

Sources:

1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008

2. City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

3. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

4. Section 19.19.160 — Noise of the Commerce Municipal Code

5. Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission website and GIS mapping — accessed March
22,2020

6. Jillson and Harbor Sites Residential Development Noise Impact Study — prepared by MD Acous-
tics LLC, December 20, 2019

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the project:

a) Induce substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, either directly (for exam-
ple, by proposing new homes and busi- I:' I:' |X| I:'
nesses) or indirectly (for example, through
extension of road or other infrastructure)?

Response:

The Project will not induce growth as it is consistent with the City’s General Plan land use designation of
Housing Opportunity. The City’s General Plan establishes the development potential of the City to ac-
commodate the City’s growth. The Project, as proposed, will help to accommodate that growth, but will
not induce it.

The development of the site will result in medium-density housing, which is consistent with the City of
General Plan. The Project site is located on existing streets, and utilities and public facilities are all
available in the immediate area. No new road or utility infrastructure is required. Project-related impacts
are expected to be less than significant.

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
people or housing, necessitating the I:I I:I I:I |X|
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construction of replacement housing else-
where?
Response:

The Project site is currently developed with the City’s Transportation Center and office/warehouse build-
ings. The Project will not displace any persons, or require the construction of replacement housing.
Therefore, there is no impact on housing.

Sources:

1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008
City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

3. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES - Would the project:

a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the con-
struction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

i) Fire protection? [ ] X ]

Response:

The City of Commerce contracts with the Los Angeles County Fire Department for fire protection and
prevention services in the City. The existing contract between the City and the county calls for the
staffing of the three fire stations within the boundaries of the City.

The Project is located approximately 1.7 miles from both Fire Station #22 located at 928 South Gerhart
Street and Fire Station #17, located at 6031 Rickenbacker Road. The average response time is five (5)
minutes consistent with the Health & Safety Policy 2.1, which read as follows: The City of Commerce
will strive to respond to all in-City emergency incidents within a five-minute or less response time. In
addition, the Fire Department will approve the Project site plan to ensure it meets applicable fire stand-
ards and regulations.

The Fire Department will review the Project for compliance with all Fire Codes. Through the implemen-
tation of all regulations and City policies for development projects, the Project will have a less than
significant impact on fire services, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively.

ii) Police protection? X - -

Response:

Law enforcement services in the City of Commerce are provided under contract by the Los Angeles
County Sheriff's Department. The Sheriff's Department currently operates out of a facility located at
5019 East Third Street in unincorporated East Los Angeles. The current contract calls for 26 law en-
forcement personnel to be assigned to the City. Included in the contract are one team leader, 10 general
law enforcement officers, two traffic enforcement personnel, and one detective. Remaining personnel
may be assigned as the City requires.

The Sheriff's Department will review the Project for compliance with all Safety Codes. The proposed
Project could place additional demands on law enforcement services due to the nature of the Project;
therefore, mitigation is required (MM PS-1 and MM PS-2).

Through the implementation of all regulations and City policies for development projects, the Project will
have a less than significant impact with mitigation on police services, directly, indirectly, and cumu-
latively.

MM PS-1: Prior to building permit issuance, the final site plan, elevations, building floor plans, and
site circulation shall be reviewed by the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department to
ensure it conforms to their operational requirements.
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MM PS-2: Prior to occupancy, the developer will be required to prepare a security plan for approval
by the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department. - -

iii) Schools? X

Response: R R o

The Project is located within the service area boundary of the Montebello Unified School District. The
Rosewood Park Elementary School (2353 South Commerce Way) is located approximately 79-feet from
the closest point of Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) and the closest property line of the school site
or .06 of a mile. The closest point of Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street), the furthest
site, and the closest property line of the school site is 897-feet or .72 of a mile.

The Project is required to pay the state-mandated school fees in place at the time that development
occurs. These fees are designed to mitigate impacts to schools by providing funds for the construction
of new facilities. Through the implementation of all regulations and City and School District policies for
development projects, the Project will have a less than significant impact on schools, directly, indirectly,

and cumulatively. - -

Response:

iv) Parks?

The City of Commerce Park and Recreation Department maintains and operates five parks at present:
Rosewood Park, Bandini Park, Bristow Park, Veteran’s Memorial Park, and Pacific Mini-Park. The com-
bined land area of the five parks total approximately 36 acres, and the parks include a wide range of
recreational facilities. A large indoor swimming facility is located adjacent to the Civic Center in Rose-
wood Park. Community meeting rooms are also available at the four community parks. A large sports
center and a marksmanship range are located at Veteran’s Memorial Park.

The Project will provide private open space for the residents. Through the implementation of all regula-
tions and City policies for development projects, the Project will have a less than significant impact on

parks, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively. . .

Response:

v) Other public facilities?

The Project will result in a minor increase in demand for City services and facilities, including recreational
trails and library services. This increase is consistent with the General Plan projections for these facilities
and will be offset by the increased property and sales tax generated by the build-out of the Project.
Therefore, impacts to other public facilities are less than significant, directly, indirectly, and cumula-
tively.

Sources:

1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008

2. City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

3. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

XVI. RECREATION - Would the project:

a) Would the project increase the use of exist-
ing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that sub-
stantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated?

[] [] X O

Response:

The City of Commerce Park and Recreation Department maintains and operates five parks at present:
Rosewood Park, Bandini Park, Bristow Park, Veteran’s Memorial Park, and Pacific Mini-Park. The com-
bined land area of the five parks total approximately 36 acres, and the parks include a wide range of
recreational facilities. A large indoor swimming facility is located adjacent to the Civic Center in Rose-
wood Park. Community meeting rooms are also available at the four community parks. A large sports
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center and a marksmanship range are located at Veteran’s Memorial Park. In particular, Rosewood
Park is located just across Harbor Street to the north from the Project site.

The Project will provide private open space for the residents. Through the implementation of all regula-
tions and City policies for development projects, the Project will have a less than significant impact on
parks, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively.

b) Does the project include recreational facili-
ties or require the construction or expansion
of recreational facilities that have an ad- I:I I:I I:I %

verse physical effect on the environment?

Response:

The Project does provide some open space areas. It will not require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities as the site was planned for residential development under the General Plan Vision
2010. Therefore, the Project will have no impact on recreational facilities, causing the adverse effect of
the environment.

Sources:
1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008
2. City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008
3. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

XVII.TRANSPORTATION — Would the project:

a) Conflict with program plan, ordinance, or
policy addressing the circulation system, in-
cluding transit, roadway, bicycle and pedes- I:I |E I:I I:I

trian facilities?

Response:
STREET/HIGHWAY FACILITIES

The Project sites are located off of Harbor Street and Jillson Street. The General Plan defines Harbor
Street as a Collector Street and Jillson Street as a Local Street. The street designations are defined as
noted below.

> Collector Streets. Collector Street provides circulation in a defined geographic area of the
City and connects this area to secondary streets, arterials, and freeways. Most traffic uses
collector streets to move to roadways carrying intra-City or through-traffic. The City of Com-
merce contains two types of collector streets: commercial/ industrial and residential. Com-
mercial/industrial collectors contain 44 feet of paving within a 60-foot right-of-way; curb park-
ing is permitted on both sides of the street. Collector streets serving residential neighbor-
hoods have 40 feet of paving within the same 60-foot right-of-way. Residents may park
along the curb. Collector streets in Commerce include Goodrich Boulevard, Simmons Ave-
nue, Ferguson Drive, Harbor Street, and Commerce Way.

> Local Streets. Local streets are subordinate to the basic circulation network, yet constitute
the majority of the City’s streets. These streets provide access to individual parcels and only
provide circulation within a neighborhood block. Local streets in Commerce are generally
40 to 50 feet wide, with a pavement width of between 24 to 30 feet. Most streets have been
improved with curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. The City standard for local streets is 60 feet
(with a curb-to-curb pavement width of 36 feet, two lanes, and on-street parking on both
sides). This standard has not been achieved for a number of local streets in the City and
may not be achieved for all local streets, considering the developed character of the City.
Jillson Street is a Local Street.

Harbor Street currently is 83-feet in width with a curb-to-curb width of 56-feet providing one traffic lane
in each direction. Jillson Street currently has 60-feet of right-ow-way with a curb-to-curb dimension of
40-feet providing one traffic lane in each direction. Therefore, additional right-of-way is not required for
the Project.
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TRIP GENERATION AND DISTRIBUTION

The Project will be built in phases with an initial opening year in 2020 and completion in 2022. The
Project consists of three (3) multi-family townhome sites consisting of 133 total dwelling units:

» Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) - 37 dwelling units (2-3 phases)
> Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) - 31 dwelling units (2 phases)
» Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street) - 65 dwelling units (3-4 phases)

Project Trip Generation
Projected trip generation for the proposed Project was based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers
(ITE) Trip Generation Manual (10th Edition). Based on the proposed Project’s intended use, the pro-

jected trip generation was determined using the Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise) Land Use Code 221.

PROJECTED TRIP GENERATION
Daily Trips

(ADTSs) AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour

Proposed Land Qty|Unit

Use In:Out Volume In:Out Volume

Rate |Volume| Rate Solit Rate Soli
Pt | |n | Out [Total plit (In | Out| Total

Multi-Family 137 6py | 544 | 201 | 036 | 2674 |4 | 10 | 14 |044]| 6130 | 10| 7| 17
Housing (221)
Multi-Family |36 oy | 544 | 196 | 036 | 2674 |3 | 10 | 13 |044| 61:39 | 10| 6 | 16
Housing (221)
Multi-Family 125 opy | 544 | 392 | 036 | 2674 | 7 | 19| 26 |044]| 61:30 | 20| 12| 32
Housing (221)

Total 789 14 | 39 | 53 40| 25| 65

Notes: Rates from ITE Trip Generation (10th Edition, 2017); DU — Dwelling Unit

As shown in the table above, the proposed project is projected to generate a total of 53 AM peak hour
trips, 65 PM peak hour trips, and 789 daily trips.

Project Trip Distribution

Project trip distribution involves the process of identifying probable destinations and traffic routes that
would be utilized by the proposed Project’s traffic. The potential interaction between the proposed land
use and surrounding regional access routes are considered to identify the probable routes onto which
project traffic would distribute. The projected trip distribution for the proposed Project is based on antic-
ipated travel patterns to and from the Project sites.

Transtech Engineering reviewed the trip generation and distribution for the Project. It determined that a
full traffic analysis with a level of service analysis at major intersections was not warranted because the
proposed Project will have a less than significant impact directly, indirectly, and cumulatively on the
City roadway systems.

ON-SITE AND OFF-SITE PARKING

As the Project will share parking with the Brenda Villa Aquatic Center, a parking survey was conducted
in the area neighboring the Project sites from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM on Saturday, November 16th, 2019,
and on Tuesday, November 19th, 2019. For analysis purposes, the neighboring parking areas were
separated into distinct parking zones found in the Focused Traffic Study. The zones consist of the four
parking lots that serve Rosewood Park, Commerce Civic Center Area, and the Brenda Villa Aquatic
Center as well as street parking found along Harbor Street and Jillson Street. In total, all neighboring
parking areas provide a total of 524 parking spaces.
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To identify peak parking demand, the survey was conducted in one-hour intervals. The weekday peak
parking demand in the study area occurred at 6:00 PM when a total of 266 spaces were occupied (51%
occupancy). The highest occupancy among the different parking zones occurred at 6:00 PM when a
total of 55 spaces were occupied (92% occupancy) within Parking Zone 4.

The Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) will replace Parking Zone 4, resulting in a loss of 60 parking
spaces. However, the remaining parking zones are projected to accommodate the loss of 60 spaces,
as a total of 258 spaces remained unoccupied during the peak weekday parking demand. All parking
zones and parking lots provide easy pedestrian accessibility to Rosewood Park, Commerce Civic Center
Area, and the Brenda Villa Aquatic Center.

The weekend peak parking demand in the study area occurred at 2:00 PM when a total of 155 spaces
were occupied (30% occupancy). The highest occupancy among the different parking zones occurred
at 3:00 PM when a total of 35 spaces were occupied (76% occupancy) within Parking Zone 3.

As mentioned earlier, Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) will replace Parking Zone 4, resulting in a
loss of 60 parking spaces. However, the remaining parking zones are projected to accommodate the
loss of 60 spaces, as a total of 369 spaces remained unoccupied during the peak weekend parking
demand. All parking zones and parking lots provide easy pedestrian accessibility to Rosewood Park,
Commerce Civic Center Area, and the Brenda Villa Aquatic Center.

On-Site Parking
Section 19.21.040 — Number of Parking Space Required of the Commerce Municipal Code outlines the

City’s minimum parking requirements for various land use classifications. The table below summarizes
the minimum on-site parking requirements for the proposed Project.

MUNICIPAL CODE ON-SITE PARKING REQUIREMENTS

Required Park-
Project Site ;Z?kei:f Land Use | Units ing Toézl ?J'i)rzzes To;?:’fi%aezes
9 Spaces/Unit q
Site 1A —Harbor | Garage 2.0 74 74
(5550 Harbor Multifamily | 37
Street) Guest 0.5 18.5 11
Site 1B — Jillson 1 | Garage Muttitamily | 31 2.0 62 62
(5625 Jillson Street) Guest Y 05 155 7
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Site 2 — Transporta-|  Garage 2.0 130 130
tion Center (5555 Multifamily | 65
Jillson Street) Guest 0.5 32.5 25
Site 1B — Jillson 1 | Garage 2.0 192 192
(5625 Jillson Street)
& Site 2 — Trans- Multifamily | 96
portation Center Guest 0.5 48 23
(5555 Jillson Street)

As shown in the table above, the total required spaces for the Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) is
74 garage spaces and 18.5 guest spaces. The total required spaces for the Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625
Jillson Street) is 192 garage spaces and 48 guest spaces. Guest parking can be accommodated off-site
as the existing parking survey showed Harbor Street and Jillson Street to have max occupancy rates of
43% and 63%, respectively. These occupancy rates amount to a total of 36 unoccupied spaces on
Harbor Street and 22 unoccupied spaces on Jillson Street. Guest parking could also be accommodated
in the surrounding parking lots; it should be noted, a shared parking agreement will be developed for
these surrounding parking lots.

With the proposed mitigation MM TRAF-1 to ensure shared parking, the Project will have a less than
significant with mitigation impact directly, indirectly, and cumulatively on parking.

MM TRAF-1:  Prior to occupancy of the first building, the developer and City shall enter into a shared
parking agreement that covers all three Project sites and the four parking zones notes.

ALTERNATIVE MODES OF TRANSPORTATION

Pedestrian and Bicycles

The City is currently working on a Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, but it has not yet been adopted.
At this time, bicycle lanes are not proposed on either Harbor Street or Jillson Street.

Sidewalks and curb ramps are present on Harbor and Jillson Streets. The Project will complete and/or
maintain the sidewalks adjacent to the Project site for use by pedestrians. Therefore, the Project will
have a less than significant impact on on-site roadway and site access improvements.

Public Transit Services

The City of Commerce is served by Los Angeles Metro, which provides bus service throughout Los
Angeles County. In addition, The Transportation Department provides safe, reliable, convenient, and
cost-effective transit services, with a skilled team of employees who are dedicated to meeting the needs
of the community.

TEMPORARY TRAFFIC IMPACTS FROM CONSTRUCTION

Although the three properties are relatively flat, the Project will export approximately 235 cubic yards of
dirt in approximately 17 truckloads for Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) and 355 cubic yards of dirt
in approximately 25 truckloads for Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street). Site 1A — Harbor
(5550 Harbor Street) will balance the dirt on site. The Project will follow the requirements of the City’s
Municipal Code.

To ensure that construction trips will not significantly impact the area mitigation measure, MM TRAF-2
is proposed. Implementing MM TRAF-2 will ensure that construction trips will be less than significant
with mitigation and will not significantly impact the roadway system.

MM TRAF-2: Prior to any lane closure or detour, the developer shall submit a Construction Traffic
Management Plan per the California M.U.T.C.D., for review and approval by the City
Engineer. The plan shall include, but not be limited to, signing, truck routes per the City
of Commerce Approved Truck Route Map, and construction hours per Section 19.19.160
— Noise of the Municipal Code.
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CITY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (CIP)

There are no CIP projects proposed for Jillson or Harbor Street. Adherence to all Engineering require-
ments for the adjacent streets will ensure that there is no impact to the City’s CIP, directly, indirectly,
and cumulatively.

LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY CMP
The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Congestion Management Program

(CMP) designates certain roadways as CMP facilities. Harbor and Jillson Streets are not covered by the
CMP.

Consistent with state statute, all local jurisdictions within Los Angeles County, including the County of
Los Angeles, adopted and are currently implementing the Land Use Analysis Program. Generally, juris-
dictions adopted resolutions or ordinances that are based on the model Land Use Analysis Program
resolution contained in Appendix D of the CMP. Future modifications to the jurisdiction's adopted Land
Use Analysis Program must be submitted to MTA prior to local adoption. These documents will be kept
on file as evidence of local CMP implementation.

Techniques that jurisdictions have found useful in implementing and coordinating Land Use Analysis
Program requirements include:

) Incorporating CMP Land Use Analysis Program requirements and related information
into project/permit applications and guidance packages provided to project applicants.

o Incorporating a CMP reference into Initial Study checklists.

) Adding CMP related requirements and information into standard Requests for Proposals
and contracts for EIR consultants.

) Adding MTA and other area transit operators to standard mailing lists used for CEQA

related notices.

Since this Project does not include any CMP designated roadways or there would be no impact under
the CMP’s guidelines, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively.

SUMMARY

Therefore, the Project as designed, conditioned, and mitigated will have a less than significant impact

with mitigation, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively on any program plans, ordinances, or policies ad-

dressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision I:' |E I:' I:'
(b)?1

Response:

See Response XVII a) above as the City has not yet implemented analysis using vehicle miles traveled
(VMT). See footnote 1.
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a ge-
ometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible I:I |E I:I I:I
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
Response:

A sight distance analysis for the proposed Project driveways has been prepared based on “corner sight
distance” requirements determined by Index 405.1 of the Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM), latest

1 CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3(c) provides that a lead agency “may elect to be governed by the provisions” of the section
immediately; otherwise, the section’s provisions apply July 1, 2020. Here, the City has not elected to be governed by Section 15064.3.
Accordingly, an analysis of vehicles miles traveled (VMT) is not necessary to determine whether a proposed project will have a sig-
nificant transportation impact.
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edition. As a conservative approach, minimum corner sight distance requirements for rural driveways
were used for this analysis. For rural driveways, the minimum corner sight distance should be equal to
the stopping sight distance shown in the table below. The minimum stopping sight distances are based
on the design speed, as displayed in Table 201.1 of the HDM.

Stopping Sight Distance
Design Speed (mph) Stopping Sight Distance (ft)
25 150
30 200
35 250
40 300
45 360
50 430

Source: Table 201.1, Highway Design Manual (July 2, 2018) Note: mph = miles per hour; ft = feet

In this analysis, the movements being analyzed at the Project driveway intersections are movements
from exiting vehicles onto Harbor Street and Jillson Street. Posted speed limits on Harbor Street and
Jillson Street are 30 miles per hour and 25 miles per hour, respectively.

The exhibit below displays the sight distance conditions at the Project driveway in relation to the existing
sidewalk, striping, and parking on Harbor Street and Jillson Street. The exhibit shows the required 15-
foot setback from the edge of the travel way, accounting for curbside parking. A stopping sight distance
of 200-feet is required at the Harbor Street driveway and a stopping sight distance of 150-feet at the
Jillson Street.
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Exhibit 5: Sight Distance Analysis

CVR-13-003: Harbar and Jillson Ste Focused Traffic Study g

TJW ENGINEERING, INC. Not to Scale

As shown in the exhibit, the stopping sight distance requirements would be impaired by street parking
along Harbor Street and Jillson Street. To meet sight distance standards along Harbor Street, existing
red curb east and west of the proposed driveway should remain. In the case of the proposed driveway
at Jillson Street, approximately 37 feet of red-curb should be painted along Jillson Street.
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However, as noted in Index 405.1 of the Highway Design Manual, for urban driveways corner sight dis-
tance requirements as described previously, do not apply. Parking should be prohibited per California
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CA MUTCD) Section 3B.19. Section 3B.19 recommends a
clearance of 6-feet measured from the curb return should be provided at both sides of a driveway. It is
recommended that, at a minimum, CA MUTCD guidance be followed.

Project Access

Site access points should be constructed per City standards or as directed by the City Engineer. Project
access for the Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) is planned via one full access driveway along
Harbor Street. The driveway will not be gated and will provide pedestrian access via sidewalks located
next to the driveway that will connect directly to Harbor Street.

Project access for the Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) and Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555
Jillson Street) site is planned via one full access driveway along Jillson Street. The driveway will not be
gated and will provide pedestrian access via sidewalks located next to the driveway that will connect
directly to Jillson Street.

Therefore, with the implementation of mitigation measure, MM TRAF-3, the Project will have a less than
significant impact with mitigation on sight distance and access.

MM TRAF-3: Approximately 376 feet of red-curb shall be painted along Jillson Street as the access
point to the Project, and Section 3B.19 of the Section 405.1 of the Highway Design
Manual standards shall be applied.

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? [ ] [ ] [ ] X

Response:

The Project is providing adequate access on-site for emergency vehicles (i.e., police and ambulance
services), and the placement of the buildings has been configured for fire access in case of an emer-
gency. The Project has been reviewed by the City Engineer and the City Fire Department and, as de-
signed, will have no impact on emergency access.

Sources:

1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008
City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

3. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

4. Los Angeles County Public Works Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines (January 1, 1997)

5. Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Congestion Management Program
(CMP)

6. FY 2018-2019 CIP List

7. FEY 9-19/5-Year CIP Program

8. Harbor and Jillson Site Focused Traffic Study — prepared by TJW Engineering, Inc., January 15,
2020

XVIIl. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public
Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geograph-
ically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a lo-
cal register of historical resources as de- I:' |E I:' I:'
fined in Public Resources Code Section
5020.1(k), or

Response:

A Phase 1 Cultural Resources Assessment was prepared for all three sites, including the following pro-
cesses: 1) a Cultural Resource Literature and Records Search; 2) Native American Communication; 3)

Page 79 of 88



http://www.ci.commerce.ca.us/DocumentCenter/Home/View/152
https://library.municode.com/ca/commerce/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT19ZO
https://dpw.lacounty.gov/Traffic/Traffic%20Impact%20Analysis%20Guidelines.pdf
http://media.metro.net/projects_studies/cmp/images/CMP_Final_2010.pdf
http://media.metro.net/projects_studies/cmp/images/CMP_Final_2010.pdf
http://www.ci.commerce.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/4416
http://www.ci.commerce.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/4415
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=21074.&lawCode=PRC
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=21074.&lawCode=PRC
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=5020.1.&lawCode=PRC
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=5020.1.&lawCode=PRC

ISSUES & SUPPORTING Potentially | 955 Than 80" || ess Than No

nificant with

INFORMATION SOURCES: So e | Mitigationn- | ST impact

corporated

a Cultural Resource Survey; and 4) a Significance Evaluation. The Project area is covered with struc-
tures and hardscape, including existing parking lots and sidewalks. The built-environment survey con-
firmed that no native soils were visible in the Project area, and no prehistoric or historic-period archaeo-
logical resources were encountered. However, Applied EarthWorks fieldwork did identify and document
two built-environment resources within the Project area over fifty years of age. An evaluation of the
significance of these buildings found that neither of the two resources Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor
Street) Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) meet the criteria for listing on the California Register of
Historical Resources (CRHR).

Therefore, no further management of these two built-environment resources is recommended at this
time, and the impact on historical resources is less than significant, directly, indirectly, and cumula-
tively.

No archaeological resources were identified within the Project area; two soils series were identified in
the Project area that are highly stratified and have the potential to contain undisturbed archaeological
deposits. Although the exact depths of the prior disturbance are unknown, previous construction likely
disturbed at least the upper three-feet of sediment in specific areas of the Project area and possibly up
to fifteen-feet where underground tanks were installed. It is unlikely that archaeological deposits re-
mained intact as a result of the various episodes’ of previous disturbance; however, construction activity
below three-feet (in areas that were not previously disturbed to fifteen-feet for water and fuel tanks) has
the potential to encounter intact archaeological deposits during Project construction.

As well, as part of the Phase 1 Study, Applied EarthWorks sent out Project Scoping Letters via e-mail to
five Native American Tribes as recommended by the Native American Heritage Commission. Only one
Tribe responded requesting contact information for the lead CEQA agency, which was provided.

Therefore, the Project will have a less than significant impact with mitigation on the significance of
historical or archeological resources.

MM CR-1: During all demolition, grading, and ground-disturbing activities, a qualified archaeologi-
cal monitor shall be present. If potentially significant archaeological materials are en-
countered during any future construction activities, all work must be halted in the vicinity
of the discovery until a qualified archaeologist can visit the site of discovery and assess
the significance and integrity of the find. If intact and significant archaeological remains
are encountered, the impacts of the Project must be mitigated appropriately. Any such
discoveries, and subsequent evaluation and treatment, should be documented in a cul-
tural resource report, which should be submitted to the South Central Coastal Infor-
mation Center (SCCIC) for archival purposes.

MM CR-2: If the Project area is expanded to include areas not covered by this survey or other
recent cultural resource studies, additional cultural resource studies may be required.

i) A resource determined by the lead agency,
in its discretion and supported by substan-
tial evidence, to be significant pursuant to
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In apply-
ing the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of I:I |E I:I I:I
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the
lead agency shall consider the significance

of the resource to a California Native Amer-
ican tribe.

Response:

In addition to the above, notification of AB 52 consultation on the Project commenced on April 29, 2020,
with the two tribes that have requested consultation with the City, the Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians
— Kizh Nation and the Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, Governor
Newsom enacted Executive Order N-54-20 on April 22, 2020, suspending tribal consultation timelines
from 30-days to 60-days until June 22, 2020. Therefore, the tribal consultation timeline for this Project
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ends on June 22, 2020, unless the Governor extends the order. At this time, neither tribe has requested
consultation on this Project.

With the implementation of MM CR-1 and MM CR-2, the Project will have a less than significant impact
with mitigation on the significance of archeological resources and resources considered significant to
a California Native American Tribe.

Sources:
1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008
2. City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January

2008

Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

Los Angeles County General Plan 2008

Figure 6.8 - Historical and Cultural Resource Sites

National Register of Historic Places Geographic Information System, accessed September 13,
2019

California Office of Historic Preservation Website, accessed September 13, 2019

Phase 1 Cultural Resource Assessment for the Rosewood Village Residential Project — prepared
by Applied Earthworks, Inc., June 2020

o0k w

o N

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the project:

a) Require or result in the relocation or con-
struction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or stormwater drain-
age, electric power, natural gas, or telecom- I:' I:' |X’ I:I
munications facilities, the construction or re-
location of which could cause significant en-
vironmental effects?

Response:
Water
See also responses Section X above and XIX b) below for additional information.

Cal Water will provide water to the three Project sites and has provided “will serve” letters for all three
sites on January 12, 2020. Cal Water has operated the City of Commerce’s water system since 1985.
They receive their water supplies from two sources: the Metropolitan Water District and underground
wells. None of the existing water lines or other water infrastructure will be removed or relocated. The
Project will connect to Cal Water lines, as noted below.

Site 1A — Harbor (56550 Harbor Street)

An existing domestic water line exists in Harbor Street, an eight-inch line that increases in size to a 12-
inch line. The Project proposes to install four-inch water lines in the drive aisles between the buildings
on-site, connecting to a proposed eight-inch water line in the main driveway of the site. The proposed
eight-inch line will connect to the existing 12-inch water line in Jillson Street at a point of connection
located on the west side of the driveway. No new lines are proposed within Harbor Street.

Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street)

An eight-inch domestic water line exists in Jillson Street. The Project proposes to install four-inch water
lines in the drive aisles between the buildings on-site, connecting to a six-inch water line in the main
driveway of the site. The six-inch line will connect to the existing eight-inch water line in Jillson Street at
a point of connection located to the east of the Project driveway. No new lines are proposed within
Jillson Street.

Site 2 — Transportation Center (6555 Jillson Street)

An eight-inch domestic water line exists in Jillson Street. The Project proposes to install four-inch water
lines in the drive aisles between the buildings on-site, connecting to a six-inch water line in the main

Page 81 of 88



http://www.ci.commerce.ca.us/DocumentCenter/Home/View/152
https://library.municode.com/ca/commerce/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT19ZO
http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/project/gp_maps-fig-6-8-historic-resources.pdf
https://www.nps.gov/maps/full.html?mapId=7ad17cc9-b808-4ff8-a2f9-a99909164466
http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/

ISSUES & SUPPORTING Potentially | 955 Than 80" || ess Than No

nificant with

INFORMATION SOURCES: So e | Mitigationn- | ST impact

corporated

driveway of the site. The six-inch line will connect to the existing eight-inch water line in Jillson Street at
a point of connection located to the east of Building 11. No new lines are proposed within Jillson Street.

Cal Water can serve water to the City in compliance with the City’s General Plan, and this Project is
consistent with the General Plan. The addition of the proposed Project will not significantly impact Cal
Water’s capacity, and impacts associated with water will be less than significant, directly, indirectly,
and cumulatively.

Wastewater Treatment

See also response Section X above and XIX c¢) below for additional information.

The Project will be served by the Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) sewer infrastructure.
On December 2, 2019, the LACSD provided “will serve” letters for the Site 1A — Harbor and Site 1B —
Jillson 1 sites. On December 4, 2019, they provided a “will serve” letter for the Site 2 — Transportation
Center site. The “will serve” letters indicate that the LACSD has adequate capacity and infrastructure to
serve the Project sites.

Site 1A — Harbor (56550 Harbor Street)

An existing eight-inch sewer line is located in Harbor Street. The Project proposes to install eight-inch
sewer lines on-site connecting to a proposed eight-inch sewer line in the main driveway of the site. A
new eight-inch sewer line will be installed in Harbor Street connecting to the existing eight-inch sewer
line at the manhole located to the westerly end of the Project site in Harbor Street.

Site 1B — Jillson 1 (6625 Jillson Street)

An existing eight-inch sewer line is located in Jillson Street. The Project proposes to install eight-inch
sewer lines on-site connecting to the existing eight-inch sewer line at the manhole located in Jillson
Street at the end of the Project driveway.

Site 2 — Transportation Center (6555 Jillson Street)

An existing eight-inch sewer line is located in Jillson Street. The Project proposes to install eight-inch
sewer lines on-site connecting to the existing eight-inch sewer line at the manhole located in Jillson
Street just easterly of Building 11. Building 5 will connect to a sewer stub provided by Site 1B — Jillson
1 (5625 Jillson Street) at the northerly end of the site.

LACSD can process the wastewater planned under the City’s General Plan, and this Project is consistent
with the General Plan. The addition of the proposed Project will not significantly impact LACSD’s capac-
ity, and impacts associated with wastewater treatment will be less than significant, directly, indirectly,
and cumulatively.

Stormwater Drainage

See also response Section X above for additional information.

The Project will not generate any excessive runoff to the stormwater system other than from the runoff
from building roofs, parking areas, and other impervious surfaces. The City’s master-planned drainage
facilities are designed to accommodate this additional flow. In addition, the Project will not contribute
any significant incremental increases in the quantity of pesticides, fertilizers, and detergents into the
storm drain system.

The Project will comply with the requirements of Chapter 6.17 -- Stormwater and Runoff Pollution Control
of the Municipal Code. As such a Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) Plan has been prepared
consistent with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works LID Manual and the intent of the
NPDES stormwater requirements (State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002,
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dated July 1, 2010) and_Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater/NPDES Permit Order R4-2012-0175.
In addition, the applicant will be required to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Preventions Program
(SQPPP) pursuant to the General Construction Activity NPDES regulations.

The Project design and compliance with existing federal, state, and local water quality laws and regula-
tions related to water quality and waste discharge standards will ensure a less than significant impact,
directly, indirectly, and cumulatively to water quality and discharge.

Electric Power

Electric power is provided to the site by Southern California Edison (SCE). The Project will utilize a 200
amp service for each home connected to existing 12kV 120/240 distribution lines in Harbor Street and
Jillson Street (depending on the site). SCE has committed to providing service to the planned uses of
the General Plan, and this Project is consistent with the City’s General Plan. The Project will not require
the construction of new or expanded electric power. However, Site 1A — Harbor (6550 Harbor Street)
does have two existing utility poles adjacent to the site that may be protected in place, relocated, or
undergrounded depending on further study. Any changes to these poles will be to the City’s and SCE’s
specifications to continue existing service. Therefore, the Project will have a less than significant effect
on electric power expansion.

Natural Gas

The Project will not utilize natural gas. Southern California Gas Company has natural gas lines in Jillson
Street (four-inch) and in Harbor Street (three-inch). The Project will have a minor relocation of the exist-
ing gas line for Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) to keep the Aquatic Center up and operational
after the construction of this site. Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) and Site 2 — Transportation
Center (5555 Jillson Street) will not require any relocation of gas facilities. Therefore, the Project will
have a less than significant effect on natural gas facility expansion.

Telecommunications Facilities

Both Charter and AT&T have existing lines overhead on both Harbor & Jillson Streets. As well, the City
has an existing radio tower on Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) that will be removed as it is no
longer in use. The data vault beneath the tower will be relocated to the parkway in Harbor Street, adja-
cent to the Aquatic Center. The Charter line on Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) will have a minor
relocation order to continue service to the Aquatic Center. Site 1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) and
Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street) will not require relocation of the AT&T or Charter
lines. These lines are to be protected in place. Therefore, the Project will have a less than significant
effect on telecommunication facility expansion.

Summary

As noted Section X and XIX b) above of this document, the Project will be less than significant directly,
indirectly, or cumulatively, on the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects.

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project and reasonably foreseea-
ble future development during normal, dry, I:' I:' |X| |:|

and multiple dry years?

Response:
See response X a) above.

Cal Water will provide water to the three Project sites and has provided “will serve” letters for all three
sites on January 12, 2020. Cal Water has operated the City of Commerce’s water system since 1985.
They receive their water supplies from two sources: the Metropolitan Water District and underground
wells. A total of twelve wells pump water from the underlying Los Angeles Basin. Well depths throughout
the City range from 270 to 659-feet, but most wells extend about 300-feet below the ground surface.
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As the Project is consistent with the General Plan Vision 2010 upon which Cal Water has made its
assumptions for planned water availability and with compliance with all State and local regulations, im-
pacts to water supplies will be less than significant, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively.

c) Resultin a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider which serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate ca-
pacity to serve the project's projected de- I:I I:I IE I:I
mand in addition to the provider's existing
commitments?

Response:
See also response Section X and XIX a) above for additional information.

The Project will be served by the Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD) sewer infrastructure.
On December 2, 2019, the LACSD provided “will serve” letters for the Site 1A — Harbor and Site 1B —
Jillson 1 sites. On December 4, 2019, they provided a “will serve” letter for the Site 2 — Transportation
Center site. The “will serve” letters indicate that the LACSD has adequate capacity and infrastructure to
serve the Project sites. Impacts would be less than significant, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively.

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or
local standards, or in excess of the capacity
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair I:' I:' IE I:'
the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals?

Response:

LACSD operates a comprehensive solid waste management system serving the needs of a large portion
of Los Angeles County. The LACSD has selected the Mesquite Regional Landfill in Imperial County as
the new target destination for the County’s waste (as an alternative to the closed Puente Hills landfill).
The Mesquite Regional Landfill in Imperial County has a 100-year capacity at 8,000 tons per day. Res-
idential refuse collection services are contracted by the City of Commerce with CalMet Services Inc.
There is no charge to residents of the City for residential trash collection service.

The City’s Environmental Services Division is responsible for implementing the City’s Source Reduction
and Recycling Element and Household Hazardous Waste Element. Before a demolition permit or grad-
ing permit can be issued, the City requires the developer to provide a Construction and Debris Waste
Management Plan and Program. At least 65% of the total construction and demolition debris generated
by the Project are required to be recycled or reused. During the demolition, grading, and building time
frames, the developer must report to the City monthly on completion of the Waste Management Plan’s
objectives and goals. In addition, the City provides a Residential Curbside Recycling Program, which is
the most effective method to recover recyclables from the waste stream such as aluminum, plastic, glass,
paper, and green waste. Compliance with source reduction and recycling programs of the City will further
reduce the potential adverse impacts on landfill capacity.

With the implementation of the City’s and CalMet’s recycling programs, the City continues to divert waste
from the landfill. Therefore, landfill capacity is available to accommodate this Project, and the Project
will have a less than significant impact, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively to landfills.

e) Comply with federal, state, and local man-

agement and reduction statutes and regula- I:' I:' I:' |Z|

tions related to solid waste?

Response:
Also, see Response d) above.

Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations regarding solid waste generation, transport, and dis-
posal are intended to assure adequate landfill capacity through mandatory reductions in solid waste
quantities (for example, through recycling and composting of green waste) and the safe and efficient
transportation of solid waste. The Project will comply with all regulatory requirements regarding solid
waste, including AB 939 and AB 341. AB 939, which is administered by the California Department of
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Resources Recycling and Recovery, required local governments to achieve a landfill diversion rate of at
least 50 percent by January 1, 2000, through source reduction, recycling, and composting activities.
Moreover, AB 341 increases the minimum solid waste diversion rate to 75 percent by 2020. Such regu-
lations will apply to this Project, and compliance is mandatory. Further, mandates set forth by the
CALGreen Code aim to reduce solid waste generation and promote recycling and diversion design and
activities, to which this Project is required to comply. There will be no impacts, directly, indirectly or
cumulatively regarding compliance with Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste.

Sources:
1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008
2. City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January

2008

3. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code

4. Chapter 6.17 -- Stormwater and Runoff Pollution Control

5. Chapter 13.04 — Sewers

6. Los Angeles County Department of Public Works LID Manual

7. State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Sys-
tem (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and
Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002 dated July 1,
2010

8. Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater/NPDES Permit Order R4-2012-0175

9. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation 5550 Harbor Street, 5625 Jillson Street and 5555 Jillson

Street, Commerce 1A, 1B and 2 — prepared by Alta California Geotechnical Inc., October 21,
2019

10. Preliminary Hydrology Study TTM 82890 5550 Harbor Street — prepared by C&V Consulting,
Inc., November 2019

11. Preliminary Hydrology Study TTM 82891 5625 Jillson Street — prepared by C&V Consulting, Inc.,
December 2019

12. Preliminary Hydrology Study TTM 82892 5555 Jillson Street — prepared by C&V Consulting, Inc.,
December 2019

13. Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) Plan 5550 Harbor Street — prepared by C&V Con-
sulting, Inc., December 2019

14. Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) Plan 5625 Jillson Street — prepared by C&V Con-
sulting, Inc., December 2019

15. Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) Plan 5555 Jillson Street — prepared by C&V Con-
sulting, Inc., December 2019

XX. WILDFIRE - If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire
hazard severity zones, would the project:

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency

response plan or emergency evacuation I:' |E I:I I:I

plan?

Response:

Los Angeles County adopted the All-Hazards Mitigation Plan (AHMP), providing a framework for emer-
gency response. As well, the City maintains an Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) that documents City
policies for responding to major emergencies that threaten life, safety, and property. The plan estab-
lishes a chain of command and outlines the responsibilities of various City departments in the event of
an emergency.

The City’s General Plan Exhibit 7-1—Safety Plan shows the location of the City’s Emergency Evacuation
Routes. Neither Jillson Street nor Harbor Street are planned evacuation routes.

Site 1A — Harbor (5550 Harbor Street) will take access from an existing driveway off Harbor Street. Site
1B — Jillson 1 (5625 Jillson Street) will take access from a single driveway off Jillson Street, which will
serve both this site and the Site 2 — Transportation Center (5555 Jillson Street) site. The Project will not
alter the existing circulation pattern in the Project area. Emergency access and evacuation routes will
be unaffected by the Project.
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Construction activities may temporarily restrict vehicular traffic. However, even temporary changes to
the existing roadway network require the approval of the City and notification to all emergency respond-
ers per MM TRAF-2. The Project provides adequate access for emergency vehicles, including adequate
street widths and vertical clearance. Implementation of federal, state, and local laws and regulations in
the construction of this Project would result in less than significant impacts with mitigation, directly,
indirectly, or cumulatively, to adopted emergency response or evacuation plans.

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other
factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants to, pollu- I:I I:I I:I %
tant concentrations from a wildfire or the un-
controlled spread of a wildfire?

Response:

In addition to response Sections VII and IX above, the Project sites are not located within a Very High
Fire Hazard Classification area. As well, the sites are relatively flat and surrounded by residential, public-
use facility, and manufacturing uses. Therefore, the Project will not exacerbate wildfire risks and will
have no impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, to the exposure of pollutant concentration from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire.

c) Require the installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as roads,
fuel breaks, emergency water sources,
power lines, or other utilities) that may ex- I:' I:' I:' |X|
acerbate fire risk, or that may result in tem-
porary or ongoing impacts on the environ-
ment?

Response:

The Project will not require the installation or maintenance of the associated infrastructure that would
exacerbate fire risk, or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts on the environment and, as such,
will have no impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively.

d) Expose people or structures to significant
risks, including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, I:' I:' I:' |X|
post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes?

Response:

See Sections VIl and IX above. The Project sites are not located within a Very High Fire Hazard Clas-
sification area. The sites are situated on relatively level ground and are not immediately adjacent to any
slopes or hillsides that could be potentially susceptible to slope instability. No signs of slope instability
in the form of landslides, rockfalls, earth flows, or slumps were observed at or near the subject site during
Sladden’s investigation.

The Project sites are not located within a 100-year mapped flood zone (FEMA Flood Insurance Rate
Map No. 06037C1815F (September 26, 2008). The Project would redirect on-site drainage patterns;
however, it would not impede or redirect flood flows. As referenced, all drainage would be managed to
ensure pre-construction flows off-site are maintained. The Project would not expose people or structures
to flood hazards from severe storm events.

Therefore, the Project will have no impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, as it is not expected to
have a wildland fire on site and, therefore, will not expose people or structures to significant risk, from
flooding, or landslides as a result of a post-wildfire.

Sources:

1. City of Commerce 2020 General Plan, adopted January 2008
» Exhibit 7-1 — Safety Plan

2. City of Commerce General Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Report, adopted January
2008

3. Title 19 — Zoning of the Commerce Municipal Code
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4. Section 19.19.120 — Hazardous Material and Waste

5. Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission website and GIS mapping — accessed March
20, 2020

6. Los Angeles County Local All-Hazards Mitigation Plan — adopted 2014
» Figure 7-1 — Los Angeles County Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones

7. Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) Program — https://www.epa.gov/toxics-release-inventory-tri-pro-
gram/learn-about-toxics-release-inventory

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to sub-
stantially degrade the quality of the environ-
ment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wild-
life population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or ani- I:I IE I:I I:'
mal community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or en-
dangered plant or animal or eliminate im-
portant examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

Response:

As noted in Section |V (Biological Resources), the Project will have no impact on Biological Resources.
However, as noted in Sections V (Cultural Resources) and XVIII (Tribal Cultural Resources), the Project
will have a less than significant impact with mitigation on archeological resources.

Since the Project sites are currently developed and are surrounded by urban development, the sites do
not provide biological habitat. However, excavation could unearth archeological resources that may be
important examples of significant periods of California history or pre-history.

b) Does the project have impacts that are indi-
vidually limited, but cumulatively considera-
ble? (“Cumulatively considerable” means
that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection I:I I:I |X| I:I
with the effects of past projects, the effects

of other current project, and the effects of
probable future projects.)?

Response:

The Project will contribute to the cumulative impacts of development in the City of Commerce and the
broader area. However, the Project is in conformance with the City’s General Plan, and therefore, it will
have a less than significant impact cumulatively.

c) Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indi- I:I |E I:I I:I

rectly?

Response:

Effects on human beings were evaluated as part of the Air Quality, Energy, Geology and Soils, Green-
house Gas Emissions, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use/Planning, Population and Housing, Rec-
reation, and Utilities sections of this Initial Study and were found to be less than significant for each of
the above sections.

As well, effects on human beings were evaluated as part of the Aesthetics, Hazards, and Hazardous
Materials, Noise, Public Services, Transportation, and Wildfire sections of this Initial Study and were
found to be less than significant with mitigation. Based on the analysis and conclusions in this Initial
Study, the Project will not cause substantial adverse effects, directly or indirectly, to human beings.
Therefore, potential direct and indirect impacts on human beings that result from the proposed Project
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are less than significant with mitigation measures MM AES-1, MM AES-2, MM NOI-1 through MM

NOI-6, MM PS-1, MM PS-2, and MM TRAF-1 and MM TRAF-3.
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