AGENDA

REGULAR MEETINGS OF THE SANTA FE SPRINGS
HOUSING SUCCESSOR
SUCCESSOR AGENCY

AND CITY COUNCIL

April 5, 2022

6:00 P.M.

John M. Mora, Councilmember
Jay Sarno, Councilmember
Juanita Trujillo, Councilmember
Joe Angel Zamora, Mayor Pro Tem
Annette Rodriguez, Mayor

Council Chambers
11710 Telegraph Road
Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670

You may attend the City Council meeting telephonically or electronically using the

following means:

Electronically using Zoom: Go to Zoom.us and click on “Join A Meeting” or use

the following link:

https://zoom.us/j/521620472?pwd=U3cyK1RuKzY1lekVGZFdKOQXNZVzh47z09

Zoom Meeting ID: 521620472
Telephonically: Dial: 888-475-4499

Public Comment: The public is encouraged to
address City Council on any matter listed on the
agenda or on any other matter within its
jurisdiction. If you wish to address the City
Council, please use the "Raise Hand" function
via Zoom once the Mayor opens Public
Comment during the meeting. You may also
submit comments in writing by sending them to
the City Clerk's Office at
cityclerk@santafesprings.org. All written
comments received by 12:00 p.m. the day of the
City Council Meeting will be distributed to the
City Council and made a part of the official record
of the meeting. Written comments will not be
read at the meeting, only the name of the person
submitting the comment will be announced.
Pursuant to provisions of the Brown Act, no
action may be taken on a matter unlessiit is listed
on the agenda, or unless certain emergency or
special circumstances exist. The City Council
may direct staff to investigate and/or schedule
certain matters for consideration at a future City
Council meeting.

Password: 659847
Meeting ID: 521620472

Americans with Disabilities Act: In compliance
with the ADA, if you need special assistance to
participate in a City meeting or other services
offered by this City, please contact the City Clerk’s
Office. Notification of at least 48 hours prior to the
meeting or time when services are needed will
assist the City staff in assuring that reasonable
arrangements can be made to provide
accessibility to the meeting or service.

Please Note: Staff reports, and supplemental
attachments, are available for inspection at the
office of the City Clerk, City Hall, 11710 E.
Telegraph Road during regular business hours
7:30 a.m.-5:30 p.m., Monday-Thursday and every
other Friday. Telephone: (562) 868-0511.


https://zoom.us/j/521620472?pwd=U3cyK1RuKzY1ekVGZFdKQXNZVzh4Zz09

City of Santa Fe Springs

Regular Meetings April 5, 2022
1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL
John M. Mora, Councilmember
Jay Sarno, Councilmember
Juanita Trujillo, Councilmember
Joe Angel Zamora, Mayor Pro Tem
Annette Rodriguez, Mayor

3. INVOCATION
4. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

5. PUBLIC COMMENTS This is the time when comments may be made by members of the public
on matters within the jurisdiction of the City Council, on the agenda and not on the agenda. The
time limit for each speaker is three minutes unless otherwise specified by the Mayor.

HOUSING SUCCESSOR

6. CONSENT AGENDA
Consent Agenda items are considered routine matters which may be enacted by one motion and
vote. Any item may be removed from the Consent Agenda and considered separately by the Housing
Successor.

Minutes of the March 1, 2022 Housing Successor Meeting (City Clerk)
Recommendation:
e Approve the minutes as submitted.

SUCCESSOR AGENCY

7. CONSENT AGENDA
Consent Agenda items are considered routine matters which may be enacted by one motion and
vote. Any item may be removed from the Consent Agenda and considered separately by the
Successor Agency.

Minutes of the March 1, 2022 Successor Agency Meeting (City Clerk)
Recommendation:
e Approve the minutes as submitted.

CITY COUNCIL

8. CONSENT AGENDA
Consent Agenda items are considered routine matters which may be enacted by one motion and
vote. Any item may be removed from the Consent Agenda and considered separately by the City
Council.

a. Minutes of the March 1, 2022 Reqular and Special City Council Meetings (City
Clerk)

Recommendation:
e Approve the minutes as submitted.
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City of Santa Fe Springs

Regular Meetings April 5, 2022

b. A Resolution of the City Council Reaffirming the Existence of a Local Emergency
Due to the Threat of COVID-19 (pursuant to Government Code section 8630) (City
Attorney)

Recommendation:
e Adopt Resolution No. 9775:
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE
SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA, REAFFIRMING THE EXISTENCE OF A LOCAL
EMERGENCY DUE TO THE THREAT OF COVID-19.

c. A Resolution of the City Council Affirming Authorization of Remote Teleconference
Meetings (City Attorney)
Recommendation:
e Adopt Resolution No. 9776:

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE
SPRINGS AFFIRMING THE LEGALLY REQUIRED FINDINGS TO
AUTHORIZE THE CONDUCT OF REMOTE TELECONFERENCE
MEETINGS DURING A STATE OF EMERGENCY.

d. Town Center Plaza Parking Lot Improvements Project — Final Payment (Public

Works)

Recommendation:
e Approve the final payment to Los Angeles Engineering, Inc. of Covina,
California, in the amount of $21,813.90 (Less 5% Retention) for the subject
project.

e. Paratransit User Subsidy Program Management Agreement between the Cities of
Santa Fe Springs and Norwalk — Approval of Agreement (Public Works)
Recommendation:

e Approve the Management Agreement between the Cities of Santa Fe Springs
and Norwalk; and

e Authorize the City Manager to execute the agreement with the City of Norwalk
for a period of five years.

f. Authorize the Purchase of a 3-year Support Agreement, Providing Web Security,
Email Protection and Archival Services (Finance)
Recommendation:
e Authorize the purchase of a 3-year support agreement from GovConnection,
Inc. providing web security, email protection, and archival services by
piggybacking off of the Region 4 Education Service Center Contract
#R210402.
e Authorize the Director of Purchasing Services to issue a purchase order in
the amount of $43,578.93.

PUBLIC HEARING
9. Consideration of an appeal of Development Plan Approval Case No. 980 and related
Environmental Documents (Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

City of Santa Fe Springs

Regular Meetings April 5, 2022

Monitoring and Reporting Program) (Planning)
Recommendation:
e Consider the information presented in this report, including all of the
attachments, which collectively provide the necessary background and
context; and
e Open the Public Hearing and receive any comments from the public
regarding this appeal matter and, thereafter, close the Public Hearing; and
e Deny the appeal by Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility
e Adopt Resolution No. 9774
a. Adopting the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration with Traffic
Study (MND) which shows that there is no substantial evidence that
the proposed project will have a significant adverse effect on the
environment that cannot be mitigated and Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP); and

b. Approving Development Plan Approval Case No. 980, subject to the
conditions of approval as contained within Resolution N0.190-2021.

NEW BUSINESS
Police Services Center Carpet Replacement Project — Authorize the purchase of Milliken
Carpet and Installation/Site Work Services by piggybacking off Omnia Partners Contract
Number 2020002150 (Public Works)
Recommendation:
e Authorize the Director of Purchasing to issue a purchase order in the
amount of $61,343.88 for the carpet replacement and installation/site work
services utilizing the Omnia Partners Contract Number 2020002150.

Authorize the Purchase of One (1) Cut-Away Bus by Piggybacking off the California
Association for Coordinated Transportation (CALACT) Morongo Basin Transit Authority
(MBTA) Vehicle Purchasing Cooperative Contract No. 20-01 AZ (Finance)
Recommendation:
e Authorize the purchase of (1) New Ford E-450 Cut-Away Bus from A-Z
Bus Sales by piggybacking off of CALACT/MBTA cooperative contract No.
20-01 AZ
e Authorize the Director of Purchasing to issue a purchase order in the
amount of $97,749.26.

Adoption of Resolution No. 9773 Dissolving the Sister City Advisory Committee
(Community Services)
Recommendation:
e Adopt Resolution No. 9773 dissolving the Sister City Advisory Committee.

PRESENTATIONS
a. Proclamation — Proclaiming April as Donate Life Month (City Manager’s Office)
b. Recognition of 5K Fun Run Sponsors (Community Services)

CITY MANAGER’S AND EXECUTIVE TEAM REPORTS
4



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

City of Santa Fe Springs

Regular Meetings April 5, 2022

APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS, COMMITTEES, COMMISSIONS

COUNCIL COMMENTS

CLOSED SESSION

CONFERENCE WITH REAL PROPERTY NEGOTIATORS

(Pursuant to California Government Code Section 54956.8)

Property: APN No. 8009-007-930 (southwest of Telegraph Road and Norwalk Blvd.)
Agency negotiator: City Manager, Planning Director

Negotiating parties: Westland Real Estate Group

Under negotiation: Price and terms

CLOSED SESSION

PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT

(Pursuant to California Government Code Section 54957(b)(1))
TITLE: City Manager Evaluation

CLOSED SESSION REPORT

ADJOURNMENT
I, Janet Martinez, City Clerk for the City of Santa Fe Springs, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury under
the laws of the State of California, that the foregoing agenda was posted at the following locations; City’s
website at www.santafesprings.org; Santa Fe Springs City Hall, 11710 Telegraph Road; Santa Fe Springs
City Library, 11700 Telegraph Road; and the Town Center Plaza (Kiosk), 11740 Telegraph Road, not less
than 72 hours prior to the meeting.
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Janet{Martinez, CMC, City Clerk Date Posted
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FOR ITEM NO. 6
PLEASE SEE ITEM NO. 8A



FOR ITEM NO. 7
PLEASE SEE ITEM NO. 8A



ITEM NO. 8A

City of Santa Fe Springs
)\ City Council Meeting April 5, 2022

” CONSENT AGENDA
Minutes of the March 1, 2022 Special and Reqgular City Council Meetings

RECOMMENDATION(S)
e Approve the minutes as submitted.

BACKGROUND

Staff has prepared minutes for the following meetings:
e Special City Council Meeting of March 1, 2022
e Regular City Council Meeting of March 1, 2022

Staff hereby submits the minutes for Council’s approval.

)

Raymond R. Cruz
City Manager

Attachments:
1. March 1, 2022 Special Meeting Minutes
2. March 1, 2022 Regular Meeting Minutes

Report Submitted By: Janet Martinez, City Clerk/ Date of Report: March 30, 2022
Fernando Munoz, Deputy City Clerk



APPROVED:

MINUTES OF THE SPECIAL MEETING OF THE
CITY COUNCIL

March 1, 2022

CALL TO ORDER
Mayor Rodriguez called the meeting to order via teleconference at 5:02 p.m.

ROLL CALL
Members present: Councilmembers Mora, Sarno, Trujillo, Mayor Pro Tem Zamora, and
Mayor Rodriguez.

Members absent: None.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
There was no one wishing to speak during Public Comments.

CITY COUNCIL

STUDY SESSION
2022-2025 Capital Improvement Plan (Public Works)
Recommendation:
e Approval of 2022-2025 Capital Improvement Plan.

Director of Public Works, Noe Negrete provided a presentation on Item No. 4. He
summarized about coming to Council late last year with a needs list that needed to be
condensed, which now stands at 41 projects with an estimated cost of $28 million. He
added that the project list is an evolving document, and that changes can be made as
needed. Individual meetings were held with each Councilmember to help identify which
projects needed priority, along with identifying commercial streets that need attention.

Director Negrete spoke about “Exhibit B” which highlights the recommended projects
and how they could potentially be funded. He spoke about defining the scope of work
for certain projects so that the true cost can be identified and grants can be searched
for. Councilmember Sarno asked if there would be a separate study session for the
Agquatic Center, which Director Negrete stated there would be in order to coordinate on
what to include when it comes to the renovation.

Director Negrete spoke about “Exhibit C”, which provides an update on the ongoing
projects for 2021-2022. Other items that were discussed were current projects in design,
and the projects completed in 2021. He concluded the meeting by thanking Council, the
CIP Subcommittee, executive team, management team, all City departments, and
Public Works staff for their support in finalizing the project list. Mayor Pro Tem Zamora
requested copies of the exhibits that were shown during the presentation. City Manager,
Ray Cruz stated that discussions were had with federal and state legislators in an
attempt to help secure money for specific projects.



Minutes of the January 27, 2022 Special City Council Meeting

5. ADJOURNMENT
Mayor Rodriguez adjourned the meeting at 5:24 p.m.

Annette Rodriguez

Mayor
ATTEST:
Janet Martinez Date
City Clerk
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APPROVED:

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETINGS OF THE
CITY COUNCIL

March 1, 2022

1. CALL TO ORDER
Mayor Rodriguez called the meeting to order at 6:03 p.m.

2. ROLL CALL
Members present: Councilmembers/Directors: Mora, Sarno, Trujillo, Mayor Pro
Tem/Vice Chair Zamora and Mayor/Chair Rodriguez.

Members absent: None

3. INVOCATION
Mayor Pro Tem Zamora led the invocation.

4. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
St. Paul High School student Makai Pieper led the Pledge of Allegiance.

5. PUBLIC COMMENTS
The following people spoke during Public Comments: Yvette Ximenez from Arellano
Associates on behalf of LA Metro via Zoom. City Manager, Raymond R. Cruz provided
additional comments on the LA Metro meeting set for April 2022.

HOUSING SUCCESSOR

6. CONSENT AGENDA
Consent Agenda items are considered routine matters which may be enacted by one motion and
vote. Any item may be removed from the Consent Agenda and considered separately by the Housing
Successor.

Minutes of the February 1, 2022 Housing Successor Meetings (City Clerk)
Recommendation:
e Approve the minutes as submitted.

It was moved by Mayor Pro Tem Zamora, seconded by Councilmember Mora, to
approve the minutes as submitted, by the following vote:

Ayes: Mora, Sarno, Trujillo, Zamora, Rodriguez
Nayes: None
Absent: None

SUCCESSOR AGENCY

7. CONSENT AGENDA
Consent Agenda items are considered routine matters which may be enacted by one motion and
vote. Any item may be removed from the Consent Agenda and considered separately by the
Successor Agency.



Minutes of the March 1, 2022 Housing Successor, Successor Agency, and City Council Meetings

a. Minutes of the February 1, 2022 Successor Agency Meetings (City Clerk)
Recommendation:
e Approve the minutes as submitted.

It was moved by Councilmember Trujillo, seconded by Councilmember Sarno, to
approve the minutes as submitted, by the following vote:

Ayes: Mora, Sarno, Trujillo, Zamora, Rodriguez
Nayes: None
Absent: None

CITY COUNCIL

8. CONSENT AGENDA
Consent Agenda items are considered routine matters which may be enacted by one motion and
vote. Any item may be removed from the Consent Agenda and considered separately by the City
Council.

a. Minutes of the January 27 and February 1, 2022 Reqgular and Special City Council
Meetings (City Clerk)
Recommendation:
e Approve the minutes as submitted.

b. A Resolution of the City Council Reaffirming the Existence of a Local Emergency
Due to Threat of COVID-19 (pursuant to Government Code section 8630) (City
Attorney)

Recommendation:
e Adopt Resolution No. 9768:
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE
SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA, REAFFIRMING THE EXISTENCE OF A LOCAL
EMERGENCY DUE TO THE THREAT OF COVID-19.

c. A Resolution of the City Council Affirming Authorization of Remote Teleconference
Meetings (City Attorney)
Recommendation:
e Adopt Resolution No. 9769:

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE
SPRINGS AFFIRMING THE LEGALLY REQUIRED FINDINGS TO
AUTHORIZE THE CONDUCT OF REMOTE TELECONFERENCE
MEETINGS DURING A STATE OF EMERGENCY.

d. Resolution No. 9764 — Ordering the Preparation of the Engineer’s Report for Fiscal
Year 2022/23 in_Conjunction with the Annual Levy of Assessments for Street
Lighting District No. 1 (Public Works)

Recommendation:
e Adopt Resolution No. 9764, ordering the preparation of the Engineer’s
Report for Fiscal Year 2022/23 in conjunction with the annual levy of
assessments for Street Lighting District No. 1.
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Minutes of the March 1, 2022 Housing Successor, Successor Agency, and City Council Meetings

e. Resolution No. 9765 — Ordering the Preparation of the Engineer’s Report for Fiscal
Year 2022/23 in Conjunction with the Annual Levy of Assessments for Heritage
Springs Assessment District No. 2001-01 (Hawkins Street and Palm Drive) (Public
Works)

Recommendation:

e Adopt Resolution No. 9765, ordering the preparation of the Engineer’s
Report for Fiscal Year 2022/23 in conjunction with the annual levy of
assessments for Heritage Springs Assessment District No. 2001-01
(Hawkins Street and Palm Drive).

f. Catch Basin Maintenance Services — Renewal of Contract (Public Works)
Recommendation:
e Renew the contract for an additional year with Ron's Maintenance, Inc. for
Catch Basin Inspection and Cleaning, for an amount not to exceed $31,760.

g. Meeting Report from the January 27, 2022 Meeting of the Audit/Finance Sub-
committee (Finance)
Recommendation:
e Receive and file the meeting report from the January 27, 2022 meeting of
the Audit/Finance Sub-committee.
h. Government Tort Claim Denial — BNSF Railway Company (City Attorney)
Recommendation:
e Deny the government tort claim from BNSF Railway Company and
authorize the Municipal Affairs Manager or designee to send a denial letter
in a form approved by the City Attorney’s office.

It was moved by Councilmember Mora, seconded by Mayor Rodriguez, to approve
Item Nos. 8A through 8H, by the following vote:

Ayes: Mora, Sarno, Trujillo, Zamora, Rodriguez
Nayes: None
Absent: None

PUBLIC HEARING
9. Consideration of an Appeal of Development Plan Approval Case No. 980 and related
Environmental Documents (Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration) (Planning)
Recommendation:
e Continue the appeal hearing to the April 5, 2022 City Council Meeting.

It was moved by Councilmember Mora, seconded by Councilmember Trujillo, to
continue the appeal hearing to the April 5, 2022 City Council Meeting, by the
following vote:

Ayes: Mora, Sarno, Trujillo, Zamora, Rodriguez
Nayes: None
Absent: None
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Minutes of the March 1, 2022 Housing Successor, Successor Agency, and City Council Meetings

10.

11.

12.

13.

NEW BUSINESS
Presentation and Consideration of the City’'s Annual Comprehensive Financial Report for

the Fiscal Year ending June 30, 2021 (Finance)

Recommendation:
e Receive and file the City’s Annual Comprehensive Financial Report for
the Fiscal Year ending June 30, 2021 and related communications.
It was moved by Mayor Pro Tem Zamora, seconded by Mayor Rodriguez, to receive
and file City’s Annual Comprehensive Financial Report for the Fiscal Year ending
June 30, 2021 and related communications, by the following vote:

Ayes: Mora, Sarno, Trujillo, Zamora, Rodriguez
Nayes: None
Absent: None

Resolution No. 9766 and Resolution No. 9767 — Request for Parking Restrictions during

Certain Hours and for Vehicles over 6000 Pounds on Larwin Circle west of Marguardt

Avenue (Public Works)

Recommendation:

e Adopt Resolution No. 9766 to implement a parking restriction between the
hours of 6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. with a tow-away zone for vehicles that
violate parking the restriction on both sides of Larwin Circle from
Marquardt Avenue to a point 460 feet west of Marquardt Avenue; and

e Adopt Resolution No. 9767 for the restriction of parking of vehicles
weighing over 6000 Pounds on both sides of Larwin Circle from Marquardt
Avenue to a point 460 feet west of Marquardt Avenue.

Director of Public Works, Noe Negrete provided a presentation on Item No. 11.

It was moved by Councilmember Truijillo, seconded by Councilmember Sarno, to
adopt Resolution No. 9766 to implement a parking restriction between the hours of
6:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. with a tow-away zone for vehicles that violate parking the
restriction on both sides of Larwin Circle from Marquardt Avenue to a point 460 feet
west of Marquardt Avenue, and adopt Resolution No. 9767 for the restriction of
parking of vehicles weighing over 6000 Pounds on both sides of Larwin Circle from
Marquardt Avenue to a point 460 feet west of Marquardt Avenue, by the following
vote:

Ayes: Mora, Sarno, Trujillo, Zamora, Rodriguez
Nayes: None
Absent: None

PRESENTATIONS

Proclamation — Proclaiming the week of March 21-27, 2022 as “National Drug and
Alcohol Facts Week”

CITY MANAGER’S AND EXECUTIVE TEAM REPORTS

City Manager, Raymond R. Cruz reported on completing a year-long team-
building program provided by Leader Gov with department directors.

Director of Public Works, Noe Negrete provided an update on the Heritage Park
Train Exhibit Improvement project and the Betty Wilson Center Vinyl Flooring
replacement and interior painting. Lastly, he announced the new Police Patrol
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Minutes of the March 1, 2022 Housing Successor, Successor Agency, and City Council Meetings

14.

15.

16.

Vehicles.

e Director of Planning, Wayne Morrell provided an update on the Chick-Fil-A
restaurant that is set to open in Spring 2023. Lastly, he spoke about reviewing
the results on the update to the Sculpture Garden.

e Director of Police Services, Dino Torres spoke about reinstating the Bike Patrol
Program in the coming months.

e Battalion Chief, Chad Van Meeteren provided a report of COVID-19 cases
within the City. He highlighted the graduation of paramedic Tim Taylor and
spoke about the end of probation for firefighters Daniel Donis and Derek Gard.

e Director of Finance, Travis Hickey spoke about meeting with sales tax
consultant HdL to review the 2021 3™ quarter sales tax updates. He also spoke
about working with PPE Unite to supply PPE to City employees. Lastly, he
spoke about the upcoming Summer Hiring Expo on Saturday, March 26™.

e Director of Community Services, Maricela Balderas provided information on the
Fitness Court Ribbon Cutting and the Teens Volunteer Day at the Community
Garden. She also spoke about the Shamrock 5K Fun Run/Walk on March 12,
and about the Float Volunteer Recognition Dinner. Lastly, she announced
information for the 2022 Homeless Count update.

APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS, COMMITTEES, COMMISSIONS
Mayor Pro Tem Zamora appointed Stella Valenzuela to the Historical and Community

Preservation Advisory Committee.

COUNCIL COMMENTS

Councilmember Mora congratulated department heads for their leadership award. He
spoke about attending Officer Keith Boyer’s 5-year anniversary memorial. He attended a
grand opening of a new store at Cerritos College and also spoke about attending the
WASC accreditation for Santa Fe High School.

Councilmember Sarno congratulated the new paramedics and the Parks and Recreation
staff for the ribbon cutting event.

Councilmember Trujillo commended the new paramedics and also spoke about the
fitness court opening. She thanked Director Negrete for providing a clear presentation
during the CIP Study Session.

Mayor Pro Tem Zamora brought attention to the new police vehicles and also spoke highly
of the new fitness court being opened. He spoke about the Community Garden cleanup
and also spoke about the accreditation event for Santa Fe High School.

Mayor Rodriguez congratulated the new paramedics and also spoke about the
Community Garden event. She thanked the volunteers who attended the dinner and also
spoke about the accreditation event for Santa Fe High School.

ADJOURNMENT
Mayor Rodriguez adjourned the meeting at 6:52 p.m. in memory of Yolanda Carpio and
Alvina Serna.
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Minutes of the March 1, 2022 Housing Successor, Successor Agency, and City Council Meetings

Annette Rodriguez

Mayor
ATTEST:
Janet Martinez Date
City Clerk
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City of Santa Fe Springs ITEM NO. 8B
City Council Meeting April 5, 2022

~” CONSENT AGENDA
A Resolution of the City Council Reaffirming the Existence of a Local Emergency
Due to the Threat of COVID-19 (pursuant to Government Code section 8630)

RECOMMENDATION:
e Adopt Resolution No. 9775:
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE
SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA, REAFFIRMING THE EXISTENCE OF A LOCAL
EMERGENCY DUE TO THE THREAT OF COVID-19

BACKGROUND

On March 4, 2020, the Governor of California issued a proclamation declaring a state
of emergency due to the threat of COVID-19. On March 13, 2020, the President of
the United States issued a proclamation of national emergency, beginning March 1,
2020, due to the COVID-19 outbreak. On March 17, 2020, the City Manager, acting
as the Director of Emergency Services, issued a proclamation declaring the
existence of a local emergency beginning March 12, 2020, due to the threat of
COVID-19. On March 18, 2020, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 9668
ratifying the proclamation, and on April 9, 2020, the City Council adopted Resolution
No. 9669 relating to taking action in response to the local emergency. The City
Council has continued to reaffirm the existence of a local emergency due to the threat
of COVID-19.

Government Code section 8630(c) provides that the City Council shall review the
need for continuing the local emergency at least once every 60 days until the City
Council terminates the local emergency. The state of emergency still exists and has
not been lifted at the statewide or county level. The Los Angeles County Department
of Public Health issued a revised health order on March 23, 2022, which states that
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) indicators and thresholds
measuring community transmission of COVID-19 within the County continue to be at
a Substantial level. The health order also states that while the Omicron BA.1 variant
is currently the dominant variant in the County, there is a gradual increase in the
BA.2 subvariant, which is highly transmissible.

The reasons for declaring a local emergency still exist, and therefore, staff
recommends that the City Council adopt the attached Resolution affirming the
existence of a local emergency in accordance with Government Code section

8630(c). - ,
Raymond R. Cruz
City Manager
Attachment:

1. Resolution No. 9775

Report Submitted By: lvy M. Tsai, City Attorney Date of Report: March 30, 2022



APPROVED:
ITEM NO.:

RESOLUTION NO. 9775

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS,
CALIFORNIA, REAFFIRMING THE EXISTENCE OF A LOCAL EMERGENCY DUE TO
THE THREAT OF COVID-19

WHEREAS, on March 4, 2020, the Governor of California issued a proclamation
declaring a state of emergency due to the threat of COVID-19; and

WHEREAS, on March 13, 2020, the President of the United States issued a
proclamation of national emergency, beginning March 1, 2020, due to the COVID-19
outbreak; and

WHEREAS, on March 17, 2020, the City Manager, acting as the Director of
Emergency Services, issued a proclamation declaring the existence of a local emergency
beginning March 12, 2020, due to the threat of COVID-19; and

WHEREAS, on March 18, 2020, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 9668
ratifying the proclamation declaring the existence of a local emergency, and on April 9,
2020, the City Council adopted Resolution No. 9669 relating to taking action in response
to the local emergency; and

WHEREAS, the City Council previously adopted resolutions reaffirming the
existence of a local emergency due to the threat of COVID-19 pursuant to Government
Code section 8630(c), which provides that the City Council shall review the need for
continuing the local emergency at least once every 60 days until the City Council
terminates the local emergency; and

WHEREAS, the state of emergency still exists and has not been lifted at the
statewide or county level; and

WHEREAS, the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health issued a revised
health order on March 23, 2022, which states that Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC) indicators and thresholds measuring community transmission of
COVID-19 within the County continue to be at a Substantial level; and

WHEREAS, the health order also states that while the Omicron BA.1 variant is
currently the dominant variant in the County, there is a gradual increase in the BA.2
subvariant, which is highly transmissible; and

WHEREAS, COVID-19 continues to pose a threat to the safety of individuals in



Santa Fe Springs and Los Angeles County, and the reasons for declaring a local
emergency still exist.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE
SPRINGS DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

1. The City Council determines that there is need for continuing the local
emergency until such time as the City Council declares the termination of the local
emergency. The City Council will review the need for continuing the local emergency at
least once every 60 days in accordance with Government Code section 8630(c).

2. The City Council reaffirms Resolution Nos. 9668 and 9669 relating to the
declaration of and response to a local emergency due to the threat of COVID-19, and all
parts therein.

APPROVED and ADOPTED this 5™ day of April, 2022.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Annette Rodriguez, Mayor
ATTEST:

Janet Martinez, CMC, City Clerk



ITEM NO. 8C

April 5, 2022
~” CONSENT AGENDA
A Resolution of the City Council Affirming Authorization of Remote Teleconference
Meetings
RECOMMENDATION

e Adopt Resolution No. 9776:
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE
SPRINGS AFFIRMING THE LEGALLY REQUIRED FINDINGS TO
AUTHORIZE THE CONDUCT OF REMOTE TELECONFERENCE
MEETINGS DURING A STATE OF EMERGENCY

BACKGROUND

At its regular meeting of December 7, 2021, the City Council adopted Resolution No.
9747 authorizing the City Council and all legislative bodies and committees of the
City to meet by teleconference. In order to continue holding teleconference meetings
pursuant to this new law, an agency is required, at least every 30 days, to make the
following findings by majority vote:

(A) The legislative body has reconsidered the circumstances of the state of
emergency.
(B) Any of the following circumstances exist:
(i) The state of emergency continues to directly impact the ability of the
members to meet safely in person.
(i) State or local officials continue to impose or recommend measures to
promote social distancing.

On March 4, 2020, the Governor issued a proclamation declaring a state of
emergency due to the threat of COVID-19. The California Department of Public
Health and the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Health have issued
public health orders during this state of emergency for the purpose of reducing
transmission of COVID-19. Such orders have included social distancing
requirements. The state of emergency continues to directly impact the ability of the
members to meet safely in person due to a number of factors, including the high
number of daily cases and community transmission and increased transmission of
COVID-19 by the Delta variant. The Department of Public Health has stated that the
Delta variant is two times as contagious as earlier variants, remains predominant in
Los Angeles County, and continues to lead to increased infections.

Accordingly, staff has prepared the attached resolution to continue to authorize
remote teleconference meetings and will include on all future meeting agendas such
a resolution until such time as the state of emergency ceases, or as otherwise
directed by the City Council.

Report Submitted By: lvy M. Tsai, City Attorney Date of Report: March 30, 2022



April 5, 2022

B Ly

Raymond R. Cruz
City Manager

Attachment:
1. Resolution No. 9776

Report Submitted By: lvy M. Tsai, City Attorney Date of Report: March 30, 2022



APPROVED:
ITEM NO.:

RESOLUTION NO. 9776

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS
AFFIRMING THE LEGALLY REQUIRED FINDINGS TO AUTHORIZE THE CONDUCT
OF REMOTE TELECONFERENCE MEETINGS DURING A STATE OF EMERGENCY

WHEREAS, on March 4, 2020, pursuant to California Government Code section
8625, the Governor declared a state of emergency; and

WHEREAS, on September 17, 2021, the Governor signed AB 361, which bill went
into immediate effect as urgency legislation; and

WHEREAS, AB 361 adds Subsection (e) to Section 54953 of the Government
Code to authorize legislative bodies to conduct teleconference meetings without
complying with the requirements set forth in Section 54953(b)(3), provided the legislative
body makes specified findings and complies with certain requirements; and

WHEREAS, the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Health reports a high
number of daily cases and community transmission, as well as increased transmission of
COVID-19 due to the Delta variant, which is two times as contagious as earlier variants,
remains predominant in Los Angeles County, and continues to lead to increased
infections; and

WHEREAS, public health officials recommend social distancing as a protective
measure to decrease the chance of spread of COVID-19; and

WHEREAS, at its regular meeting of November 2, 2021, the City Council adopted
Resolution No. 9735 authorizing the City Council and all legislative bodies and
committees of the City to meet by teleconference; and

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 54953(e)(3) requires an agency to
reconsider the circumstances of the state of emergency and make certain findings every
thirty days in order to continue to conduct remote teleconference meetings pursuant to
Section 54953(e).

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE
SPRINGS DOES HEREBY RESOLVE that:

1. The City Council has reconsidered the circumstances of the state of
emergency and finds that the state of emergency continues to directly impact the ability
of its members to meet safely in person.

2. The City Council and all legislative bodies and committees of the City are

authorized to meet by teleconference pursuant to, and in compliance with the
requirements of, Government Code section 54953(e).

RESOLUTION NO. 9776



APPROVED:
ITEM NO.:

APPROVED and ADOPTED this 5" day of April, 2022 by the following roll call

vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

ATTEST:

Janet Martinez, CMC, City Clerk

RESOLUTION NO. 9776

Annette Rodriguez, Mayor



i City of Santa Fe Springs ITEM NO. 8D

City Council Meeting April 5, 2022

Town Center Plaza Parking Lot Improvements Project — Final Payment

RECOMMENDATION
e Approve the final payment to Los Angeles Engineering, Inc. of Covina, California,
in the amount of $21,813.90 (Less 5% Retention) for the subject project.

BACKGROUND

On February 11, 2021, the City Council awarded a contract to Los Angeles Engineering
Inc. of Covina, California in the amount of $3,258,000.00 for Town Center Plaza
Parking Lot Improvements project. The renovation included; drainage enhancements,
improved traffic circulation, new sidewalks, landscape, irrigation, asphalt concrete
pavement, parking/pedestrian lighting, information kiosk, lighted entry handrails, new
entry monuments, signage, traffic signal improvements, sewer improvements, wider
drive isles, and water/sewer connections.

The following payment detail represents the Final Payment (less 5% Retention) due
per terms of the contract for the work which has been completed and found to be
satisfactory.

FISCAL IMPACT

The Town Center Plaza Parking Lot Improvement Project is funded by the Utility Users
Tax (UUT) Capital Improvement Fund. Sufficient funding is available from UUT to
complete funding for the project.

INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT
The Town Center Plaza Parking Lot Improvements Project will improve the condition
of the existing parking lot section, enhance operational safety, and reduce

maintenance costs. v

Raymond R. Cruz
City Manager

Attachments:
Exhibit No. 1: Final Payment Detall

7]
Report Submitted By: Noe Negrete 7 = Date of Report: March 30, 2022
Director of Public Works



Payment Detail:
TOWN CENTER PLAZA PARKING LOT IMPROVEMENTS

Contractor: |os Angeles Engineering, Inc.

633 N. Barranca Avenue

Covina, CA 91723

Final Payment $ 21,813.90

l Item Description | ] Contract | C?mpleled This Period | Fompleted To Date
No. | Quantity] Units | UnitPrice | Total | Quantity ] Amount | Quantity | Amount |
1.[Mobilization 1 LS |$ 250,000.00|$%  250,000.00 $ 1.00 [$  250,000.00
2.|Conslruction Survey and Monument Perpelualion. 1 LS |$ 30000008 30,000.00 $ 1001|% 30,000.00
3.|Preparation, Implementation and Modification of the SWPPP. 1 LS |$ 15000.00 % 15,000.00 $ 100 $ 15,000.00
4.|Traffic Conlrol. 1 LS |$§ 1500000 |% 15,000.00 $ 1,00 [ $ 15,000.00
5.|Clearing & Grubbing. 1 LS |$ 3681970 (9% 36,819.70 $ 1,00 | § 36,819.70
6a.|Remove and dispose off-site exisling concrete paving, brick banding| 12,131 SF |$ 1,50 | $ 18,196.50 $ 12419.00 [ $ 18,628.50
6b.|Remove and dispose off-site (3) three existing variable height
concrete planter walls and footings. 201 LF |$ 12.00 | $ 2,412.00 $ 201.00 | $ 2,412.00
6c.|Remove and dispose concrete sidewalk along Alburtis Ave. 2000 | SF |§ 150 [ $ 3,000.00 $ 2,000.00 | $ 3,000.00
6d.|Remove and dispose concrete sidewalk along Telegraph Rd. 1076 | SF |§ 150 | $ 1,614.00 $ 1,076.00 | $ 1,614.00
6e.|Remove and dispose off-site existing wood fencing, post and
concrete foolings. 450 LF |$ 6.00 | $ 2,700.00 $ 23200 | $ 1,392.00
6f.|Remove and relocate existing concrete four planter boxes. 4 EA |§ 120.00 | $ 480.00 $ 6.00 (% 720.00
6g.|Remove and dispose off-site existing concrete signage monument &
wood sign along Telegraph Road. 1 LS |$ 300.00 | $ 300.00 $ 1.00 % 300.00
6h.|Remove and Salvage for use (2) 10 (feet) high globe lights and
poles.(see Electrical plan) Remove (4) 10' (feet) high globe lights and
poles and deliver to City Maintenance Yard. Remove and dispose off
site (4) 24' (feet) light poles in parking lot, 1 LS |§  1,800.00]% 1,800.00 $ 1.00 | $ 1,800.00
6i.|Remove and dispose off-site existing concrete wall & footing at ADA
Parking Stall. 25 LF |$ 15.00 | $ 375.00 $ 25.00 | $ 375.00
6j.|Remove and dispose off-site existing concrete steps with railings. 360 SF |$ 6.00 | $ 2,160.00 $ 360.00 | $ 2,160.00
6k.|Remove and dispose off-site existing concrete ramp with railings. 200 SF |$ 3.00 % 600.00 $ 20000 | $ 600.00
6l.|Remove and dispose off-site existing concrete retaining curb and
footing along Telegraph Road. 45 LF |§ 10.00 | $ 450.00 $ 4500 $ 450.00
6m.|Remove and dispose off-site existing concrete / metal bollards. 6 EA |$ 150.00 | $ 900.00 $ 6.00(% 900.00
6n.|Remove of existing signs. 17 EA |$ 50.00 | $ 850.00 $ 17.00 | $ 850.00
Bo.|Remove existing onsite AC pavement, and landscaping to 9" below
proposed surface. 45519 SF |$ 3.00(% 136,557.00 $ 47,203.00 | $ 141,609.00
6p.|Remove existing off-site curb and gutter. 604 LF |s 6.00 | $ 4,164.00 $ 694.00 | $ 4,164.00
6q.|Remove existing onsite curb. 800 LF |$ 3.00(% 2,400.00 $ 695.00 | $ 2,085.00
6r.|[Remove existing PCC v-gutler. 1,080 | SF |$ 3.00 | $ 3,240.00 $ 1,080.00 | $ 3,240.00
6s.|Remove existing driveways. 1 LS [$ 1,200.00 | $ 1,200.00 $ 1.00|$ 1,200.00
6t.|Remove existing conflicling parkway drains. 1 LS |$ 3,000.00 | $ 3,000.00 $ 1.00 | $ 3,000.00
6u.|Remove existing offsite curb ramp. 1 EA |$ 200.00 | $ 200.00 $ 1.00 | $ 200.00
6v.|Remove existing variable height retaining curb/wall. 70 LF |$ 10.00 | $ 700.00 $ 70.00 | $ 700.00
6w.|Remove existing railroad ties. 2 EA |$ 50.00 | $ 100.00 $ 200|% 100.00
6x.|Remove existing wheel stop. 682 EA |$ 50.00 | $ 3,100.00 $ 62.00 | $ 3,100.00
By.|Remave existing backflow preventer water valves and meters. 2 EA % 1,100.00 | $ 2,200.00 $ 200(9% 2,200.00
6z.|Remove and Salvage exisling Metal Bill Pay Box & Book Drop Box|
for use. Remove existing concrete pad and curb and fooling. 1 LS [$ 2000008 2,000.00 $ 100 | $ 2,000.00
7.|Place CMB/Overexcavalion. 250 | CY |§ 110.00 | § 27,500.00 $ - |3 £
8a.|Remove Existing Tree and Roots (8" to 12 " Trunk Diameler). 9 EA |§ 900,00 | $ 8,100.00 $ 9.00 | $ 8,100.00
8b.|Remove Existing Tree and Roots (13" fo 24" Trunk Diameter). 56 EA |$  1,250.00|$ 70,000.00 $ 56.00 | $ 70,000.00
8c.|Remove Existing Tree and Roots (Greater than 24" Trunk Diameter).
10 EA |$ 2000008 20,000.00 $ 10,00 | $ 20,000.00
9.|Adjust Existing Electrical Pull Box to Grade. 3 EA |§ 350,00 | § 1,050.00 $ - 1% -
10.|Adjust Existing Traffic Signal Pull Box to Grade. 1 EA | $ 350.00 | $ 350.00 $ 100 % 350.00
11.|Adjust Existing Street Light Pull Box to Grade. 1 EA | § 350.00 | $ 350.00 $ 1.00 | $ 350.00
12.[Adjust Existing Gas Meter Box to Grade. 1 EA |$ 350,00 | § 350.00 $ 1.00 | $ 350.00
13.|Adjust Existing Water Vault to Grade. 1 EA |§ 300.00 | $ 300.00 $ 500|% 1,500.00
14.[Adjust Existing Communication Pull Box to Grade. 3 EA |§ 300,00 | $ 900.00 $ 3009 900.00
15.|Construct PCC Curb Over 4" CAB Per Santa Fe Springs Std No R-7,
A1 (Curb Height per Plan). 1656 | LF |$ 30.00 | § 49,680.00 $ 1,626.00 | § 45,780.00
16.|Construct Variable Height PCC Curb Over 4" CAB Per Santa Fe '
Springs STD No R-7, A1 (Curb Height per Plan). 166 LF |$ 28.00 | $ 4,648.00 $ 133.00 | $ 3,724.00
17.|Construct Variable Height PCC Curb and Gutter Over 4" CAB Per|
Santa Fe Springs STD No R-7, A2. 35 LF |[$ 30.00 | $ 1,050.00 $ 39.00 | § 1,170.00
18.|Construct 4" PCC Curb and Gulter Over 4" CAB per Santa Fe
Springs Std No R-7, A2. 30 LF |$ 40.00 | $ 1,200.00 $ 172.00 | § 6,8680.00
19.[Construct 6" PCC Curb and Gutter Over 4" CAB per Santa Fe
Springs Std No R-7, A2. 476 LF |$ 3500 [ $ 16,660.00 $ 428,00 | § 14,980.00
20.[Construct 8" PCC Curb and Gulter Over 4" CAB per Santa Fe
Springs Std No R-7, A2. 551 LF [ $ 40,00 | $ 22,040.00 $ 560.00 | $ 22,400.00
3/28/2022 Page1of5



Payment Detail:
TOWN CENTER PLAZA PARKING LOT IMPROVEMENTS

Contractor: Los Angeles Engineering, Inc.

633 N. Barranca Avenue

Covina, CA 91723

Final Payment $

21,813.90

Contract

Completed This Period

Completed To Date

Item i
| No. Dasariglicn &an_myl Units | UnitPrice | Total l[ Quantity | Amount I Quantity | Amount |
21.|Construct PCC Curb Transition Over 4" CAB Per Detail Shown on
Sheet 10 (Curb Height Per Plan). 49 LF |$ 40,00 | $ 1,960.00 $ 11.00 | $ 440.00
22.[Construct PCC Curb and Gutter Transition Over 4" CAB per Detail
Shown on Sheet 10 (Curb Heights Per Plan). 14 LF |$ 40.00 | $ 560.00 $ 17.00 | $ 680.00
23.[Construct PCC Curb and Gutter Transition (8" to 6") (Unless
Otherwise Shown) to Parkway Drain Over 4" CAB per Detail Shown|
on Sheet 10 (Curb Heights Per Plan). 75 LF |$ 40.00 | $ 3,000.00 $ 124,00 | § 4,960.00
24.|Construct 4" PCC Curb Ramp over 4" CAB per Callrans Sid Plan
ABBA (Case Per Plan) with Black Truncated Domes. 116 SF |$ 30.00 | $ 3,480.00 $ 140,00 | $ 4,200.00
25.|Construct 8" PCC Driveway Over 6" CAB per Santa Fe Springs Std
No R-6.4D and R-6.4B (Per Plan). 1540 | SF [§ 12,00 [ § 18,480.00 $ 1,461.00 | $ 17,532.00
26.|Construct PCC Parkway Drain (S & B Per Plan) per SPPWC Std No
151-2 (Include Rectangular Frame and Cover). 7 EA |$ 5,700.00 | § 39,900.00 $ 7.001(% 39,900.00
27.|Construct 6" Curb Cut per Detail Shown on Sheet 10. 7 EA |§ 85,00 | $ 595,00 $ 700|$ 595.00
28.|Place Crushed Aggregate Base. 530 CY |[$ 70,00 | $ 37,100.00 $ 544.00 | $ 38,080.00
29,|Construct Asphalt Concrete Pavement (4" depth). 850 | TON |$ 90.00 | $ 76,500.00 $ 880.00 | $ 79,200.00
30.Construct Deeplift Asphalt Concrete Pavement (6"). 100 | TON |§ 200.00 | $ 20,000.00 $ 105.00 [ $ 21,000.00
31.|Furnish and Install Parking Stall Wheel Stop. 72 EA [$ 60,00 [ $ 4,320.00 $ 72,00 | % 4,320.00
32.|Furnish and Install Traffic Signing Thermoplastic Markings and
Striping, Pavement Markers and Repaint Red Curb. 1 LS |$ 2500000|% 25,000.00 $ 1.00 | $ 25,000.00
33a.|Furnish and Install Pedestrian Push Button Post with Feundation. 1 EA |§ 5,400.00 | $ 5,400.00 $ 100|% 5,400.00
33b.|Install Pedestrian Push Button. 1 EA |[$  6,500.00 | $ 6,500.00 $ 1.00 | $ 6,500.00
33c.|Relocate Pedestrian Head. 1 EA |§ 2,600.00 | $ 2,600.00 $ 100|$ 2,600.00
33d.|Remove Pedestrian Push Button. 1 EA |$  2,500.00 | $ 2,500.00 $ 1.00 | $ 2,500.00
33e.|Furnish and Install #14 Wire. 615 LF |$ 500|% 3,075.00 $ 615.00 | $ 3,075.00
33f.|Install Detector Loop. 8 EA |$ 815.00 | $ 6,520.00 $ 400|% 3,260.00
33g.|Remove Pull Box. D EA |$  2,400.00 | $ 4,800.00 $ 200 % 4,800.00
33h.Install #6 Pull Box. 2 EA |§  1,800.00 [$ 3,600.00 $ 200|$ 3,600.00
331, Install DLC. 200 | LF |$ 9.00 | $ 1,800.00 $ 250.00 | § 2,250.00
33].|Install 2" Conduit. 50 LF |$ 120.00 | § 6,000.00 $ 98.00 | $ 11,760.00
33k.|Install #6E Pull Box. 1 EA |$  4,00000(% 4,000.00 $ 1.00| 9% 4,000.00
34.|Furnish and Install 8" PVC. Include All Necessary Fillings and
Appurtenances. 374 LF |$ 70.00 | $ 26,180.00 $ 375.00 | $ 26,250.00
35.|Furnish and Install 4" PVC. Include All Necessary Fillings and
Appurtenances. 12 LF |[$ 50,00 | $ 600.00 $ 10.00 | $ 500.00
36.|Furnish and Install 4" SCH. 40 PVC Perforated Drain Line (Refer to
Landscape Plans). 282 LF |$ 20.00 | $ 5,640.00 $ 306.00 | $ 6,120.00
37.|Furnish and Install 6" PVC. Include All Necessary Fillings and
Appurienances. 196 LF |§ 40.00 | $ 7,840.00 $ 269.00 | $ 10,760.00
38.|Install 12°x12" Catch Basin (NDS Part# 1200) or Approved Equal. 12 EA | § 160.00 | $ 1,920.00 $ 14.00 | $ 2,240.00
39.|Install 12°x12" Atrium Grate {(NDS Part# 1280) or Approved Equal. 12 EA |[$ 80.00 | $ 960.00 $ 12,00 % 960.00
40.|Install 24"x24" Grate (NDS Part# 2411) with Catch Basin (NDS Part#
2400) and Adapter Plug (NDS Part# 1206) or Approved Equal. 1 EA |$  1,00000 (% 1,000.00 $ 100|$ 1,000.00
41 |Install 12" Channel Drain (NDS Part# 847) with Deep Profile Channel
Drain (NDS Partit 843) and End Cap (NDS Part# 844) or Approved
Equal. 6 EA |$§ 600.00 | $ 3,600.00 $ 6.00| % 3,600.00
42a,[Furnish and Install StormTech Infiltration Basin - Area A. 1 LS |$  9,00000]|% 9,000.00 $ 1.00 [ $ 9,000.00
42b.|Furnish and Install StormTech Infiltration Basin - Area B. 1 s |$ 3,500.00 | $ 3,500.00 $ 100 % 3,500.00
42c.|Furnish and Install StormTech Infiltration Basin - Area C. 1 LS |$ 2000000 % 20,000.00 $ 1.00[$ 20,000.00
42d.|Furnish and Install StormTech Infiltration Basin - Area D. 1 LS |$ 17,000.00 | $ 17,000.00 $ 100|$% 17,000.00
42e.|Furnish and Install StormTech Infiltration Basin - Area E. 1 LS |$ 2500000]$ 25,000.00 $ 100 | $ 25,000.00
43.|Install 24'x36" Caltrans G1 Drainage Inlet (Jenson Precast Part
#D12436_G1_C) or approved equal. 3 EA |§ 5,700.00 | $ 17,100.00 $ 400 $ 22,800.00
44.|Furnish and Install 8" PVC (SDR 35) Sewer Lateral per SPPWC
Standard Plan 222-2 (Case A), Tie Into Existing 8" VCP With a
Saddle. Includes Trenching, Bedding, Backfil, Compaction, and
Restoration of Street Section. 3 EA |$  5900.00|% 17,700.00 $ 3.00(% 17,700.00
45.[Construct Chimney (Cleanout) Case Il Per SPPWG Std. Plan 220-3. 15 EA |$ 500.00 [ $ 7,500.00 $ 15.00 | $ 7,500.00
46.|Furnish and Install 6" PVC (SDR 35) Sewer Line. Include Trenching,
Bedding, Backfill and Compaction. 508 LF |§ 40.00 | $ 20,320.00 $ 508.00 | $ 20,320.00
47.|Join Existing 4" Sewer Lateral Near Building. Remove Interfering
Portion of Existing Lateral. Furnish and Install 4" To 6" Coupler. 3 EA [$  1,000.00 % 3,000.00 $ 300|% 3,000.00
48,|Plug and Abandon Existing Sewer Line. 4 EA | § 1,000.00 | $ 4,000.00 $ 400 |$ 4,000.00
49.|Remove Existing Sewer Line. 174 | LF |$ 35.00 | $ 6,090.00 $ 160.00 | $ 5,600.00
3/28/2022 Page 2 of §



Payment Detail:
TOWN CENTER PLAZA PARKING LOT IMPROVEMENTS

Contractor: | os Angeles Engineering, Inc.

633 N. Barranca Avenue

Covina, CA 91723

Final Payment $ 21,813.90

| Item Dsseripon [ Contract [ Completed This Period | Completed To Date
No. | Quantity] Units | UnitPrice | Total [ Quantity ] Amount | Quantity | Amount |
50.|Furnish and Install Black Truncated Domes Per Callrans Std, No,
ABBA. 2 EA | § 1,300.00 | $ 2,600.00 2.00 2,600.00
51.|Remove Existing Fire Hydrant Assembly, Salvage to the Cily Yard
and cap existing lateral. 1 EA |§ 5,600.00 | $ 5,600.00 1.00 5,600.00
52.|Furnish and Install Fire Hydrant Assembly per City of Santa Fe
Springs Standard No. W-5.1, Join Existing 8" ACP Waler Main with
6" Saddle. Includes Trenching, Bedding, Backfill, Compaction, And
Restoration of Street Section. 1 EA [$  11,000.00 | $ 11,000.00 1.00 11,000.00
53.|Sawcut and Remove Existing Colored Concrete Walk. Replace in
Kind. 53 SF |'§ 60.00 | $ 3,180.00 53.00 3,180.00
54.|Clean Qut Debris From Existing Storm Drain Manhole Junction
Structure. Plug Opening from Removed Portion of Parkway Drain. 1 EA |$ 750.00 | $ 750.00 1.00 750.00
55.|Construct 8" PCC Driveway Over 6" CAB Per Santa Fe Springs STD
No R-6.2, Use 0" CF. 138 SF | § 2000 [ $ 2,760.00 165.00 3,300.00
56.|Remove & Relocate Existing Palm Tree, See Planting Plan for
Proposed Localion. 1 EA |§  2500.00)|% 2,500.00 1.00 2,500.00
57.[Adjust Existing Water Monitoring Cover to Grade. 1 EA |$§ 500,00 | $ 500.00 2.00 1,000.00
58a.|Main Sign Monument: Construct (40’ linear foot) x 7' High CMU Block|
Wall & concrete footing with Honey Mountain Ledge Stone (front and
sides) & Wall Cap (220 SF Both Faces including wall cap). Back side
colored stucco. 1 EA |$ 120,00000|$  120,000.00 1.00 120,000.00
58h.|Secondary Sign Monument: Construct (18' linear feet) x 5-6" High
CMU Block Wall & concrete fooling with colored stucco finish (all
sides) & Wall Cap (180 SF). 1 EA |$ 1500000 |$ 15,000.00 1.00 15,000.00
58¢.|Construct 2'-6" High x 3' CMU Block Pedestal with Concrete Fooling
with Honey Mountain Stone Veneer. 2 EA [$ 1500000 |$ 30,000.00 2.00 30,000.00
58d.|Construct P.C.C. Integral colored concrete wall and footing (20"
retaining for ADA Ramps) Exposed face to be light sandblast finish.
210 LF |$ 200.00 | $ 42,000.00 210.00 42,000.00
58e.|Construct P.C.C. Integral Colored concrete wall and footing (20"
retaining for landscape planter) Exposed face to be light sandblast.
254 LF | § 200.00 | $ 50,800.00 268.00 53,600.00
58f.[Construct P.C.C. Natural Gray Concrete wall and footing (16"
retaining landscape planter) Exposed face and cap to be light
sandblast. 128 LF |$ 880.00 | $ 112,640.00 128.00 112,640.00
59a.|Construct 4" Thick Concrete Paving w/ Natural Grey Color Finish,
Medium Broom (Sidewalk) on Telegraph Road. 1167 | SF | § 10.00 | $ 11,670.00 1,281.00 12,810.00
59b.|Construct 4" Thick Concrete Paving w/ Natural Grey Color, Medium|
Broom Finish (Sidewalk) on Alburtis Avenue. 1883 | SF |§ 10.00 | $ 18,830.00 1,680.00 16,800.00
59¢.|Construct 4" Thick Colored Concrete Paving Sidewalks around
Parking Lots & Ramps Top Cast #3 Finish. 5185 | SF |§ 12.00 [ § 62,220.00 6,187.00 74,244.00
59d.|Construct 4" Thick Colored Concrete Paving Sidewalks around
Parking Lots & Ramps Top Cast #5 Finish. 540 SF | $ 14.00 | $ 7,560.00 545.00 7,630.00
59e.|Construct 8" Thick Integral Colored Concrete Medium Broom Finish
(Main Entry Driveway). 1413 | SF | $ 20.00 | $ 28,260.00 1,496.00 29,920.00
59f.| Construct 4" Thick Bomanite Stamped Integral Colored Concrete
(Parking lot Islands & Central Plaza). 2405 SF |§ 23.00 % 55,315.00 2,520.00 57,960.00
59g.|Construct 8" Thick Vehicular Colored Concrete Paving @18" OCEW
(Driving Areas) With Bomanite Stamp. 534 SF | § 25.00 | $ 13,350.00 600.00 15,000.00
59h.|Construct 8" thick Integral Colored Concrete Paving with Top Cast
Finish (Driving areas South and East of Building). 2216 | SF |$ 20.00 | $ 44,320.00 1,717.00 34,340.00
59i.|Construct Integral Colored Concrele Steps. 80 LF | $ 200.00 | $ 16,000.00 84.00 16,800.00
59j.|Caulking of Expansion Joints at Horizontal and Vertical Separation
Joints. 4400 | LF |[$ 250 |9% 11,000.00 3,734.00 9,335.00
59k.|Clean and Seal Colored Concrete and Stamped Concrete Paving,
Natural Gray Banding & Colored Concrete Steps Upan Completion.
12,800 SF |$ 0.50 | $ 6,400.00 14,271.00 7,135.50
60a.|Fabricate and Install Stainless Steel Cable Railings and Posls for|
Ramps. 104 LF | $ 200.00 | $ 20,800.00 105.00 21,000.00
60b.|Fabricate and Install Painted Handrails for Stairs and Ramps. 198 LF |$ 250.00 | $ 49,500.00 230.00 57,500.00
60c.|Purchase and Install Poltery & Saucers. 2 EA |$  2,000.00($% 4,000.00 2.00 4,000.00
60d.[Main Sign Monument: Furnish & Install 3.5" Lite Crete Colored
Concrele Sign Panel. 1 LS |§ 5,600.00 | $ 5,600.00 1.00 5,600.00
60e.|Furnish & Install Aluminum Letters. “WELCOME TO SANTA FE
SPRINGS". 1 LS |$ 1,000.00 | $ 1,000.00 1.00 1,000.00
60f.|Furnish & Install Aluminum Letters. “CITY HALL" and “LIBRARY"
WITH DIRECTIONAL ARROWS. 1 LS [$ 1,000.00 | $ 1,000.00 1.00 1,000.00
60g.[Furnish & Install AV-PEERLESS Electronic Kiosk Model: KOP25565-S
XHB. 1 LS |$ 15,000.00|% 15,000.00 1.00 15,000.00
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Payment Detail:
TOWN CENTER PLAZA PARKING LOT IMPROVEMENTS

Contractor: Los Angeles Engineering, Inc.

633 N. Barranca Avenue

Covina, CA 91723

Final Payment §$

21,813.90

I Item Description | Contract | Completed This Period | Completed To Date
No. | Quantity] Units |  UnitPrice | Total | Quanfity T Amount |  Quantity | Amount |
60h.|Furnish & Install City Bronze Medallion in paving. 1 LS |$ 4,500,00 | $ 4,500.00 $ 1.001|$ 4,500,00
60i.|Furnish & Install 42" high metal posts, railings with picket fencing. 460 LF |$ 260.00 | $ 119,600.00 $ 444,00 | $ 115,440.00
60j.[Furnish & Install (4) 44' long Aluminum Liberty Manufacturer Flag
Poles Model: EC40 IH. 4 EA |$  6,500,00 | $ 26,000.00 $ 4,00 |$ 26,000.00
60k.[Furnish and Install Glascrete Removable Bollards. 5 EA |$  1,300.00 | $ 6,500.00 $ 500 | $ 6,500.00
601.|Relocate Book Drop Off Box and Bill Pay Box. 1 EA |$  1,00000|$ 1,000.00 $ 1,00 | $ 1,000.00
60m. |Furnish and Install Stabilized Decomposed Granite. 855 SF | § 4009 3,420.00 $ - % -
60n.|Furnish and Install Bend- a- Board Edging. 280 LF |$ 8.00 | $ 2,240.00 $ 280,00 | 2,240.00
61a.|Irrigation Area. Including Drip system, trenching, main line, and
piping. 14600 SF |[$ 500 |$ 73,000.00 $ 16,382.00 | $ 81,910.00
61b.|lrrigation 12* Pop-heads, nozzles and swing joints. 92 EA | § 30.00 | $ 2,760.00 $ 149.00 | $ 4,470.00
61c.|Furnish and Install RainMaster 36 Station Time Clock wi Rain Sensor|
& Cabinet on Concrele Pad. 1 EA |$  8,300.00|% 8,300.00 $ 1.00| $ 8,300.00
61d.|Furnish and Install 2" Backflow Preventer with metal cage and
concrele base. 1 EA |§ 9,400.00 | $ 9,400.00 $ 2009 18,800.00
61e.|Furnish and Install Remote Control Valves & Lock Boxes. 28 EA |§ 270.00 | $ 7,560.00 $ 28.00 | $ 7,560.00
61f.|Furnish and Install Master Control Valve & Lock Box. 1 EA |§ 800.00 | $ 800.00 $ 1.00 | $ 800.00
61g.|Furnish and Install Hose Bibs. 10 EA |$ 350.00 | $ 3,500.00 $ 1200 % 4,200.00
62a.|Purchase and Install 1 gallon Annual Color. 249 EA |$ 10.00 | $ 2,490.00 $ 42400 | $ 4,240.00
62b.|Purchase and install Shrub Planting. 11,0001 SF |$ 0.05|% 550.00 $ 11,014.00 | $ 550.70
62c.|Purchase and Install 1 gallon plant. 335 EA |$ 900 (% 3,015.00 $ 564.00 | $ 5,076.00
62d. |Purchase and Install 5 gallon plant. 578 EA |$ 21.00 | $ 12,138.00 $ 893.00 | § 18,753.00
62e.|Purchase and Install 1 gallon specialty plant. 37 EA | $ 10.00 | § 370.00 $ 49.00 | $ 490,00
62f.|Purchase and Install 5 gallon specialty plant. 89 EA |§ 28.00 | $ 2,492.00 $ 46.00 [ $ 1,288.00
62g. [Purchase and Install 15 gallon Espalier Vine plant. 29 EA |$ 160.00 | § 4,640.00 $ 35.00 | § 5,600.00
62h.|Purchase and Install 4" Caliper Hedge Plant. 8 EA |$ 320,00 | $ 2,560.00 $ 8.00($% 2,560.00
62i.|Purchase and Install 6" Caliper Tree. 22 EA |$ 10,000.00 | § 220,000.00 $ 2200 220,000.00
62j.|Purchase and Install 7* Caliper Tree. 1 EA [$ 1090000 | $ 10,900.00 $ 1.00|$ 10,900.00
62k.|Purchase and Install 8" Caliper Tree. 9 EA |§ 10,900.00 | $ 98,100.00 $ 9.00 [ $ 98,100.00
621.|Crane Cost to install trees (2) two days total. 1 LS |$  4,200.00|% 4,200.00 $ 100 |9 4,200.00
62m.|Purchase and Install sodded Marathon | turf, 3400 | SF |$ 150 | $ 5,100.00 $ 3,240.00 | $ 4,860.00
62n.|Purchase and Install shredded bark mulch (3" depth). 15200 SF |$ 06595 9,880.00 $ 19,854.00 | $ 12,905.10
620.|Purchase and Install Deep Root Barrier. 400 LF |$ 23.00|$ 9,200.00 $ 320.00 | $ 7,360.00
63.{Import and Place Topsail for Planting. 106 | CY |$ 65.00 | § 6,890.00 $ 106.00 | $ 6,890.00
64.|Soil Preparation and Fine Grading. 15488| SF |§ 0.90 (9% 13,939.20 $ 15,488.00 | $ 13,939.20
65.| Tree Protection, Fencing, Watering, & Maintenance. 1 LS |$ 10,000.00 | $ 10,000.00 $ 1.00|$ 10,000.00
66a.|Electrical Demolition. 1 LS |$ 50,000.00]|% 50,000.00 $ 100|% 50,000.00
66b.|Furnish and Consfruct Lighting Controls System. 1 LS |§ 5,000,00 | § 5,000.00 $ 1.00($ 5,000.00
66c.|Furnish and Construct Single Pole Light Assembly. 2 EA |$ 5,500,00 | § 11,000.00 $ 200 |$ 11,000.00
66d.|Furnish and Construct Single Pole Light Footing. 2 EA |§ 2,200.00 | $ 4,400,00 $ 200 $ 4,400.00
66e.|Furnish and Construct Single Pole Light Assembly with Pedestrian
Luminaire. 4 EA |$ 5800008 23,200.00 $ 400(% 23,200.00
66f,|Furnish and Construct Single Pole with Pedestrian Luminaire Light
Fooling. 4 EA |[$  1,800.00 | % 7,200.00 $ 400 $ 7,200.00
669.|Furnish and Construct Double Pole Light Assembly. 7 EA |§ 6,000.00 | $ 42,000.00 $ 7.00 | $ 42,000.00
66h.|Furnish and Construct Double Pole Light Footing. 7 EA |$  1,500.00 % 10,500.00 $ 7.00|§ 10,500.00
66i.|Furnish and Construct Rail Lights. 20 LF |$  1,400.00 % 28,000.00 $ 28.00 | $ 39,200.00
66j.[Furnish and Consiruct 3R Enclosure for Rail Light's remote drivers. 1 LS [$  2,500.00(% 2,500.00 $ 1.00 (8 2,500.00
66k.|Furnish and Conslruct Signage. 1 EA |$  2100.00 % 2,100.00 $ 1.00($ 2,100.00
661.[Furnish and Construct Bullet Tree lights. 36 EA |$ 800.00 | $ 28,800.00 $ 36.00 % 28,800.00
66m.|Furnish and Construct Wall mounted lights. 49 EA |$ 750.00 | $ 36,750.00 $ 46.00 [ $ 34,500.00
66n.|Furnish and Construct Flush In-Ground lights. 6 EA |$ 2,800.00 | $ 16,800.00 $ - 1§ -
660.|Furnish and Construct Flag pole lights. 5 EA |$ 1,200.00 | § 6,000.00 $ 5.00 | % 6,000.00
66p.[Furnish and Construct Bollard lights. 8 EA |$§ 370000 (8% 29,600.00 $ 8.00 | $ 29,600.00
66q.|Furnish and Construct GFCI, WP Receptacles. 13 EA |§ 310.00 | $ 4,030.00 $ 13.00 | $ 4,030.00
66r.|Furnish and Construct Monument Lights. 8 EA |$§ 1,300.00 | § 10,400.00 $ 8.00 | $ 10,400.00
66s.|Furnish and Construct Public Notice Kiosk. 1 EA |$ 6,300.00 | $ 6,300.00 $ 100 | $ 6,300.00
66t.|Furnish and Construct 1" Underground Conduit. 5000 LF |§ 8.00 (% 40,000.00 $ 3,794.00 | $ 30,352.00
66u.|Furnish and Construct 2* Underground Conduit. 2000 LF |$ 9,00 |$ 18,000.00 $ 1,130.00 | $ 10,170.00
66v. |Furnish and Construct 3" Underground Conduit. 200 | LF [§ 22,00 [ $ 4,400.00 $ 225.00 [ $ 4,950.00
66w.|Furnish and Construct 4" Underground Conduit. 200 LF |$ 23.00 [ $ 4,600.00 $ 80.00 | $ 1,840.00
66x.|Furnish and Construct 4" Overhead Conduit. 300 LF |$ 20.00 | $ 6,000.00 $ 176.00 | $ 3,520.00
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Payment Detail:
TOWN CENTER PLAZA PARKING LOT IMPROVEMENTS

Contractor: Los Angeles Engineering, Inc.
633 N. Barranca Avenue

Covina, CA 91723

Final Payment $ 21,813.90

| Item Description [ . Contract | Completed This Period | F:ompleled To Date

No. [ Quantity] Units | UnitPrice | Total [ Quantity Amount | Quantity Amount |
66y.|Furnish and Construct Pull Boxes. 25 EA | $ 1,200.00 | $ 30,000.00 $ - 38.00 (% 45,600.00
66z.|Furnish and Construct #6 copper wire. 13608 LF |§ 200|% 27,216.00 $ - 7,764.00 [ § 15,528.00
66a1.|Furnish and Construct #8 copper wire. 5130 LF |§ 150 | $ 7,695.00 $ - 4,510.00 | 6,765.00
66b1.|Furnish and Construct #10 copper wire. 1,200 LF |$ 180 $ 2,160.00 $ - 5,300.00 | $ 9,556.20
66¢1.|Furnish and Construct #4 copper wire. 3804 | LF |§ 340 % 12,933.60 $ - 5,296.00 | $ 18,006.40
66d1.|Furnish and Construct 6"x24" trench, 7400 | LF |§ 11.20 | $ 82,880.00 $ - 5,229.00 | $ 58,564.80
CO 1|Unforeseen Concrete Grade Beam; Gas Line Repair 1 LS |$ 9,453.18 | § 9453.18 $ - 1.00|9% 9,453.18
CO 2(lrrigation Revisions 1 LS |$§ 5,018.00 | $ 5,018.00 $ - 100|$ 5,018.00
€O 32" grind and overlay at Telegraph 1 LS [$ 16,450.00 | $ 16,450.00 $ - 1.00 | $ 16,450.00
CO 4|Unforeseen Ulility Lines 1 LS |$ 16,157.00 | $ 16,157.00 $ - 100 % 16,157.00
CO 5|Relocate Fire Hydrant. 1 LS [$ 14,249.00|% 14,249.00 $ - 100|$ 14,249.00
€O 6|Control Joint at Wall Reveal 1 LS [$ 4134008 4,134.00 $ - 1.00[$ 4,134.00
CO 7|AC Seal Coat 1 LS |§ 12821.00(% 12,821.00 $ . 1.00($ 12,821.00
CO 8| Sewer MH, Metal Railing and Spall Repair 1 LS [$ 17,069.00 (% 17,069.00 $ - 1.00|$ 17,069.00
€O 9[Additional Striping 1 LS [$ 147400($ 1,474.00 $ - 1.00 | $ 1,474.00
€O 10|Electrical System and Lighting Revisions 1 LS [$ 22962.00|% 22,962.00 100 9% 22,962.00 100 (% 22,962.00
Contract Total: §  3,377,787.18 $ 22,962.00 $  3,375651.28
Total Completed Items to Date: $  3,375,651.28

Warrant Billing Period

CONTRACT PAYMENTS: Invoice Date Inveice No. Invoice Due Date |  Invoice Pay Date Amount Retention Amount]
Total ltems Completed to Date: § 3,375,651.28 05/25/2021 1 06/02/2021 06/10/2021 $ 33645573 | § 17,708.20
Progress Payment No. 1: $ 33645573 06/22/2021 2 06/24/2021 07/08/2021 $  197,77417 | § 10,409.17
Progress Payment No. 2: $ 19777417 08/03/2021 3 08/11/2021 08/19/2021 $  391,589.97 | § 20,610.00
Progress Payment No. 3: $  391,589.97 08/30/2021 4 09/08/2021 09/16/2021 $ 726,436.66 | $ 38,233.51
Progress Payment No. 4: $  726436.66 09/30/2021 5 10/06/2021 10/14/2021 $ 1,087,835.48 | § 57,254.50
Progress Payment No. 5: $ 1,087,835.48 10/25/2021 6 11/03/2021 11/10/2021 $  178,223.71 | $ 9,380.,20
Progress Payment No. 6: $ 17822311 11/30/2021 7 1211512021 12/22/2021 $  266,739.10 | § 14,038.90
Progress Payment No. 7: $  266,739.10 03/10/2022 8 04/20/2022 04/29/2022 $ 21,813.90 | § 1,148.10

Less 5% Retention: $ 168,782.56 Amount Account
Final Payment $ 21,813.90 Finance Please Pay:|| $ 21,813.90 PW21001
5% Retention Completed this Period:j{ $ 1,148.10 Escrow Account No 1866
Recommended by Project Manager:|[Robert Garcia o
Approved by PW Director:|Noe Negrete S~ 29458
4
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7 City of Santa Fe Springs ITEM NO. 8E

City Council Meeting April 5, 2022

Paratransit User Subsidy Program Management Agreement between the Cities of
Santa Fe Springs and Norwalk — Approval of Agreement

RECOMMENDATION

e Approve the Management Agreement between the Cities of Santa Fe Springs and
Norwalk; and

¢ Authorize the City Manager to execute the agreement with the City of Norwalk for
a period of five years.

BACKGROUND

In 2009, the City of Santa Fe Springs entered into a Transportation Management
Association Agreement (TMA) with the City of Norwalk. The Agreement expired on
June 30, 2020, was not renewed because of the pandemic and the reduction of
transportation services required in the region. The Agreement is revised from a TMA
to a Management Agreement (MA) to broaden the scope of work, will include the
Paratransit User Side Subsidy Transportation Program, along with a Fixed Route
Service Passenger Subsidy Program, which was part of the former TMA.

The goal of the MA is to facilitate transportation options, which includes ridesharing,
coordination between transportation-related programs, and creating a lasting and
valuable partnership between cities and employers in the region. This agreement
directly benefits Santa Fe Springs’ senior and disabled residents by providing them
access to supplemental transportation.

Staff recommends that the City Council approve the Management Agreement with the
City of Norwalk for five years, effective February 15, 2022, and ending on June 30,
2027.

LEGAL REVIEW
The City Attorney’s office has reviewed the agreement.

FISCAL IMPACT

The Fiscal Year 2021/22 budget includes a projected expense of $5,000 for activities
under the Management Agreement. Funds for these activities are budgeted and paid
for by local return funds designated for transportation projects.

Raymond R. Cruz

Attachment City Manager
Exhibit No. 1: Agreement

Report Submitted By: Noe Negrete 77/‘ Date of Report: March 30, 2022
Director of Public Works /

L



SANTA FE SPRINGS PARATRANSIT USER SUBSIDY PROGRAM
MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT

This Management Agreement (“Agreement”) is dated February 15, 2022,
and is between the City of Norwalk, a California municipal corporation
(“NORWALK?), and the City of Santa Fe Springs, a California municipal corporation
(“SFS”). Each are referred to at times throughout individually as a “Party” and
together as the “Parties.”

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the Parties desire to develop a Management Agreement (MA)
for administration and coordination of a Paratransit/user Side Subsidy Transportation
Program and Fixed Route Fare Reimbursement.

WHEREAS, SFS desires to continue its participation in the Paratransit User
Side Subsidy Transportation Program along with a Fixed Route Service Passenger
Subsidy Program

WHEREAS, Norwalk desires to provide administration and coordination
activities associated with the SFS Paratransit User Side Subsidy Transportation Program
and Norwalk Transit System (NTS) Fixed Route Service Subsidy Program.

WHEREAS, The SFS desires fo reimburse NTS for SFS senior/disabled
residents scheduling trips provided by contracted service provider for Inter-jurisdictional
Taxi Voucher Coupon service to medical facilities at the face value of the taxi vouchers.

The Parties therefore agree as follows:

1. MA Services. The operation of the SFS Paratransit User Side Subsidy
Transportation Program MA shall include the day-to-day administration of the activities set
forth in Exhibit A ("Scope of Services”).

2. Effective Date and Terms. The term of this Agreement shall be from
February 15, 2022 to  June 30, 2027 , unless sooner terminated as provided in
Section 14 herein.

3. Personnel. NORWALK represents that it has, or will secure. at its own
expense, all personnel required to perform the services under this Agreement. All of the
services required under this Agreement will be performed by NORWALK or under its
supervision. NORWALK personnel engaged in the performance of services under this
Agreement shall be qualified to perform the services.

3.1 Party Representatives. For the purposes of this Agreement, the
NORWALK Representative shall be the Executive Director of Regional Transportation or
such other person designated by the City Manager (the "NORWALK Representative®). For
the purposes of this Agreement, the SFS Representative shall be Noe Negrete (the
“SFS Representative”).




4, SFS Obligations. The SFS shall reimburse NTS for trips provided by
contracted service provider for Inter-jurisdictional Taxi Voucher Coupon service to medical
facilities at the face value of the taxi vouchers plus a fifteen percent (15%) administrative
fee on the Taxi Voucher Program. Additionally, SFS will provide fare reimbursement on
NTS Route 3 for eligible SFS residents that utilize Senior/Disabled ID for free rides. More
specifically, City of SFS will be charged the senior face value for every passenger utilizing
the SFS issued Senior/Disabled ID on NTS Route 3.

5. NORWALK Obligations. NTS will administer SFS’s Paratransit User Side
Subsidy Transportation Program and Fixed Route Fare Reimbursement by overseeing the
contract and reviewing trips in accordance with SFS’s Taxicab Program requirements and
approving payments to contractor along with invoicing SFS monthly for its Paratransit User
Side Subsidy Transportation Program and Fixed Route Fare Reimbursement expenses
which includes a fifteen percent (15%) administrative fee.

6. Audit of Records. Upon providing twenty-four (24) hour prior written notice,
a Party (the “AUDITING PARTY”) may request that the other Party (the
"RECORDHOLDER") shall make all records, invoices, time cards, cost control sheets and
other records maintained by it in connection with this Agreement available to the
AUDITING PARTY for review and audit. The AUDITING PARTY may conduct such review
and audit at any time during the RECORDHOLDER's regular working hours.

7. Standard of Performance. Each Party shall perform all services under this
Agreement in accordance with the standard of care generally exercised by like public
entities under similar circumstances and in a manner mutually acceptabie to the Parties.

8. Ownership of Work Product. Ali reports, documents or other written
material developed by NORWALK in the performance of this Agreement shall be and
remain the property of NORWALK without restriction or limitation upon its use or
dissemination by NORWALK. All reports, documents or other written material developed
by SFS in the performance of this Agreement shall be and remain the property of SFS
without restriction or limitation upon its use or dissemination by SFS.

9. Status as Independent Contractor. NORWALK and SFS are, and shall at
all times remain as to each other, wholly independent contractors. Neither NORWALK nor
SFS shall have any power to incur any debt, obligation, or liability on behalf of the other
Party. Neither SFS nor NORWALK nor any of their respective agents shall have control
over the conduct of the other Party or any of that Party's employees, except as set forth in
this Agreement. Neither NORWALK nor SFS shall, at any time, or in any manner,
represent that it or any of its officers; agents or employees are in any manner employees
of the other Party. NORWALK agrees to pay all required taxes on amounts paid to
NORWALK under this Agreement, and to indemnify and hold SFS harmless from and all
taxes, assessments, penalties, and interest asserted against SFS by reason of the
independent NORWALK relationship created by this Agreement. Each Party shall fully
comply with the workers' compensation law regarding that Party and its employees. Each
Party further agrees to indemnify and hold the other Party harmless from any failure of the
indemnifying Party to comply with applicable workers' compensation laws. SFS shall have




the right to offset against the amount of any fees due to NORWALK under this Agreement
any amount due to SFS from NORWALK as a result of NORWALK's failure to promptly
pay to SFS any reimbursement or indemnification arising under this Section 9.

10. Confidentiality. Each Party hereto acknowledges that both Parties are
subject to the California Public Records Act and that some or all of the information
provided by the Parties and/or maintained in connection with this Agreement may be
disclosable thereunder. In the event a public records act request for any such information
is received, the receiving Party shall use its best efforts to provide the other Party with
written or verbal notice of such request, prior to compliance. However, nothing herein shall
prevent the receiving Party from complying with the requirements of the California Public
Records Act. In the event a Party determines at the behest of the other Party that any
documents containing information covered by this Section are not disclosable, and
litigation is commenced to compel production of such documents, the Party urging
nondisclosure agrees to defend and indemnify the receiving Party, with counsel
reasonably acceptable to the other Party, as to any claims, liabilities, costs, and/or
judgments that may be incurred by the indemnified Party as a resuilt of such litigation.

11.  Conflict of Interest. NORWALK and its officers, employees, associates and
subcontractors, if any, will comply with all conflict of interest statutes of the State of
California applicable to NORWALK's performance of the services under this Agreement,
including the Political Reform Act (Gov. Code § 81000 ef seq.) and Government Code
Section 1090.

12 Indemnification. Neither NORWALK nor SFS, nor any respective officer,
employee, or agent thereof, shall be responsible for any damage or liability occurring by
reason of any negligence or anything done or omitted to be done by the other Party, or its
officers, employees or agents, under or in connection with any work, authority or
jurisdiction delegated under this Agreement. It is understood and agreed that, pursuant to
Government Code Section 895.4, each Party hereto shall fully defend, indemnify, and save
harmless the other Party to this Agreement and all of their respective officers, employees,
and agents from all claims, suits, or actions of every name, kind, and description brought
for or on account of injury (as defined in Government Code Section 810.8) occurring by
reasons of any negligence or anything done or omitted to be done by the indemnifying
Party under or in connection with any work, authority, or jurisdiction delegated under this
Agreement.

13. Cooperation. In the event any claim or action is brought against either Party
relating to performance or services rendered under this Agreement, the Parties shall
render any reasonable assistance and cooperation which is reasonably necessary to
defend such claim or action.

14. Termination. Fither Party may terminate this Agreement for any reason
without penalty or obligation with a ninety (90) calendar day written notice to the other
Party. SFS shall pay NORWALK for services satisfactorily rendered to the last working day
the Agreement is in effect. Neither Party shall have any other claim against the other Party
by reason of such termination.




In the event there is a breach of this Agreement, the other Party, at its sole option, may
forthwith terminate this Agreement for cause and obtain damages from the breaching Party
resulting from said breach, and maintain all claims, rights, and remedies against the
breaching Party, afforded to it under the law.

15. Notices. Any notices, bills, invoices, or reports required by this Agreement
shall be given by first class U.S. mail or by personal service. Notices shall be deemed
received on (a) the day of delivery if delivered by hand or overnight courier service during
NORWALK's and SFS’ regular business hours or by facsimile before or during
NORWALK's and SFS' regular business hours; or (b) on the third business day following
deposit in the United States mail, postage prepaid, to the addresses below, or to such
other addresses as the parties may, from time to time, designate in writing pursuant to the
provisions of this Section. All notices shall be delivered to the parties are the following
addresses:

If to NORWALK:  City of Norwalk
Attn: James C. Parker, Executive Director of Regional
Transportation
12700 Norwalk Boulevard
PO Box 1030
Norwalk, CA 90651-1030
Fax: (562)929-5572

If to SFS: City of Santa Fe Springs
Attn: Noe Negrete, Director of Public Works
11710 E. Telegraph Road
Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670
Fax: (562) 409-7651

16. Non-Discrimination and Equal Employment Opportunity. In the
performance of this Agreement, NORWALK shall not discriminate against any employee,
subcontractor, or applicant for employment because of race, color, creed, religion, sex,
marital status, national origin, ancestry, age, physical or mental handicap, medical
condition, or sexual orientation. NORWALK will take affirmative action to ensure that
subcontractor and applicants are employed, and that employees are treated during
employment, without regard to their race, color, creed, religion, sex, marital status, national
origin, ancestry, age, physical or mental handicap, medical condition, or sexual orientation.

17. Non-Assignability; Subcontracting. NORWALK shall not assign or
subcontract all or any portion of this Agreement. Any attempted or purported assignment
or sub-contracting by NORWALK shall be null, void and of no effect.

18. Compliance with Laws. The Parties shall comply with all applicable federal,
state and local laws, ordinances, codes and regulations in the performance of this
Agreement.




19. Non-Waiver of Terms, Rights and Remedies. Waiver by either Party of
any one or more of the conditions of performance under this Agreement shall not be a
waiver of any other condition of performance under this Agreement.

20. Attorney's Fees. In the event that either Party to this Agreement shall
commence any legal action or proceeding to enforce or interpret the provisions of this
Agreement, the prevailing Party in such action or proceeding shall be entitied to recover its
costs of suit, including reasonable attorney's fees.

21. Exhibits; Precedence. All documents referenced as exhibits in this
Agreement are hereby incorporated in this Agreement. In the event of any material
discrepancy between the express provisions of this Agreement and the provisions of any
document incorporated herein by reference, the provisions of this Agreement shall prevail.

22. Entire Agreement. This Agreement, and any other documents incorporated
herein by specific reference, represents the entire and integrated Agreement between
NORWALK and SFS. This Agreement supersedes all prior oral or written negotiations,
representations or Agreements, This Agreement may not be amended, nor any provision
or breach hereof waived, except in a writing signed by the parties which expressly refers to
this Agreement.




The parties, through their respective authorized representatives, are signing this
Agreement on the date stated in the introductory clause.

CITY OF NORWALK CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS
By: % “.!d [\] By:

Jesus M Gomez " Ray Cruz

City ager City Manager

Date: 3\\ | “ ?/7/
ATTEST:
ATTEST:

By:
Janet Martinez, CMC

\[’2%/ City Clerk

By:
Theresa Devoy, cCMC ~ (/
City Clerk
APPROVED AS TO FORM:
By:
APPROVED AS TO FORM: vy M. Tsai
City Attorney

"Arnold M. Alvarez-Glasman
City Attorney




SCOPE OF SERVICES

NORWALK/SFS MA.

A

The City of Norwalk will provide administration and coordination activities
associated with the SFS Paratransit User Side Subsidy Transportation Program
and Norwalk Transit System (NTS) Fixed Route Service Subsidy Program that
provides transportation options for its residents and specialized transportation
services aka Inter-jurisdictional Taxi voucher service for SFS senior and
disabled residents to medical facilities within the Southeast region.

The SFS will reimburse NTS for trips provided by contracted service provider for
Inter-jurisdictional Taxi Voucher Coupon service to medical facilities at the face
value of the taxi vouchers plus a fifteen percent (15%) administrative fee on the
Taxi Voucher Program. Additionally, the City of SFS will provide fare
reimbursement on NTS Route 3 for eligible SFS residents that utilize
Senior/Disabled 1D for free rides. More specifically, City of SFS will be charged
the senior fare face value for every passenger utilizing the SFS issued
Senior/Disabled ID on NTS Route 3.

NTS will administer SFS’ Paratransit User Side Subsidy Transportation Program
by overseeing the contract and reviewing trips in accordance with SFS’ Taxicab
Program requirements and approving payments to contractor along with
invoicing SFS monthly for its Paratransit User Side Subsidy Transportation
Program expenses which includes a fifteen percent (15%) administrative fee.

Page 1 SCOPE OF WORK

EXHIBIT A




City of Santa Fe Springs ITEM NO. 8F
&2\ City Council Meeting April 5,2022

~” CONSENT AGENDA
Authorize the Purchase of a 3-year Support Agreement, Providing Web Security,
Email Protection and Archival Services

RECOMMENDATION
e Authorize the purchase of a 3-year support agreement from GovConnection,
Inc. providing web security, email protection, and archival services by
piggybacking off of the Region 4 Education Service Center Contract
#R210402.
e Authorize the Director of Purchasing Services to issue a purchase order in the
amount of $43,578.93.

BACKGROUND
The City utilizes multiple Barracuda hardware devices to enhance the availability,
performance and security of the City's computer systems, including the following:

Web Filtering: Provides spyware, malware and virus detection and protection
E-mail Protection: provides detection and blocking of spam and phishing messages

E-mail Archival Services: provides long-term archival of the City's email system for
backup and restoration of messages.

The 3-year agreement will extend our current coverage on Barracuda devices thru
September 2025. This agreement includes keeping the devices up to date with the
latest firmware and software updates, instant replacement coverage in case of any
hardware failures and a subscription to their Advanced Threat Protection service.

Technology Services is recommending to purchase a 3-year support agreement from
GovConnection, Inc. in the amount of $43,578.93. GovConnection, Inc. has been a
responsive, reliable hardware and software vendor that Technology Services has
used in the past. In addition, GovConnection, Inc. currently has an active contract
with Region 4 Education Service Center (ESC) after a comprehensive bid process
was conducted in April 2021.

FISCAL IMPACT
The acquisition cost of the licenses is included in the adopted Fiscal Year 2021-22

Budget. %MZ(’/

Raymond R. Cruz
Attachment(s) City Manager
1. GovConnection, Inc. Quote
2. Approval of Contract Award #R210402 (RFP #21-04)

Report Submitted By: Jeff Bailey Date of Report: March 30, 2022
Finance Department



Connection

PUBLIC SECTOR SOLUTIONS

we solve IT*

SALES QUOTE

GovConnection, Inc.
732 Milford Road
Merrimack, NH 03054

Account Executive

Phone
Fax
Email

: David Spence

: (800) 800-0019 ext. 75046

: 603-683-1133

: david.spence@connection.com

Account Manager:
Phone:

Fax:
Email:

Customer C

ontact
Email

: Jeff Bailey
: jeffbailey@santafesprings.org

Phone:
Fax:

#2531421.01
PLEASE REFER TO THE ABOVE QUOTE # WHEN ORDERING

2/17/2022
3/19/2022
S03064

Date:
Valid Through:
Account #:

(562) 868-0511 x7438
(562) 868-7112

QUOTE PROVIDED TO:

AB#: 6014477

CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS
FINANCE DEPARTMENT

11710 TELEGRAPH RD

SANTA FE SPRINGS, CA 90670

(562) 868-0511

SHIP TO:

AB#: 21734765

CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS
JEFF BAILEY

11710 Telegraph Rd

City Hall

Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670

(562) 868-0511 x299

DELIVERY

FOB

SHIP VIA

SHIP WEIGHT

TERMS CONTRACT ID#

5-30 Days A/R/O

Destination

Small Pkg Ground Service Level

.00 Ibs

Net 30 R210402

order.

37627245

BSF300A-E

De ptio
Email Security Gateway 300 1 Month(
Barracudal|

Important Notice: -~ THIS QUOTATION IS SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING Terms of Sale: All purchases from GovConnection, Inc. are subject to
Quotation is expressly limited to those Terms and Conditions; any other terms and conditions referenced or appearing in your Purchase Order are considered null and void. No other terms and conditions shall apply without the written consent of GovConnection, Inc. Please refer to our Quote Number in your

Barracuda

the Terms and Conditions of our

$ 110.00

OMNIA Partners/Region 4 ESC Contract # R210402. Any Order accepted by GovConnection for the items included in this

$ 103.95

a

3,586.06

37627237

BSF300A-A

Email Security Gateway 300 1 Month
Barracuda’l

Barracuda

$ 190.00

$ 179.55

$ 160.14 | § 6,085.32

37524246

BSF300A-H

1-Month Instant Replacement for ESG

Barracuda

Barracuda

$ 66.00

$ 62.37

$ 58.42 | § 2,219.96

HW Serial # 1303202 8/19/2022-
9/22/2025

37517396

BYF410A-E

1-Month Energize Updates Subscription
for Web Security Gateway Appliance
410

Barracuda

Barracuda

$ 130.00

$ 122.85

$ 106.96 | $ 2,994.88

37517521

BYF410A-H

1-Month Instant Replacement
Subscription for Web Security Gateway
Appliance 410

Barracuda

Barracuda

$ 100.00

$ 8269 | $ 2,315.32

37517476

BYF410A-A

Web Security Gateway Appliance 410
Advanced Threat Protection
Subscription 1 Month(!

Barracudal|

Barracuda

$ 120.00

$ 113.40

$ 98.73 | § 2,764.44

HW Serial # 1451101 6/1/2022-
9/22/2025

37528685

BYF310A-E

1-Month Energize Updates for Web
Security Gateway 310
Barracuda

Barracuda

$ 55.50

$ 52.45

$ 45.66 | $ 1,278.48

28 37528706

BYF310A-H

1-Month Instant Replacement for Web
Security Gateway 310
Barracuda

Barracuda

$ 50.00

$ 47.25

$ 4135 | § 1,157.80

28 37554357

BYF310A-A

Web Security Gateway Appliance 310
ATP Subscripion 1 mol!
Barracudal |

Barracuda

$ 55.50

$ 52.45

$ 45.66 | $ 1,278.48

HW Serial # 510343 6/1/2023-9/22/2025

28 37639537

BBF440A-E

Load Balancer App 440 1 Month
Barracudal|

Barracuda

$ 77.80

$ 73.52

1,792.00

28 37639545

BBF440A-H

Load Balancer App 440 1 Month™)
Barracuda’l

Barracuda

$ 100.00

$ 8228 | § 2,303.84

HW Serial # 856731 6/1/2023-9/22/2025

28 37565128

BMA350A-E

1-Month Engerize Updates for Message
Archiver 350
Barracuda

Barracuda

$ 160.00

$ 151.20

$ 131.65 | § 3,686.20

28 37644133

BMA350A-B

Message Archiver Application 350 1
Month(l
Barracudal|

Barracuda

$ 140.00

$ 132.30

$ 115.19 | § 3,225.32

28 37565136

BMA350A-H

1-Month Instant Replacement for
Message Archiver 350
Barracuda

Barracuda

$ 130.00

$ 122.85

$ 107.48 | § 3,009.44

HW Serial # 913209 6/1/2023-9/22/2025

20 24 37528685

BYF310A-E

1-Month Energize Updates for Web
Security Gateway 310
Barracuda

Barracuda

$ 55.50

$ 52.45

$ 4566 | $ 1,095.84

21 24 37528706

BYF310A-H

1-Month Instant Replacement for Web
Security Gateway 310
Barracuda

Barracuda

$ 50.00

$ 47.25

$ 4135 | § 992.40

22 24 37554357

BYF310A-A

Web Security Gateway Appliance 310
ATP Subscripion 1 mol!
Barracuda’l

Barracuda

$ 55.50

$ 52.45

$ 4566 | $ 1,095.84

23

HW Serial # 527924 9/23/2023-
9/22/2025

24 31 37528706

BYF310A-H

1-Month Instant Replacement for Web
Security Gateway 310
Barracuda

Barracuda

$ 50.00

$ 47.25

$ 4135 | § 1,281.85

25 31 37528685

BYF310A-E

1-Month Energize Updates for Web
Security Gateway 310
Barracuda

Barracuda

$ 55.50

$ 52.45

$ 45.66 | $ 1,415.46

26

HW Serial # 953957 3/1/2023-9/22/2025

27

Pricing Valid Until 3/18/2022

Page 1 of 3
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Connection

PUBLIC SECTOR SOLUTIONS

we solve IT”
SALES QUOTE

GovConnection, Inc. Account Executive: David Spence # 2531421.01
732 Milford Road Phone: (800) 800-0019 ext. 75046 PLEASE REFER TO THE ABOVE QUOTE # WHEN ORDERING
Merrimack, NH 03054 Fax: 603-683-1133

Email: david.spence@connection.com Date: 2/17/2022

Valid Through: 3/19/2022
Account Manager: Account #: S03064
Phone:
Fax:
Email:
Customer Contact: Jeff Bailey Phone: (562) 868-0511 x7438

Email: jeffbailey@santafesprings.org Fax: (562) 868-7112
QUOTE PROVIDED TO: SHIP TO:
AB#: 6014477 AB#: 21734765
CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS
FINANCE DEPARTMENT JEFF BAILEY
11710 TELEGRAPH RD 11710 Telegraph Rd
SANTA FE SPRINGS, CA 90670 City Hall

Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670
(562) 868-0511 (562) 868-0511 x299
DELIVERY FOB SHIP VIA SHIP WEIGHT TERMS CONTRACT ID#
5-30 Days A/R/O Destination Small Pkg Ground Service Level .00 Ibs Net 30 R210402

Important Notice: -~ THIS QUOTATION IS SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING Terms of Sale: All purchases from GovConnection, Inc. are subject to the Terms and Conditions of our OMNIA Partners/Region 4 ESC Contract # R210402. Any Order accepted by GovConnection for the items included in this

Quotation is expressly limited to those Terms and Conditions; any other terms and conditions referenced or appearing in your Purchase Order are considered null and void. No other terms and conditions shall apply without the written consent of GovConnection, Inc. Please refer to our Quote Number in your
order.

* Line# Qty Item # Mfg. Part # Description b MSRP/List Price Standard Contract Price Adjusted Contract Price Ext Contract Pricing
$ 43,578.93
Fee| $ 0.00
and | i $ 0.00
Tax| Exempt!
Total| $ 43,578.93
Page 2 of 3

3/30/2022
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Connection

PUBLIC SECTOR SOLUTIONS

we solve IT”

™

ORDERING INFORMATION
GovConnection, Inc. DBA Connection
OMNIA Partners/Region 4 ESC Contract #R210402
Contract Expiration: 31 May 2024

Please contact your account manager with any questions. I
Ordering Address Remittance Address
GovConnection, Inc. GovConnection, Inc.
732 Milford Road Box 536477
Merrimack, NH 03054 Pittsburgh, PA 15253-5906

Please reference the Contract # on all purchase orders.

TERMS & CONDITIONS
Payment Terms: NET 30 (subject to approved credit)
FOB Point: DESTINATION (within Continental US)
Maximum Order Limitation: NONE
FEIN: 52-1837891
DUNS Number: 80-967-8782
CEC: 80-068888K
Cage Code: OGTJ3
Business Size: LARGE

WARRANTY: Manufacturer’s Standard Commercial Warranty
NOTE: Itis the end user's responsibility to review, understand and agree to the terms of any End User License Agreement (EULA).

Important Notice: --- THIS QUOTATION IS SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING Terms of Sale: All purchases from GovConnection, Inc. are
subject to the Terms and Conditions of our OMNIA Partners/Region 4 ESC Contract #R210402. Any Order accepted by GovConnection for
the items included in this Quotation is expressly limited to those Terms and Conditions; any other terms and conditions referenced or
appearing in your Purchase Order are considered null and void. No other terms and conditions shall apply without the written consent
of GovConnection, Inc. Please refer to our Quote Number in your order.

If you require a hard copy invoice for your credit card order, please visit the link below and click on the
Proof of Purchase/Invoice link on the left side of the page to print one:
https://www.govconnection.com/web/Shopping/ProofOfPurchase.htm

Please forward your Contract or Purchase Order to:
SLEDOPS@connection.com
QUESTIONS: Call 800-800-0019
FAX: 603.683.0374
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Robert Marconi
Vice President SLED Sales

GovConnection, Inc. dba Connection — Public Sector Solutions
732 Milford Road

Merrimack, NH 03054

Bob.marconi@connection.com

April 30, 2021

Re: Award of Contract #R210402
Dear Mr. Marconi:

Per official action taken by the Board of Directors of Region 4 Education Service Center on April
27, 2021, we are pleased to announce that after successful negotiated terms and conditions,
GovConnection, Inc. dba Connection — Public Sector Solutions has been awarded an annual
contract for the following, based on the sealed proposal (RFP#21-04) submitted on January 19,
2021:

Commodity/Service Supplier

Technology Solutions, Products and Services  GovConnection, Inc. dba Connection — Public
Sector Solutions

This contract is effective June 1, 2021 and will expire on May 31, 2024. As indicated above, your
contract # is R210402. This contract may be renewed annually for an additional two (2) years if
mutually agreed upon by Region 4 ESC/OMNIA Partners, Public Sector and GovConnection, Inc.
dba Connection — Public Sector Solutions.

Your participation in the proposal process is appreciated and we look forward to a successful
partnership. Please feel free to provide copies of this letter to your sales representative(s) to assist
in their daily course of business.

If you have any questions, please contact Deborah Bushnell, the Contract Manager assigned to
your contract, at (713) 554-7348 or deborah.bushnell@omniapartners.com.

Sincerely,
DocuSigned by:
Kelourt 4 MU
30EE1EJBFEF1I£:C96(T.()M
Robert Zingelmann
Chief Financial Officer, Finance and Operations Services

Region 4 Education Service Center * 7145 West Tidwell Road « Houston, Texas 77092-2096
Phone: 713.462.7708 * Fax: 713.744.6514 * www.escd.net
Pam Wells, Ed.D., Executive Direcror
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City of Santa Fe Springs ITEM NO. 9
2 City Council Meeting April 5, 2022

PUBLIC HEARING (Continued from March 1, 2022 City Council Meeting)

Consideration of an appeal of Development Plan Approval Case No. 980 and related
Environmental Documents (Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program)

Development Plan Approval (DPA 980)

A request for approval to allow the construction of a new 144,434 sq. ft. concrete tilt-
up industrial building and related improvements on property located at 11401
Greenstone Avenue (APN: 8026-018-023) within the M-2, Heavy Manufacturing, Zone.
(Greenstone SFS, LLC)

RECOMMENDATIONS
e Consider the information presented in this report, including all of the
attachments, which collectively provide the necessary background and
context; and
e Open the Public Hearing and receive any comments from the public regarding
this appeal matter and, thereafter, close the Public Hearing; and
e Deny the appeal by Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility
e Adopt Resolution No. 9774
a. Adopting the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration with Traffic Study
(MND) which shows that there is no substantial evidence that the proposed
project will have a significant adverse effect on the environment that cannot
be mitigated and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP); and
b. Approving Development Plan Approval Case No. 980, subject to the
conditions of approval as contained within Resolution No.190-2021.

BACKGROUND

At the July 12, 2021 Planning Commission meeting, the subject entitlement and related
environmental documents were presented by staff for the commissioners’
consideration. With no additional comments from the public, Chairperson Arnold closed
the Public Hearing and asked the Commissioners if they had any questions for staff or
the applicant. Commissioner Rounds made a general statement about the future tenant
having a positive benefit to Santa Fe Springs. Both the applicant and the property
owner came to the podium to voice their appreciation of staff and ensure the Planning
Commissioners that the future tenant of the subject building will provide a positive
impact to the City. After a brief discussion, the Planning Commission, unanimously
voted in favor of the project, thus approving DPA 980 and the environmental document
(Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration).

Approximately one (1) week following the Planning Commission meeting of July 12,
2021, the City Clerk received a formal appeal of the Planning Commissions actions.

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: March 30, 2022

Planning and Development Department



Appeal of DPA 980 & Environmental Documents Page 2 of 19

The appeal was received within the 14-day appeal period, as specified in Section
155.865 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance.

Based on recommendations by the City Attorney’s office, and consistent with how past
appeals have been processed, staff has decided to enact Section 155.866 (C) of the
City’s Zoning Ordinance and set the appeal as a public hearing before the City Council,
allowing staff to address any issues contained within the appeal letter and also allow
for further public comment on this matter.

The matter was originally set for an appeal hearing on August 17, 2021. However, the
day before the hearing SAFER filed a lengthy letter with an attached report in support
of their appeal. In order to address the correspondence, the hearing was continued to
September 7, 2021. The matter was further continued to September 20, 2021, October
5, 2021, November 2, 2021, December 7, 2021, January 18, 2022, and March 1, 2022
at which time it was continued to April 5, 2022. The applicant has consented to, or
requested, these continuances.

This staff report supplements the original staff report and materials provided to the
Planning Commission.

APPEAL

An appeal was filed by the law firm of Lozeau Drury on behalf of Supporters Alliance
for Environmental Responsibility (“SAFER”), with a memorandum from SWAPE
consultants. The issues raised by the appeal only went to the adequacy of the MND
and not to any findings relating to the Development Plan Approval. Both the City’s
environmental consultant, Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning (“BBEP”), and the
applicant provided additional material regarding the raised issues.

In order to overcome the findings in the MND, there must be enough relevant
information and reasonable inferences that can be made from this information that a
fair argument can be made to support a conclusion of a significant impact, even though
other conclusions might also be reached. Unsubstantiated or speculative expert
opinion does not constitute substantial evidence. The following provides a brief
summary of the arguments and responses. In each case, SAFER has failed to provide
any substantial evidence of a significant impact and therefore its arguments are without
merit.

Energy — SAFER contends that the energy analysis is insufficient because it merely
relied on the project’s compliance with Title 24 regulations. BBEP’s response makes
clear that that the energy analysis included such things as worker trips, construction
equipment and energy consumption.

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: March 28, 2022
Planning and Development Department



Appeal of DPA 980 & Environmental Documents Page 3 of 19

Air Quality Impacts

1.

Refrigeration — SAFER argues that the analysis is inadequate because
theCalEEMod did not consider a refrigerated warehouse. SAFER provided no
evidence that either the proposed warehouse would be used for refrigeration or that
a refrigerated warehouse would lead to a significant impact and could have
performed its own analysis. Nevertheless, BBEP ran a new CalEEMOD based on
a refrigerated warehouse use and the results show that there will not be any
significant impacts.

Parking — SAFER argues that the CalEEMod output failed to include parking and
therefore underestimates project emissions; again, SAFER put no evidence into the
record other than unsubstantiated opinion. BBEP explained that because the
project’s parking is ancillary to the facility’s operation, the CalEEMod does not
separately calculate this and parking lots are only used in the model if they would
result in trips that were independent of the primary use.

Demolition — SAFER argues that the MND failed to include emissions relating to
demolition, but provided no separate analysis. Table 3-1 of the MND clearly includes
air emissions relating to demolition.

Construction Schedule — SAFER argued that the air quality analysis was incorrect
because it used an 11-month construction schedule instead of 9-months, without
actually providing any evidence of a significant impact. BBEP re-ran the model using
a 9-months schedule and the impacts were still far below reaching a significant
impact.

Grading — SAFER argues that the grading values of the CalEEMod were reduced
from 15 to 8 acres for grading and from 22.5 to 7.5 acres for paving. The entire site
is only 6.63 acres and even at the reduced acreage that was input into the
CalEEMod, the results which showed no significant impacts were overstated.

Excavation Emissions — SAFER argues that the MND failed to include the
excavation emissions related to the Remedial Action Plan (“RAP”) that requires
excavation of the site. The RAP is a separate and distinct project that will take place
regardless of whether this planned development is approved and therefore, is not
part of this project. Nevertheless, as BBEP’s response letter shows, even with the
removal of the contaminated soil considered, the emissions are far below the daily
thresholds.

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: March 28, 2022

Planning and Development Department



Appeal of DPA 980 & Environmental Documents Page 4 of 19

7. Fontana Trip Generation Study — SAFER argues that the MND improperly relied on
the Fontana Trip Generation study. SAFER’s assumption is incorrect. As stated
by BBEP, the Fontana Study was only used to derive the passenger car equivalent
rate to more accurately account for traffic.

Health Risk Assessment (“HRA”) — SAFER argues that an HRA was required because
the project will create significant cancer risks from diesel particulate matter ("“DPM”).
BBEP notes that SWAPE's analysis was faulty in that the inputs used by SWAPE were
incorrect in that they failed to model new requirements, assumed the warehouse would
be operating 24 hours a day, misidentified the location of the sensitive receptors and
failed to consider required variables in calculating DPM. Additionally, the applicant
provided a Health Risk Assessment prepared by Ganddini Group, a transportation and
environmental consulting firm,which concluded that there was no health risk impacts
from the project.

Need for Mitigation — SAFER argues that all feasible mitigation measures should be
analyzed. This is an erroneous legal argument.

In addition to the responses provided above, the applicant has submitted a technical
memorandum from Ganddini Group, which points out that the project site is currently
being utilized and the proposed project is actually forecast to result in a net decrease
in vehicle trips. As the MND did not take into account existing uses, the environmental
impacts relating to energy and air — which are already below a level of significance, are
still overstated.

LEGAL NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

This matter was set for Public Hearing in accordance with the requirements of Sections
65090 et seq. and 65854 of the State Planning, Zoning and Development Laws and
the requirements of Sections 155.860 through 155.866 of the City’s Municipal Code.
Legal notice of the Public Hearing for the proposed appeal was sent by first class malil
to all property owners whose names and addresses appear on the latest County
Assessor's Roll within 500 feet of the exterior boundaries of the subject property on
August 4, 2021. The legal notice was also posted at Santa Fe Springs City Hall, the
City Library and the City’s Town Center kiosk and published in a newspaper of general
circulation (Whittier Daily News) on July 30, 2021, as required by the State Zoning and
Development Laws and by the City’s Zoning Ordinance. The hearing was opened and
continued several times until April 5, 2022.

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: March 28, 2022
Planning and Development Department



Appeal of DPA 980 & Environmental Documents Page 5 of 19

G lELy

Raymond R. Cruz
City Manager

Attachments:
Planning Commission Agenda — July 12, 2021
Planning Commission Minutes — July 12, 2021
Planning Commission Staff Report with Attachments (DPA 980)
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration with Traffic Study
Staff Presentation to the Planning Commission — July 12, 2021
Letter from SAFER - July 12, 2021
Consultant Response - July 12, 2021
Planning Commission Resolution No. 190-2021
Appeal — July 22, 2021
10. Letter from SAFER — August 16, 2021
11. Consultant Response — January 29, 2022
12. Letter from Applicant’s Attorney — February 4, 2022
e Exhibit A — Technical Memorandum Trip Generation and VMT Analysis
e Exhibit B — Health Risk Assessment
13. Consultant Response — March 24, 2022
14. City Council Resolution No. 9774
e Exhibit A — Conditions of Approval
e Exhibit B — Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

CoNoOoO~wWNE

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: March 28, 2022
Planning and Development Department
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Attachment 1: Planning Commission Agenda — July 12, 2021

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: March 28, 2022
Planning and Development Department



Affachment No. 1

City of Santa Fe Springs

Planning Commission Meeting

AGENDA

FOR THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE
PLANNING COMMISSION
July 12, 2021
6:00 p.m.

Council Chambers
11710 Telegraph Road
Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670

Ken Arnold, Chairperson
Gabriel Jimenez, Vice Chairperson
Francis Carbajal, Commissioner
Johnny Hernandez, Commissioner
William K. Rounds, Commissioner

Public Comment: The public is encouraged to address
the Commission on any matter listed on the agenda or on
any other matter within its jurisdiction. If you wish to
address the Commission, please complete the card that is
provided at the rear entrance to the Council Chambers
and hand the card to the Secretary or a member of staff.
The Commission will hear public comment on items listed
on the agenda during discussion of the matter and prior to
a vote. The Commission will hear public comment on
matters not listed on the agenda during the Oral
Communications period.

Pursuant to provisions of the Brown Act, no action may be
taken on a matter unless it is listed on the agenda or
unless certain emergency or special circumstances exist.
The Commission may direct staff to investigate and/or
schedule certain matters for consideration at a future
Commission meeting.

Americans with Disabilities Act: In compliance with the
ADA, if you need special assistance to participate in a City
meeting or other services offered by this City, please
contact the Planning Department. Notification of at least
48 hours prior to the meeting or time when services are
needed will assist the City staff in assuring that reasonable
arrangements can be made to provide accessibility to the
meeting or service.

Please Note: Staff reports are available for inspection in
the Planning & Development Department, City Hall, 11710
E. Telegraph Road, during regular business hours 7:30
a.m. — 5:30 p.m., Monday — Friday (closed every other
Friday) Telephone (562) 868-0511.
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Regular Planning Commission Meeting July 12, 2021

CALL TO ORDER
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL
Commissioners Arnold, Carbajal, Hernandez, Jimenez, and Rounds.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

This is the time for public comment on any matter that is not on today’s agenda. Anyone
wishing to speak on an agenda item is asked to please comment at the time the item
is considered by the Planning Commission.

MINUTES
Approval of the minutes of the June 14, 2021 Planning Commission Meeting

PUBLIC HEARING (Continued from June 14, 2021 PC Meeting)

Categorical Exempt — CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, Class 1

Conditional Use Permit Case No. 819

A request for a ten-year approval to allow the ongoing operation and maintenance of
an existing mono-palm wireless telecommunication facility (46’-10” facility height) and
related unmanned equipment room at 9500 1/2 Norwalk Boulevard (APN: 8002-017-
014), within the M-2, Heavy Manufacturing, Zone.

(Core Development Services on behalf of AT&T)

PUBLIC HEARING

Categorical Exempt — CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, Class 32

Amendment to Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Case No. 61

Development Plan Approval (DPA) Case No. 983

Amendment to CUP Case No. 61: A request for approval to expand the existing truck
terminal use; and

DPA Case No. 983: A request for approval to re-clad the existing approximately 12,500
square foot metal building.

The project site is located at 12133 Greenstone Avenue (APN: 8026-020-017) within
the M-2, Heavy Manufacturing, Zone. (Rexford Industrial — 12133 Greenstone, LLC)

PUBLIC HEARING

Adoption of Mitigated Negative Declaration

Development Plan Approval (DPA) Case No. 980

A request for approval to allow the construction of a new +144,434 sq. ft. concrete tilt-
up industrial building and related improvements on property located at 11401
Greenstone Avenue (APN: 8026-018-023) within the M-2, Heavy Manufacturing, Zone.
(Greenstone SFS, LLC)




10.

11.

Regular Planning Commission Meeting July 12, 2021

PUBLIC HEARING
Zoning Text Amendment — Billboards Along Interstate 605

Ordinance No. 1118: An ordinance of the City Council of the City of Santa Fe
Springs amending Sections 155.003, 155.051, 155.078, 155.109, 155.153,
185.211, 155229, 155.289, 155.398, 155.5156, 155.516, 155.398, 155.518,
155.519, 155.524, 155.529, 155.531, and 155.533 to Title 15 (Land Use),
Chapter 155 (Zoning) of the Santa Fe Springs Municipal Code relating to
Billboards. (City of Santa Fe Springs)

ANNOUNCEMENTS
. Commissioners
. Staff

ADJOURNMENT

Americans with Disabilities Act: In compliance with the ADA, if you need special assistance to participate in a
City meeting or other services offered by this City, please contact the Planning Department. Notification of at least
48 hours prior to the meeting or time when services are needed will assist the City staff in assuring that reasonable
arrangements can be made to provide accessibility to the meeting or service.

I, Teresa Cavallo, hereby certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California, that
the foregoing agenda has been posted at the following locations; city's website at
www.santafesprings.com; City Hall (Entrance Window), 11710 Telegraph Road; the Town Center Plaza
(Kiosk), 11740 Telegraph Road, and City Library, 11700 Telegraph Road (Bulletin Board), not less than
72 hours prior to the meeting.

/’ N
e (4aCO o

Teresa Cavallo Date
Planning Secretary
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Attachment 2: Planning Commission Minutes — July 12, 2021

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: March 28, 2022
Planning and Development Department



Affachment No. 2

APPROVED: August?9, 2021

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE
SANTA FE SPRINGS PLANNING COMMISSION

July 12, 2021

1. CALL TO ORDER
Chair Arnold called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m.

2, PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Chair Arnold led everyone in the Pledge of Allegiance.

3. ROLL CALL

Members present: Chairperson Arnold
Vice Chairperson Jimenez
Commissioner Carbajal
Commissioner Hernandez
Commissioner Rounds

Staff: Kathya M. Firlik, City Attorney
Wayne Morrell, Director of Planning
Cuong Nguyen, Senior Planner
Vince Velasco, Associate Planner
Laurel Reimer, Planning Consultant
Michael Delgadillo, Planning Intern
Teresa Cavallo, Planning Secretary

Council: None
Members absent: None
4. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

None.

5. MINUTES
Approval of the minutes of the June 14, 2021 Planning Commission Meeting

It was moved by Vice Chair Jimenez, seconded by Commissioner Hernandez to approve
the minutes as submitted, with the following vote:
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Ayes: Arnold, Jimenez, Carbajal, Hernandez, and Rounds
Nays: None
Absent: None

PUBLIC HEARING

6.

PUBLIC HEARING (Continued from June 14, 2021 PC Meeting)
Categorical Exempt — CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, Class 1

Conditional Use Permit Case No. 819

Recommendations: That the Planning Commission:

e Open the Public Hearing and receive any comments from the public regarding
Conditional Use Permit Case No. 819 and thereafter, close the Public Hearing; and

e Find and determine that the proposed project will not be detrimental to persons or
properties in the surrounding area or to the City in general, and will be in
conformance with the overall purpose and objective of the Zoning Ordinance and
will be consistent with the goals, policies and programs of the City’s General Plan;
and

e Find that the applicant's CUP request meets the criteria set forth in §155.716 of the
Zoning Ordinance for the granting of a Conditional Use Permit; and

e Find and determine that pursuant to Section 15301, Class 1 (Existing Facilities), of
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this project is Categorically
Exempt; and

e Approve Conditional Use Permit Case No. 819, subject to the conditions of
approval as contained within Resolution No. 189-2021 and

e Adopt Resolution No. 189-2021, which incorporates the Planning Commission’s
findings and actions regarding this matter.

Chair Arnold called upon Senior Planner Cuong Nguyen to present ltem No. 6. Present
in the audience was applicant’s representative Alexander Lew.

Chair Arnold called upon the Planning Commissioners for questions or comments.

Commissioner Rounds inquired about the number of monopalms located within the City.
Senior Planner Cuong Nguyen replied that there are approximately 15-20 monopalms
located within the City.

There being no further questions from the Planning Commissioners Chair Arnold opened
the Public Hearing at 6:17 p.m. and requested if the applicant or anyone from the
audience would like to speak on Item No. 6

Applicant’s Representative Alexander Lew thanked Senior Planner Cuong Nguyen for a
great and thorough presentation. Mr. Lew indicated that the monopalms has been
operating for 20 years and has fallen in disrepair and as part of the scope of work the
monopalm is being upgraded.

Commissioner Hernandez inquired as to the frequency of maintenance. Mr. Lew
responded that monthly inspections are the rule of thumb; however, sites go missed and
it falls on the City’s Code Enforcement to send notice to get the site repaired.
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There being no one else in the audience wishing to speak and the Planning
Commissioners having no further questions, Chair Arnold closed the Public Hearing at
6:22 p.m. and requested a motion and second for ltem No. 6.

It was moved by Commissioner Hernandez, seconded by Commissioner Carbajal to
approve Conditional Use Permit Case No. 819, and the recommendations regarding this
entitlements, which passed by the following roll call vote:

Ayes: Arnold, Jimenez, Carbajal, Hernandez, and Rounds
Nays: None
Absent: None

Planning Commission Attorney Kathya M. Firlik read the City's appeal process to inform
the Planning Commission and public in attendance via zoom.

PUBLIC HEARING

Categorical Exempt — CEQA Guidelines Section 15301, Class 32

Amendment to Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Case No. 61

Development Plan Approval (DPA) Case No. 983

Recommendations: That the Planning Commission:

e Open the Public Hearing and receive any comments from the public regarding
Amendment to Conditional Use Permit Case No. 61 and Development Plan
Approval Case No. 983 and thereafter, close the Public Hearing; and

e Find and determine that the proposed project will not be detrimental to persons or
properties in the surrounding area or to the City in general, and will be in
conformance with the overall purpose and objective of the Zoning Ordinance and
consistent with the goals, policies and program of the City’s General Plan; and

e Find that the applicant's CUP request meets the criteria set for in §155.716 of the
City’s Zoning Ordinance, for the granting of a Conditional Use Permit: and

e Find that the applicant's DPA request meets the criteria set forth in §155.739 of the
City’s Zoning Ordinance, for the granting of a Development Plan Approval; and

e Find and determine that pursuant to Section 15332, Class 32 (In-fill Development
Project) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the project is
Categorically Exempt; and

o Approve Amendment to Conditional Use Permit Case No. 61 and Development
Plan Approval Case No. 983, subject to the conditions of approval as contained
within Resolution No. 191-2021; and

o Adopt Resolution No. 191-2021, which incorporates the Planning Commission’s
findings and actions regarding this matter.

Chair Arnold called upon Senior Planner Cuong Nguyen to present ltem No. 7. Present
in the audience was applicant’s representative Steve Masura, Director of Entitlements,
and RJ Rieves, Sr. Project Manager.

Senior Planner Cuong Nguyen notified the Planning Commissioners that the City of Santa
Fe Springs received comments from the City of Norwalk that stated no comments.
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Chair Arnold called upon the Planning Commissioners for questions or comments.

Commissioner Hernandez requested clarification if the site was a former landfill. Senior
Planner Cuong Nguyen confirmed that the site was a former landfill.

Vice Chair Jimenez requested clarification as to the CEQA Exemption. Senior Planner
Cuong Nguyen clarified that Class 32 was the correct CEQA Exemption.

Commissioner Rounds commented that the improvements proposed will improve the site.

There being no further questions from the Planning Commissioners Chair Arnold opened
the Public Hearing at 6:45 p.m. and requested if the applicant or anyone from the
audience would like to speak on Item No. 7

Applicant’'s Representative Steve Masura, Director of Entitlements notified the Planning
Commissioners that Rexford Industries recycles landfills and develops the sites with the
intent to bring Top “A” tenants.  Applicant’s Representative RJ Rieves, Sr. Project
Manager thanked Senior Planner Cuong Nguyen and the Planning Commissioners and
commented that he looks forward to developing this site and working with the City.

There being no one else in the audience wishing to speak and the Planning
Commissioners having no further questions, Chair Arnold closed the Public Hearing at
6:50 p.m. and requested a motion and second for ltem No. 7.

It was moved by Commission Rounds, seconded by Commissioner Hernandez to
approve Amendment to Conditional Use Permit (CUP) Case No. 61 and Development
Plan Approval (DPA) Case No. 983, and the recommendations regarding these
entitlements, which passed by the following roll call vote:

Ayes: Arnold, Jimenez, Carbajal, Hernandez, and Rounds
Nays: None
Absent: None

Planning Commission Attorney Kathya M. Firlik read the City's appeal process to inform
the Planning Commission and public in attendance via zoom.

8. PUBLIC HEARING

Adoption of Mitigated Negative Declaration

Development Plan Approval (DPA) Case No. 980

Recommendations: That the Planning Commission:

e Open the Public Hearing and receive any comments from the public regarding
Development Plan Approval Case No. 980 and related Environmental Documents,
and thereafter, close the Public Hearing; and

e Find and determine that the proposed project will not be detrimental to persons or
properties in the surrounding area or to the City in general, and will be in
conformance with the overall purpose and objective of the Zoning Ordinance and
consistent with the goals, policies and program of the City’s General Plan; and

e Find that the applicant’'s DPA request meets the criteria set forth in §155.739 of the
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City’s Zoning Ordinance, for the granting of a Development Plan Approval; and

e Approve and adopt the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration and
accompanying Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) which, based
on the findings of the Initial Study, indicates that there is no substantial evidence
that the proposed project will have a significant adverse effect on the environment;
and

e Approve Development Plan Approval Case No. 980, subject to the conditions of
approval as contained within Resolution No. 190-2021; and

e Adopt Resolution No. 190-2021, which incorporates the Planning Commission’s
findings and actions regarding this matter.

Chair Arnold called upon Associate Planner Vince Velasco to present ltem No. 8. Present
in the audience were Bobby Nasir, Property Owner and Applicant’s Representative
Ignacio Crispo.

Chair Arnold called upon the Planning Commissioners for questions or comments.

Commissioner Rounds commented to the applicant to consider a tenant that can generate
tax revenue for the City.

There being no further questions from the Planning Commissioners Chair Arnold opened
the Public Hearing at 7:08 p.m. and requested if the applicant or anyone from the
audience would like to speak on Item No. 8

Applicant’s Representative Ignacio Crispo commented that the applicant will strive to
secure a tax generated tenant. Mr. Crispo thanked Director of Planning Wayne Morrell,
Senior Planner Cuong Nguyen, but especially Associate Planner Vince Velasco for doing
a great job on this project.

Property Owner Bobby Nasir gave kudos to Commissioner Rounds and the Planning
Commissioners for expressing a request to secure a tax generating tenant. The request
makes a difference and helps the process all the way around.

There being no one in the audience wishing to speak and the Planning Commissioners
having no further questions, Chair Arnold closed the Public Hearing at 7:11 p.m. and
requested a motion and second for Item No. 8.

It was moved by Commissioner Carbajal, seconded by Vice Chair Jimenez to approve
Development Plan Approval (DPA) Case No. 980, and the recommendations regarding
this entitlements, which passed by the following roll call vote:

Ayes: Arnold, Jimenez, Carbajal, Hernandez, and Rounds
Nays: None
Absent: None

Planning Commission Attorney Kathya M. Firlik read the City's appeal process to inform
the Planning Commission and public in attendance via zoom.
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9. PUBLIC HEARING

Zoning Text Amendment — Billboards Along Interstate 605

Ordinance No. 1118: An ordinance of the City Council of the City of Santa Fe Springs

amending Sections 155.003, 155.051, 155.078, 1565.109, 155.153, 1565.211, 155.229,

165.269, 1565.398, 155.515, 155.516, 155.398, 155.518, 165.5619, 155.624, 155.529,

155.531, and 155.533 to Title 15 (Land Use), Chapter 155 (Zoning) of the Santa Fe

Springs Municipal Code relating to Billboards. (City of Santa Fe Springs)

Recommendations: That the Planning Commission:

e Open the Public Hearing and receive any comments from the public regarding
Zoning Text Amendment — Billboards Along Interstate 605 and thereafter, close the
Public Hearing; and

e Find that the proposed amendments to the text of the City's Zoning Ordinance are
consistent with the City's General Plan; and

e Find and determine that pursuant to Section 15061(b)(3) (Activities Covered by
General Rule) of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the project is
Categorically Exempt; and

e Adopt Resolution No. 192-2020, which incorporates the Commission's findings and
action regarding this matter; and

e Recommend that the City Council approve and adopt Ordinance No. 1118, to
effectuate the proposed amendments to the text of the City's Zoning Ordinance.

Chair Arnold called upon Planning Consultant Laurel Reimer to present Item No. 9.

Planning Consultant Laurel Reimer notified the Planning Commissioners that the City of
Santa Fe Springs received comments from the City of Norwalk that stated no comments.

Chair Arnold called upon the Planning Commissioners for questions or comments.

Commissioner Hernandez requested clarification on the number of sites that this
ordinance will affect. Planning Consultant Laurel Reimer replied that due to distancing
requirements only three (3) sites will be affected by the ordinance.

Chair Arnold inquired if the City has taken into consideration the 605 freeway expansion.
Planning Consultant Laurel Reimer notified the Planning Commissioners that Caltrans
has notified the City that they do not have the funding to expand the 605 freeway. Ms.
Reimer also commented that developers would rather build now to generate revenue and
deal with the expansion at a later time.

Chair Arnold also inquired if the area with the Edison right away was considered for
declassification. Planning Consultant Laurel Reimer responded that she was unfamiliar
with Caltrans’ declassification process but she knows that Caltrans was ok with
declassifying the areas located within the City because of their location near the
underpass which have no landscaping. Should Caltrans declassify the Edison/Park area
then staff will have to return to amend the City code to allow for billboards to be located
within the A-1 zone.
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10.

" CommisrsionerrRouhdé comméhted thrét in ; meeting withVCaItrahs regardind tﬁé 7605’

freeway expansion, Caltrans commented that it would be 20+ years before the 605
freeway expansion begins.

There being no further questions from the Planning Commissioners Chair Arnold opened
the Public Hearing at 7:35 p.m. and requested if the applicant or anyone from the
audience would like to speak on ltem No. 9.

Dollar Self Storage owner Jack Thomson thanked staff for their work and commented that
this will benefit everyone driving along the 605 freeway.

Director of Planning Wayne Morrell thanked Planning Consultant Laurel Reimer and
Senior Planner Cuong Nguyen for working on this project. Having them working on this
project has made a difference.

There being no one in the audience wishing to speak and the Planning Commissioners
having no further questions, Chair Arnold closed the Public Hearing at 7:37 p.m. and
requested a motion and second for Item No. 9.

It was moved by Commissioner Hernandez, seconded by Commissioner Rounds to
recommend that the City Council approve and adopt Ordinance No. 1118, to effectuate
the proposed amendments to the text of the City's Zoning Ordinance, and the
recommendations regarding this entittement, which passed by the following roll call vote:

Ayes: Arnold, Jimenez, Carbajal, Hernandez, and Rounds
Nays: None
Absent: None

Planning Commission Attorney Kathya M. Firlik read the City's appeal process to inform
the Planning Commission and public in attendance via zoom.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

Commissioners:

Commissioner Rounds announced that he is glad to see everyone in the Chambers again
and thanked Planning Staff for doing such a good job. Commissioner Rounds also
indicated he can’t wait for the parking lot improvements to be completed.

Commissioner Jimenez welcomed everyone back.

Commissioner Carbajal commented that under Director of Planning Wayne Morrell his
staff is top notch.

Both Commissioners Hernandez and Chair Arnold expressed the same sentiments.

Staff:
None.
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11. ADJOURNMENT

Chair Arnold adjourned the meeting at 7:45 p.m. to the next regular Planning Commission
meeting scheduled for August 9, 2021 at 6:00 p.m.

Acting Chair/

ATTEST:

[ S-9-2
esa Cavall Date
Planning Secretary
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Attachment 3: Planning Commission Staff Report with Attachments (DPA 980)
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City of Santa Fe Springs

Planning Commission Meeting July 12, 2021

PUBLIC HEARING

Adoption of Mitigated Negative Declaration

Development Plan Approval (DPA) Case No. 980

A request for approval to allow the construction of a new 144,434 sq. ft. concrete
tilt-up industrial building and related improvements on property located at 11401
Greenstone Avenue (APN: 8026-018-023) within the M-2, Heavy Manufacturing,
Zone. (Greenstone SFS, LLC)

RECOMMENDATIONS:

e Open the Public Hearing and receive any comments from the public
regarding Development Plan Approval Case No. 980 and related
Environmental Documents, and thereafter, close the Public Hearing; and

e Find and determine that the proposed project will not be detrimental to
persons or properties in the surrounding area or to the City in general, and
will be in conformance with the overall purpose and objective of the Zoning
Ordinance and consistent with the goals, policies and program of the City’s
General Plan; and

e Find that the applicant's DPA request meets the criteria set forth in
§155.739 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance, for the granting of a Development
Plan Approval; and

e Approve and adopt the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration and
accompanying Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)
which, based on the findings of the Initial Study, indicates that there is no
substantial evidence that the proposed project will have a significant
adverse effect on the environment; and

e Approve Development Plan Approval Case No. 980, subject to the
conditions of approval as contained within Resolution No. 190-2021; and

e Adopt Resolution No. 190-2021, which incorporates the Planning
Commission’s findings and actions regarding this matter.

GENERAL INFORMATION

A. Applicant: Greenstone SFS, LLC
7901 Crossway Drive
Pico Rivera, CA 90660

B. Property Owner: Babak Nassirzadeh
1820 San Vicente Boulevard
Santa Monica, CA 90402

C. Existing Zone: M-2 (Heavy Manufacturing)

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: July 8, 2021
Planning and Development Department ITEM NO. 8
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D. General Plan: Industrial
E. CEQA Status: Mitigated Negative Declaration
F. Staff Contact: Vince Velasco, Associate Planner

vincevelasco@santafesprings.org

LOCATION / BACKGROUND

The subject property, located at 11401 Greenstone Avenue, is comprised of a
single parcel (APN: 8026-018-023) measuring 289,238 sq. ft. (6.64 acres), and
located on the west side of Greenstone Avenue. The property is zoned M-2 (Heavy
Manufacturing) and is currently occupied by a truck trailer storage facility (JB Hunt
Transport Services, Inc.). Industrial uses are located on all four sides. It should also
be noted that the property is located within the City’s Methane Zone as there is a
single oil well on the property to the north and the former Kalico Landfill No.1 just
over 1,000 feet to the south.

A majority of the property is unpaved and is currently developed with a modular
office/maintenance building at the northeast corner. These improvements will be
demolished when the construction activities begin.

The applicant, Greenstone SFS, LLC, is proposing to construct a new £144,434 sq.
ft. concrete tilt-up industrial building on the subject property. In accordance with the
City’s Zoning Ordinance, a Development Plan Approval is required for the
construction of a new building.

DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL CASE NO. 980

Site Plan

As previously mentioned, the applicant is proposing to construct a new £144,434
sq. ft. concrete tilt-up industrial building at 11401 Greenstone Avenue (APN: 8026-
018-023). The proposed industrial building will be setback a minimum 89’-1” from
the front property line along Greenstone Avenue. The proposed development will
provide two (2) driveways along Greenstone Avenue for ingress and egress, both
40’ in width. Parking and landscaping for the subject property is distributed
throughout the property.

Floor Plan

The floor plan indicates that the proposed industrial building will measure £144,434
sq. ft., with 2,481 sq. ft. designated as first floor office area, 2,940 sq. ft. as office
mezzanine, 4,018 sq. ft. as storage mezzanine, and the remaining 134,995 sq. ft.
designated for warehouse/manufacturing use. It should be noted that the
speculative building is designed with the potential for multiple tenants. However,
tenant improvements will be submitted through the plan check process to determine
the specific leasing area for each tenant should the building be occupied by multiple

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: July 8, 2021
Planning and Development Department
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tenants.

Elevations

The elevations indicate that the proposed industrial building will have a
contemporary design. Since the building has been designed for multiple tenants,
the applicant is proposing two main office entries at the northeast and northwest
corners of the building. The entry to both office areas (north and east elevations)
are provided with extensive glazing, color variation, pop-outs, height variation, and
a mixture of materials used. The remaining elevations have been provided with a
combination of the aforementioned architectural treatments, which results in an
aesthetically pleasing building. The most unique feature of the proposed project is
the longboard cladding, used in modern architectural designs. The horizontal siding
will help contrast the concrete walls and separate itself from other industrial
projects.

Landscape Requirement

For maximum value, a majority of the landscaping will be provided along the
setback areas that adjoins the street (Greenstone Avenue). Additionally, as
required by the Code, the applicant will landscape at least 6% of the parking area.
The minimum landscape requirement for the project, based on the overall street
frontage of 337’ and 62,000 sq. ft. of parking area is 12,145 sq. ft. According to the
conceptual landscape plan, the applicant will be providing an overall total of 17,425
sq. ft. of landscaping throughout the site. The project, therefore, exceeds the
minimum requirement set forth in the City’s Zoning Ordinance.

Parking Requirements

A total of 205 parking stalls will be provided for the new building: 139 standard
stalls, 32 parallel stalls, 16 clean air, 10 electric vehicle, and 8 accessible stalls.
Due to the multi-tenant design of the building, the project is required to provide a
total of 205 parking stalls. It should be noted that if the building is only occupied by
a single tenant, the proposed development will then exceed the number of required
parking stalls.

e Single Tenant Calculation — 1 stall per 500 sq. ft. for the first 20,000 sq. ft. =
40 stalls, 1 stall per 750 sq. ft. for the next 80,000 sq. ft. = 107 stalls, and 1
stall per 1,000 sq. ft. for the remaining 44,434 sq. ft. = 45 stalls.

e Multiple Tenant Calculation - 1 stall per 500 sq. ft. for the first 40,000 sq. ft. =
80 stalls, 1 stall per 750 sq. ft. for the next 60,000 sq. ft. = 80 stalls, and 1
stall per 1,000 sq. ft. for the remaining 44,434 sq. ft. = 45 stalls.

Pursuant to Section 155.487 (F) of the City’s Zoning Ordinance, because the
proposed industrial/warehouse building is 100,000 sq. ft. or more, the development

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: July 8, 2021
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is also required to provide one (1) truck parking stall (12’ x 53’) for every four (4)
dock high doors. With 16 dock high doors proposed, the project is required to
provide a total of 4 truck parking stalls. The plans indicate that a total of four (4)
truck parking stalls will be provided within the loading area. The proposed project,
therefore, meets the minimum parking requirements set forth by the City’s Zoning
Ordinance.

Loading/ Roll Up Doors

According to the plans, the proposed building will have a total of 18 loading doors,
including two (2) grade level doors and 16 dock high doors, along the north
elevation. All loading doors are strategically placed so that they will not be directly
visible from Greenstone Avenue. Additionally, the applicant will provide a 14’ high
concrete screen wall to provide additional screening for on-site truck loading
activities.

Per the City’s Zoning Ordinance, all off-street truck loading areas, zones, ramps,
doors, wells, or docks shall be designed to provide and maintain a minimum
unobstructed area of 120’ to allow for proper truck maneuvering on-site. As
proposed, the design will provide the required unobstructed area in all necessary
locations.

Trash Enclosures

According to the site plan, two trash enclosures (461 sq. ft. each) will be located
along the north elevation of the building. Each enclosure will be placed on opposite
sides of the loading area to accommodate the potential for multiple tenants. The
proposed trash enclosures are also strategically placed behind the proposed 14’
high concrete screen wall and will not be visible or accessible to the public.

STREETS AND HIGHWAYS

The subject site is located on the west side of Greenstone Avenue. Greenstone
Avenue is designated as a local industrial street, within the Circulation Element of
the City’s General Plan.

ZONING AND LAND USE

The subject property is zoned M-2 (Heavy Manufacturing). The property has a
General Plan Land Use designation of Industrial. The zoning, General Plan and
land use of the surrounding properties are as follows:

Surrounding Zoning, General Plan Designation, Land Use

General

Land Use (Address/Business Name)
Plan

Direction Zoning District

Medical Supply Distribution

North M-2, Heavy. Industrial | (11333 Greenstone Ave./TwinMed)
Manufacturing, Zone
Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: July 8, 2021
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South M-2, Heavy Industrial Manufacturing
Manufacturing, Zone (11529 Greenstone Ave./Maruichi American Corp.)
M-2. Heav Trade School/Fire Academy
East ’ Y Industrial | (11400 Greenstone Ave./Rio Hondo College Fire
Manufacturing, Zone
Academy)
West M-2, Heavy Industrial Steel Pipe Distribution
Manufacturing, Zone (11680 Bloomfield Ave./Kelly Pipe Co., LLC)

LEGAL NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

This matter was set for Public Hearing in accordance with the requirements of
Sections 65090 and 65091 of the State Planning, Zoning and Development Laws
and the requirements of Sections 155.860 through 155.864 of the City’s Municipal
Code.

Legal notice of the Public Hearing for the proposed project was sent by first class
mail to all property owners whose names and addresses appear on the latest
County Assessor's Roll within 500 feet of the exterior boundaries of the subject
property on June 30, 2021. The legal notice was also posted in Santa Fe Springs
City Hall, the City’'s Town Center Kiosk, the City’s Library, and published in a
newspaper of general circulation (Whittier Daily News) on July 1, 2021, as required
by the State Zoning and Development Laws and by the City’s Zoning Ordinance. As
of the date of this report, staff has not received any comments and/or inquiries
regarding the proposed project.

ZONING REQUIREMENTS

The procedures set forth in Section 155.736 of the Zoning Ordinance, states that a
DPA is required for the siting of new structures or additions or alterations to existing
structures.

Code
Section:
155.736 Section 155.736
The purpose of the development plan approval is to assure
compliance with the provisions of this chapter and to give
proper attention to the siting of new structures or additions or
alterations to existing structures, particularly in regard to
unsightly and undesirable appearance, which would have an
adverse effect on surrounding properties and the community in
general.

Development Plan Approval

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS

The environmental analysis provided in the Initial Study indicates that the proposed
project will not result in any significant adverse immitigable impacts on the
environment, therefore, the City caused to be prepared and proposed to adopt a

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: July 8, 2021
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Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the proposed project. The MND reflects
the independent judgment of the City of Santa Fe Springs, and the environmental
consultant, Blodgett/Baylosis Environmental Planning.

Phases in the Environmental Review Process:
The implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) entails
three separate phases:

1. The first phase consists of preliminary review of a project to determine
whether it is subject to CEQA

2. If the project is subject to CEQA, the second phase involves the preparation
of an Initial Study to determine whether the project may have a significant
environmental effect.

3. The third phase involves the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) if the project may have a significant environmental effect of a Negative
Declaration or Mitigated Declaration if no significant effects will occur.

Phase 1: The first phase is to determine if the proposed project is subject to CEQA.
CEQA applies to an activity that (a) involves the exercise of an agency’s
discretionary powers, (b) has the potential to result in a direct or reasonable
foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment, and (c) falls within the
definition of a “project” as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15378. City Staff
and Blodgett/Baylosis Environmental Planning reviewed the proposal and
determined that the project is subject to CEQA

Phase 2: The second phase involves the preparation of an Initial Study. An Initial
Study is a preliminary analysis to determine whether an EIR or a Negative
Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration is needed. If the Initial Study
concludes that the proposed project may have a significant effect on the
environment that cannot be mitigated, an EIR should be prepared. If no potentially
significant impacts are identified, then a Negative Declaration can be prepared. If
potentially significant impacts are identified that can be mitigated, then a Mitigated
Negative Declaration can be prepared with mitigated measures conditioned as part
of the project's approval to reduce potentially significant impacts to levels of
insignificance. To facilitate the Commission’s determination whether “effects” are
potentially significant, the Commission should focus on scientific and factual data.
Unfortunately, CEQA does not provide a definitive definition of what constitutes a
“significant effect” as a substantial or potentially substantial adverse change in the
physical environment. City Staff and Blodgett/Baylosis Environmental Planning
determined, through the preparation of the Initial Study, that there were no
potentially significant environmental effect that could not be mitigated to a level of
insignificance and, therefore, a Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared.

Phase 3: A Mitigated Negative Declaration is a written statement, briefly explaining
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why a proposed project will not have a significant environmental effect and includes
a copy of the Initial Study justifying this finding. Included within the Initial Study are
mitigation measures to avoid potentially significant effects. City Staff and
Blodgett/Baylosis Environmental Planning determined that, although, the proposed
project could have a significant effect on the environment, revisions in the project
have been made by or agreed to by the project applicant or mitigation measures
are being implemented to reduce all potentially significant effects to levels of
insignificance. As a result, a Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for the
project.

Draft MND Review:

The Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the independent
judgment of the City of Santa Fe Springs and the environmental consultant,
Blodgett/Baylosis Environmental Planning, as to the potential environmental
impacts of the proposed project on the environment. The Draft Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration was circulated for the required 20-day public
review and comments from June 1, 2021 to June 21, 2021. The Notice of Intent to
adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration was posted with the Los Angeles County
Clerk. The Planning Commission were emailed a copy of the Draft Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration on June 7, 2021. A copy of the Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration was also mailed to all responsible and trustee
agencies as well as surrounding cities for their review and comment.

On June 1, 2021, the City released the Draft IS/MND, along with the accompanying
Traffic Study. These materials were made available to the public throughout the 20-
day review and comment period. The public comment period for the Draft IS/MND
ended June 21, 2021 and, to date, no comments were received. All materials were
made available for review at the following locations:

e Los Angeles County Recorder’s Office Website:
https://apps.lavote.net/ CEQA/Search/Results/10#res

e City of Santa Fe Springs Website:

https://www.santafesprings.org/cityhall/planning/planning/environmental documents.asp

When reviewing the Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Study, the focus of the
review should be on the project’s potential environmental effects. If persons believe
that the project may have a significant effect, they should, (a) Identify the specific
effect; (b) Explain why they believe the effect would occur, and; (c) Explain why
they believe the effect would be significant.

Individuals who believe there are significant effects as outlined above, should also
explain the basis for their comments and submit data or reference offering facts,
reasonable assumptions based on facts or expert opinion supported by facts in
support of the comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, an effect shall not be
considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: July 8, 2021
Planning and Development Department
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Potentially Affected Environmental Factors:

The draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration has identified several factors
that may be potentially affected by the subject project which include: Cultural
Resources, Hazardous Materials, and Tribal Cultural Resources. These factors and
their respective pertinent issues are discussed and analyzed within the Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration. Mitigations, where necessary, were
implemented to help ensure potential impacts are reduced to a less than significant
level. A detailed analysis can be found in the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration and corresponding Mitigated Monitoring and Reporting Program.

Mitigation Monitoring:

The monitoring and reporting on the implementation of these measures, including
the monitoring action, monitoring agency, and the period for implementation, are
identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Attachment #4).

AUTHORITY OF PLANNING COMMISSION

The Planning Commission has the authority, subject to the procedures set forth in
the City’s Zoning Ordinance, to grant a Development Plan Approval when it has
been found that said approval is consistent with the requirements, intent and
purpose of the City’s Zoning Ordinance. The Commission may grant, conditionally
grant or deny approval of a proposed development plan based on the evidence
submitted and upon its own study and knowledge of the circumstances involved, or
it may require submission of a revised development plan.

STAFF REMARKS

Based on the findings set forth in the attached Resolution (190-2021), Staff finds
that the applicant’s request meets the criteria set forth in §155.739 of the City’'s
Zoning Ordinance, for the granting of a Development Plan Approval.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Conditions of approval for DPA 980 are attached to Resolution 190-2021 as Exhibit
A.

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: July 8, 2021
Planning and Development Department
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Wayrre M. Morrell
Director of Planning

Attachments:

1. Aerial Photograph

2. Public Hearing Notice

3. Radius Map for Public Hearing Notice
4.

Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration & Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) (previously
emailed to Planning Commission on 6/7/2021)
Resolution 190-2021
a. Exhibit A — Conditions of Approval
6. Full Set of Proposed Plans

i

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: July 8, 2021
Planning and Development Department
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Attachment #1: Aerial Photograph

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH

DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL CASE NO. 880

11401 Greenstone Avenue

(Applicant: Greenstone SFS, LLC)
NORTH

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: July 8, 2021
Planning and Development Department
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Attachment #2: Public Hearing Notice

Fi

FILE COPY

CITY OF
SANTA FE SPRINGS

11710 Telegraph Raad - CA - 90470-3679 - (562) B68-0511 - Fax (562) B68-711Z ~ Wwwrsantafespringsbig
“A great place to live, work, and play”

CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL CASE NO. 980

NOTICE 1S HEREBY GIVEN that the Planning Commission of the City of Santa Fe
Springs will hold a Public Hearing to consider the following:

DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL CASE NO. 980 - A request for approval to allow the
construction of a new = 144,434 sq. ft. concrete tilt-up industrial building and related
improvements.

PROJECT SITE: The project site is located at 11401 Greenstone Avenue (APN: 8026-
018-023) within the M-2, Heavy Manufacturing, Zone.

APPLICANT: Bobby Nassir, Greenstone SFS, LLC

THE HEARING will be held before the Planning Commission of the City of Santa Fe
Springs in the Council Chambers of the City Hall, 11710 Telegraph Road, Santa Fe
Springs, on Monday, July 12, 2021 at 6:00 p.m.

CEQA STATUS: Upon review of the proposed project, staff has determined that
additional environmental analysis is required to meet the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The applicant has since retained Marc Blodgett of
Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning and Crown City Engineers to prepare the
necessary Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and associated Traffic Study. The
draft CEQA documents are finalized and an NOI (Notice of Intent) to adopt the Mitigated
MNegative Declaration was posted in the LA County Recorder's Office to initiate the
mandatary 20-day public review period on June 1, 2021. Additionally, the project site is
not listed on the Hazardous Waste and Substance Site List (Cortese List) as set forth in
Government Code Section 65962.5.

ALL INTERESTED PERSONS are invited to attend the Public Hearing before the
Planning Commission and express their opinion on the subject item(s) listed above. It
should be noted that if you challenge the afore-mentioned item(s) in court, you may be
limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the Public Hearing
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the office of the
Commission at, or prior to, the Public Hearing.

John M. Mora Mayor »Annette Rodriguez, Mayor Pro Tem
City Couneil
Jay Samo * Juanita Trujillo » Joe Angel Zamora
City Manager
Raymend R, Cruz

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: July 8, 2021
Planning and Development Department
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Attachment #2: Public Hearing Notice

FURTHER INFORMATION on this item may be obtained at the City of Santa Fe Springs
Planning Department, 11710 Telegraph Road, Santa Fe Springs, California 90670 or by
telephone or e-mail: (562) B68-0511, extension 7353, vincevelasco@santafesprings.org.

Wayne M. Morrell

Director of Planning

City of Santa Fe Springs
11710 Telegraph Road
Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670

John M. Mora Mayor »Annette Rodriguez, Mayor Pro Tem
City Council
Jay Sarmo « Juanita Tryjille « Joe Angel Zamora
City Manager
Raymond R, Cruz

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: July 8, 2021
Planning and Development Department
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Attachment #4: Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration & Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) (previously emailed to Planning Commission on
6/7/2021)

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: July 8, 2021
Planning and Development Department
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Attachment #5: Resolution 190-2021
a. Exhibit A — Conditions of Approval

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: July 8, 2021
Planning and Development Department
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Attachment #6: Full Set of Proposed Plans

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: July 8, 2021
Planning and Development Department
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SCALE 1" = 30'-0" LEGEND: l
- T PROJECT DATA !
T/E—— DENOTE TRASH ENCLOSURE DESCRIPTION AREAS COVERAGE : 50.00% I
. |
KEY NOTES: R——  DENOTE RECYCLE AREA < .
Ay ALY Ry T—— DENOTE TRANSFORMER PAD .
1| CONCRETE TITL-UP WALL, SEE STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS 26| DUAL SUMP PUMPIN 3-0" X 3-0" X 3-0" 2V2D BASIN WITH GRATING, UNDER LEGAL RANCHO SANTA GERTRUDES SECTIONS TOWNSHIP AND LANDSCAPE AREA REQUIRED SSHOREAT OFRONIGE =397 = 8,425 SF —
SEPARATE PERMIT, SEE PLUMBING PLANS P...—— POWER POLE DESCRIPTION  RANGE LOT COM AT INTERSECTION OF S LINE OF NW 1/4 OF PARKING AREA = 62,000 SF. 4% OF PARKING AREA = 3,720 SF |
2| A.C.PAVING PER CIVIL PLANS AND SOILS REPORT. 13 NW 1/4 OF SEC 8 T 3S R 11W WITH E ... SEE MAPBOOK FOR TOTALREQUIRED = 12,145 SF (
m 27| CONCRETE BUMPER, TYPICAL SEE DETAIL: AD100 FH— FIRE HYDRANT MISSING PORTION ... OF NW 1/4 OF SEC 8 T 3S R 11W .
3 PARKING STALL STRIPPING (PER CITY OF SANTA FE SPRING STDS.) TYP., SEE DETAIL: AD100 U 4 7 9 & i
U 28| INTERIOR ROOF DRAIN W/SPLASH BLOCK DRAIN TO A.C. PAVING. SEE DETAIL: o5 ADa0o |\ ADz00 T.D.—— TRUCK DOOR ASSESSORS PARCEL NO: 5026016-028 ANDYCATED AREA PROVIDED O PARKING AREA= 110175F 5 : .
4 ACCESSIBLE PATH OF TRAVEL. 48" WIDE (MIN.) TOTAL_- ]7'425 S.F. ® '
29| CONCRETE SWALE PER CIVIL PLANS — BUILDING CODE CBC 2019 with LACOBC 2020 AMENDMENTS =17.425SF, 2 I
5 BUILDING ENTRANCE. PROVIDE FIRE DEPARTMENT KNOX BOX AS REQUIRED e E |
30 9'X18' MIN. ACCESSIBLE PARKING STALL W/ ALL SYMBOLS, SIGNS, RAMPS AS REQUIRED TO MEET TITLE CONCRETE BLDG. OCCUPANCY SEE] LANDSCAPED AREA MUST BE WATER EFFICIENT IN COMPLIANCE WITH AB188]1 (
6 | CATCH BASIN WITH GALVANIZED GRATING. SEE CIVIL PLANS 24 AND ADA REQUIREMENTS - SEE HANDICAP NOTES SHT. A-0.2 & A-0.4 : '
et BUILDING TYPE lIl-B, FULLY PARKING REQUIRED : .
7| TRASHENCLOSURE, MIN. &' HIGH SCREEN WALLS WITH METAL DOORS-SEE sHT\ 9 10 31| 6" MIN. HIGH CONCRETE CURB, TYPICAL. SEE GRADING PLANS SPRINKLERED FIRST 40,000 SQ. FEET 40,000/500 = 80 CARS o (
(1-TRASH/1-RECYCLE BIN) PER SANTA FE SPRINGS DISPOSAL STANDARDS, SEE DETAIL: T e e DO LAND AREA - PARCEL 288,935 SF. (6.63 AC) GROSS 40,001 TO 100,000 SF 60,000/750 = 80 CARS P g '
................ OVER100,000 SQ. FEET , 000 = .
8 CONCRETE TRUCKWELL- SEE GRADING & STRUCTURAL DWGS. 32 PROPOSED LOCATIONMONITORING WELL - ] LANDSCAPE TOTAL AL 1L000 232 gﬁgg (7)) 3 |
33| EXISTING DRIVEWAY TO BE REMOVED, SEE GRADING PLAN et CONSTRUCTION TYPE  lIl-B- W/ AUTOMATIC FIRE SPRINKLERS < _g :
9 | STEEL BUILDING COLUMNS. TYP. m AREA JUSTIFICATION  AREA JUSTIFICATION: UNLIMITED AREA PER 507.4, SURROUNDED BY |  PARKING PROVIDED: 2 o "
m 34 WARNING SIGN FOR ALL DRIVEWAY ACCESSIBLE PARKING. SEE DETAIL: / 60" WIDE PUBLIC WAYS OR YARDS, SUCH YARDS CAN BE REDUCED ACCESSIBLE (STANDARD) 14' X 20' 4 - STALLS >_ 8‘ I
10| 9" X10' TRUCK DOOR (DOCK HIGH), TYPICAL. SEE DETAIL: STRIPING TO 40' IN UP TO 75% OF THE PERIMETER MAX. HEIGHT PER TABLE ACCESSIBLE (8' VAN) 17' X 20' 4-STALLS £ I
w . 8 18 35| (E) 6'd'2 172" OFF-SITE HYDRANT / 5043 =75, MAX. NUMBER OF STORIES PER TABLE 504.4 =2 STANDARD STALLS 8-6"X 19" 139 - STALLS o = L
11 12' X14' TRUCK DOOR (GRADE LEVEL) TYPICAL. SEE DETAIL: d CLEAN AIR STALLS (151-200) 8-6" X 19" 16 - STALLS m £ I
ADA00 /\ AD400 /\ AD400 36| DOUBLE DETECTOR CHECK ASSEMBLY WITH LANDSCAPE SCREENING . SEE CIVIL PLANS BUILDING 144,434 S.F. FLEC VEHICLE {151-200)  8-6'X 19 10-STALLS O E I
12|  ACID WASH CONCRETE FINISH. (VERIFY COLOR & PATTERN W/ OWNER) ' INTERIOR CONC. AT OFFICE SLAB TOTAL AREA PARALLEL STALLS 10X 22 32 STALLS M G m I
' " TOTAL - s 5
13] LANDSCAPE W/AUTOMATIC IRRIGATION SYSTEM SEE LANDSCAPING DWGS. MOUND S e i e sy T FENGING ATTHE FRONT AREA TO RECEIVE 2" SAND OVER FRST | VAREHOUSE 134995 S 205 - STALLS LS i
LANDSCAPE WHERE PATH OF TRAVEL OCCURS TO PROVIDE 3" MAX. GRADE ELEVATION 10 MIL. VISQUEEN OVER 2" SAND. BUILDING FOOTPRINT T TE ST TRUCK PARKING (12 X 52) 1 PER 4 TRUCK DOORS 4 SPACES 2 = = (
DIFFERENCE 38 TRANSFORMER PAD TO BE SCREENED WITH LANDSCAPING PER SCE STANDARDS ' LONG TERM BIKE RACK @ 5% OF PARKING 5 SPACES 5
m SHORT TERM BIKE RACK @ 5% OF ) SACES 3}
14 28'-0" WIDE MIN. & CLEAR TO THE SKY FIRE LANE W/ FIRE TRUCK TURNABOUT . MEZZA OFFICE MEZZANINE 2,940 S.F. 30 VISITOR PARKING
STRIPED PER FIRE DEPARTMENT STANDARDS 39]  DETECTABLE WARNING TRUNCATED DOME. SEE DETAIL: AD110 <= <= <= <= ACCESSIBLE PATH OF TRAVEL FLOOR STORAGE MEZZANINE 4,018 S.F.
m 40| LIGHT POLE STANDARD AREA LIGHTING PER ELECTRICAL PLAN AND DETAIL: ﬂ TOTAL MEZZANINE 6,958 S F. R R R Ry f|  TRASH ENCLOSURE AREA — ‘
15] 14 HIGH CONC. TILT-UP SCREEN WALL. COLOR & REVEALS TO MATCH BUILDING. O 1:20 MAX. SLOPE %x40.000= 400SF. 0% x 1044542 5225F  PROVIDED =922 SF. = (
SEE STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS 41| NEW 6"x 4" x 2-1/2" ON-SITE PUBLIC FIRE HYDRANT, FOR GUARD POST m g
SEE DETAIL: ~ (
16| (1) WELLE CIRCULAR RACK ROUND PIPE (PARKS 4 BICYCLE) MODEL #WCRO2-IC m m w SITE NOTES < : > (
AS MANUF. BY PALMER GROUP FOR SHORT TERM PARKING. SEE DETAIL: 42 CONCRETE FILLED PIPE BOLLARD PER DETAIL: 1. SITE LIGHTING SHALL BE SHIELDED AND WILL NOT IMPACT NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES. (&) N
w w 2. GROUND AND FLOOR SURFACES ALONG HANDICAP ACCESSIBLE ROUTES AND IN ACCESSIBLE TRANSPO RTATION DEMAN D MANAG EM ENT S m ‘
_ ROOMS AND SPACES INCLUDING FLOORS, WALKS, RAMPS, STAIRS, AND CURB RAMPS SHALL BE
(oA wgggggygﬂjgg%EEJF?;EE,AL%EQ?;(EAiilé:gﬁéa MODEL #H3605-SM AS 43| CATCH BASIN WITH GALVANIZED GRATING AND BIO-CLEAN INLET FILTER, SEE CIVIL PLANS FIRM AND SLIP RESISTANT. TRIP REDUCTION & TRAVEL DEMAND PROGRAM E 5 < |
: 3. THE SOILS REPORT IS A PART OF THIS PROJECT AND SHALL BE READ CAREFULLY. CONCRETE AND ) %) 2 l
44 CONCRETE STAIR GRADING CONTRACTORS ARE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL CONDITIONS OF THE SOILS REPORT. GRADING PROVIDE BULLETIN BOARD (INFORMATION AREA REQUIRED PER SEC. 16.57 OF THE ART. VI " TRIP REDUCTION AND I.IﬂJ é (
17| TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT BULLETIN BOARD CONTRACTOR SHALL TAKE ALL ELEVATIONS FORM THE SURVEY. TRAVEL DEMAND PROGRAM'). THE INFORMATION AREA MAY INCLUDE A BULLETIN BOARD, DISPLAY CASE, OR KIOSK, o &
4. PROPOSED BUILDING SEWER LINE SHALL TIED TO THE EXISTING USEABLE CITY SEWER REFER TO DISPLAYING TRANSPORTATION INFORMATION LOCATED WHERE THE GREATEST NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES ARE LIKELY TO E I
18 PARKING SPACES FOR CLEAN AIR VEHICLE / CARPOOL PARKING PLUMBING DRAWINGS PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. SEEIT. INFORMATION IN THE AREA SHALL INCLUDE, BUT IS NOT LIMITED TO, THE FOLLOWING: I
5. ELECTRICAL CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE 110 VOLT, 20 AMPERES RECEPTACLES FOR IRRIGATION L CURRENT MAPS, ROUTES & SCHEDULES FOR PUBLIC TRANST ROUTES SERVING THE It a ~ )
' - CONTROL PURPOSES - ' :
19] 10-HIGH WROUGHT IRON MANUAL BI-PARTING SLIDING GATE W/ CONC. SCREEN 2. TELEPHONE NUMBERS FOR REFERRALS ON TRANSPORTATION INFORMATION INCLUDING NUMBERS FOR THE = |
WALL TO COVER TRUCK YARD. PROVIDE FIRE DEPARTMENT KNOX BOX. SEE NOTE 6. PLUMBING CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE WATER SUPPLY LINES, BACK FLOW PREVENTOR AND R R R R AT N ORY < | <
: : GATE VALVE FOR LANDSCAPE IRRIGATION SYSTEM. - .
#34 ON A-1.1. (BY OTHERS, UNDER SEPARATE PLAN CHECK PERMIT) PROVIDE m 7. PLUMBING CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE AND INSTALL AN APPROVED SEISMIC GAS SHUT-OFF 3. RIDESHARING PROMOTIONAL MATERIAL SUPPLIED BY COMMUTER-ORIENTED ORGANIZATIONS. E (5) g {
ELECTRICAL CONDUIT FOR GATE OPENER FUTURE USE. SEE DETAIL: VALVE PER CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY SPECIFICATION GUIDELINES. 4. BICYCLE ROUTE AND FACILITY INFORMATION, INCLUDING REGIONAL/LOCAL BICYCLE MAPS AND BICYCLE SAFETY o |z | N ‘
W 8. ALK AND SIDENALKS SHALL AAVE A CONINIOUS COMMON SURFACE, NOTINTERRUPTED. BY BY 5 TFLgméTgi}\Acﬁﬁms AVAILABLE FOR CARPOOLERS, VANPOOLERS, BICYCLISTS, TRANSIT RIDERS AND z sl '
19A 8-HIGH WROUGHT IRON MANUAL BI-PARTING SLIDING GATE. PROVIDE FIRE o e R R e e e DING L2 " PEDESTRIANS ATTHE STE. ' ' ' = Wi o
DEPARTMENT KNOX BOX. SEE NOTE #34 ON A-1.1. (BY OTHERS, UNDER SEPARATE 10. WALK AND SIDEWALK SURFACES SHALL BE SLIP-RESISTANT AS FOLLOWS: A SURFACES WITH A SLOPE 3 Al 3 S !
PLAN CHECK PERMIT) OF LESS THAN 6% GRADIENT SHALL BE AT LEAST AS THAT DESCRIBED AS A MEDIUM SALTED FINISH. A p
SLIP RESISTANT B SURFACES WITH A SLOPE OF 6% OR GREATER GRADIENT SHALL BE SLIP RESISTANT. . .
20| 5 WIDE CONCRETE MEANDERING WALKWAY. 5% MAX. SLOPE W/ 2% MAX. CROSS SLOPE 11. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY LOCATION AND SIZE OF ALL UTILITY PIPES. FI R E FLOW CALC U LATION .
- 97 : ° ' 12. THIS OFFICE SHALL NOT BE RESPONSIBLE FOR DAMAGE TO ANY PUBLIC OR PRIVATE UTILITIES UTILITIES [
MOUND LANDSCAPE WHERE PATH OF TRAVEL OCCURS TO PROVIDE 3" MAX. SHOWN OR NOT SHOWN ON THESE PLANS FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM TYPE (CBC 903, CFC 903): ESFR SYSTEM @ -
GRADE ELEVATION DIFFERENCE m 13. THE LANDSCAPE DESIGNER RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY LANDSCAPING FOR THIS PROJECT SHOULD BE THE REQUIRED FIRE FLOW IS BASED ON THE FOLLOWING i i
ADVISED TO UTILIZE PLANTING AND IRRIGATION TECHNIQUES THAT LEND THEMSELVES TO OPTIMUM :
21| VAN ACCESSIBLE PARKING SIGN, PER DETAIL: — D o e LR ATION TECHNIQUES SELVES TO OPTIMU CALCULATION: o % |
U 14. PLUMBING FIXTURES SHALL BE PROVIDED IN ACCORDANCE WITH TABLE 422.1 SEE A-2.0 FOR FIXTURE TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION PER THE BUILDING CODE: TYPE IlI-B ' (
22| DESIGNATED SMOKING AREA FURTHER THAN 25-0" FROM MAIN ENTRY DOORS CALCULATIONS FIRE FLOW BASED ON THE TOTAL FLOOR AREA OF ALL FLOOR o {
15. COMPLY WITH PROTECTION OF ADJOINING PROPERTY BY PROVIDING A WRITTEN NOTICE TO THE LEVELS WITHIN THE EXTERIOR WALLS ‘
23| NO SMOKING SIGNAGE WITHIN 25'-0" OF BUILDING ENTRIES, OUTDOOR AIR INTAKES, OWNERS OF ADJOINING BUILDINGS ADVISING THEM THAT AN EXCAVATION DEEPER THAN THE |
OPERABLE WINDOWS, AND WITHIN THE BUILDING. FOUNDATION OF THE ADJOINING BUILDING AND LOCATED LESS THAN EXCAVATION DEPTH TO THE AND UNDER THE HORIZONTAL PROJECTIONS OF THE ROOF OF F I
- m PROPERTY LINE IS TO BE MADE AND THAT THE ADJOINING BUILDINGS SHOULD BE PROTECTED. SAID THE BUILDING: 5.250 GPM (
3'X7' MAN DOOR (TYPICAL)WITH 60"x60" LANDING, SEE THRESHOLD DETAIL: NOTIFICATION SHALL BE DELIVERED NOT LESS THAN 30 DAYS PRIOR TO THE SCHEDULED STARTING ; )
w gl =hivinvirisirs REDUCTION FOR FIRE SPRINKLERS (MAXIMUM 50%): 2,625 GPM (
25| CATCH BASIN TO SUMP PUMP, SEE PLUMBING DWGS. TYP 16. PEDESTRIANS SHALL BE PROTECTED DURING CONSTRUCTION, REMODELING AND DEMOLITION TOTAL FIRE FLOW REQUIRED: 2,625 GPM N ;
ACTIVITIES AS REQUIRED BY COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES BUILDING CODE CHAPTER 33 )
17. ANY FENCING WITHIN THE FRONT YARD SETBACK SHALL NOT EXCEED 42 INCHES. VICINITY MAP m : o {
NOT TO SCALE \J/ 1] G
w .
I
n \
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> |4
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' ' W.38-4" (HIGH) [O.W. 37" OW.37- . ( |
T.O.W. 386" (HIGH) 6@ CAST IRON ROOF DRAIN 6@ CAST IRON ROOF DRAIN T.O.W. 37-0" (LOW) TO.W. 370" (LOW) 6@ CAST IRON ROOF DRAIN 6@ CAST IRON ROOF DRAIN 6@ [CAST IRON ROOF DRAIN
TO.W. 370 (LOW) (2) 6" X 10" OVERFLOW $CUPPER (2) 6" X 10" OVERFLOW $CUPPER T.OW. 386 (FIGH) TOW. 386 (HIGH) (2) 6" X 10" OVERFLOW $CUPPER (2) 6" X 10" OVERFLOW $CUPPER (2) 6" X 10" OVERFLOW $CUPPER
AREA OF SLOPE (10,654 S.F.) AREA OF SLOPE (10,733 S.F.) T.O.W. 386" (HIGH) T.O.W. 386" (HIGH) AREA OF SLOPE (10,733 S.F.) AREA OF SLOPE (10,733 S.F.) AREA OF SLOPE (1 ),224 S.F.)
| | TOW.37-0 (LOW] TOW. 370" (LOW | | | |
6@ CAST IRON ROOF DRAIN 6@ CAST IRON ROOF DRAIN |
(2) 6" X 10" OVERFLOW SCUPPER (2) 6" X 10" OVERFLOW SCUPPER
AREA OF SLOPE (10,735 S.F.) AREA OF SLOPE (10,735 S.F.)
(») (®) ®) (&) ® () O L (M) (V) ) (o (e
ROOF PLAN
GENERAL NOTES
INSULATION THROUGHOUT, AT THE TIME OF TENANT IMPROVEMENTS IT SHALL BE REMOVED AND REPLACED CBC SECTION: 910.3.3 SMOKE AND VENTS AREA
2 Y/\/I;LTstHO/GBAC\I)_\L/igSA’\SIDI-:E\SEN E/D4§/PF¢CAE|SN SLOPE TOWARDS TO THE ROOF DRAIN m SKYLIGHT AREA/FLOOR AREA RATIO  — 2%
. . . 12 ) | .
3. FOR TYPICAL ROOF PENETRATION CLEARANCES SEE DETAIL YT SKYLIGHT AREA: 4'X 8 =32S.F. AVR V/9000
4. BUILT-UP ROOF TO BE INSTALLED FOR EXPOSURE "C" 100 MPH. WINDS U WAREHOUSE AREA: 134995 SQ. FT
5. ALL ROOF ELEVATIONS ARE FROM THE FINISH FLOOR TO THE TOP OF FRAMING MEMBER, REFER TO PANEL ' ’ Q. FT. 134,995 x 32 F1. / 9000
ELEVATIONS ON STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS FOR EXACT LOCATION VENT AREA: (.02) X 134,995 S.F. 4,319,840 CU. FT./ 2000
6. CLASS A BUILT-UP COMPOSITION ROOF 4 PLIES 15# ASPHALT FELTS AND 1 PLY 90# MINERAL CAP SHEET, 35S F A 47998
HOT MOP EACH PLY WITH 25# ASPHALT MOPPING, 275#/SQ.FT.. FIBERGLASS CAP SHEET. 3" FIBER GLASS I VR :
CANT AT ALL PROJECTIONS AT ROOF SUCH AS ROOF PARAPETS, EQUIPMENT PLATFORMS, CURBS, ETC. SKYLIGHTES REQUIRED: 84.37 . _
INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER SPECIFICATIONS. UL CLASS "A" FIRE RATING FH CLASS | FIRE RESISTANCE, TOTAL VENT AREA PROVIDED: 86 x32=12,752S8.F.>479.98 OK
ROOFING MAY BE GAF (UL R1306-02) OR EQUAL. SKYLIGHTES PROVIDED: 100
7. CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY AND COORDINATE WITH ALL SUBCONTRACTORS, ALL LOCATIONS AND SIZES OF
THE ROOF OPENINGS.
8. PROVIDE SHAPED INSULATION CRICKETS AS REQUIRED FOR PROPER ROOF DRAINAGE OF 1/4" PER FOOT .
oy SKYLIGHT NOTES NATURAL VENTILATION CALCULATION:
9. CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE EXACT SKYLIGHT LOCATION W/ FIRE SPRINKLER AND ROOF FRAMING T AT O S AL B PRV IR D M A C RO CE Wi A PTeR 12O 2079 Cac
SUBCONTRACTORS. LOCATION ON DRAWINGS ARE APPROXIMATE. e o
10. ROOF DRAINAGE AND OVERFLOW DRAINS TO BE A MIN. 5" DIA., DRAINAGE SYSTEM SHALL COMPLY WITH - éf:?ésvgﬁgffFﬁlﬂﬁﬂ?ﬁ'ﬁ?ﬁﬁ@fﬁgg E)?QR/lfg%gE/g\DOEDQEbé?fENT (LEGEND: ) FOR INTERIOR ENVIRONMENT:
CHAPTER 11 OF THE CPC, SYSTEM SHALL BE SIZED FOR A MINIMUM RAIN INTENSITY OF 3 INCHES PER HOUR. UL 793 / ICC REPORT: ESR 3177 : GENERAL WAREHOUSE S-1-
11. ROOFING MUST COMPLY WITH UL 55A TYPE 63. MEETING OR EXCEEDING ASTM-D 3909-97B. ' T.OL.  TOP OF LEDGER S OM NET AREA: 137 476 S.F
12. FIRE RETARDANT ROOFING SHALL COMPLY WITH ICC-ES EG107 X ) ' o
13. ROOF SLOPE, DRAINS AND SECONDARY ROOF DRAIN/SCUPPERS ON THE ROOF SHALL COMPLY WITH 2. PROVIDEEXTERIOR MANUAL RELEASE T.ON.  TOP OF NAILER VENTILATION RATIO REQUIRED: 4%
CHAPTER 11 OF THE PLUMBING CODE. 3. INSTALL PLYWD. CRICKET ON HIGH SIDE OF CURBS 24" OR WIDER - MITER PLYWOOD VENTILATION AREA REQUIRED: 137,476 5.F. X 0.04 = 5,499 S.F.
14. SYSTEM SHALL BE SIZED FOR MINIMUM RAIN INTENSITY OF 3 INCHES PER HOUR. " CRICKET TO MEET FLUSH W/DECK. RAISE CURB TO MAINTAIN MIN. 7 1/2° CLR. ABOVE TOP oW TOPOR WAL VENTILATION BY WAY OF OPENINGS: 2,301 S.F.

D e LS T S e Kb SE A b P OF CRICKET. HP.  HIGH POINT VENTILATION BY WAY OF VENTED SKYLIGHTS: 100 LOUVERED SKYLIGHTS X 32 S.F. = 3,200 S.F.
16. SCUPPERS THROUGH PARAPET WALLS ADJACENT TO THE LOW POINT OF THE ROOF MAY BE USED AS 4 ALLSKYLIGHT HINGES SHALL BE MOUNTED TOWARDS THE WINDS L.P. LOW POINT VENTILATION AREA PROVIDED: 2,301 S.F. +3,200 S.F. = 5,501 S.F.
SECONDARY ROOF DRAINAGE. SCUPPER OPENINGS SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 4 INCHES HIGH AND HAVE : CHECK: 5,501 S.F. > 5,499 S.F. OK.

A WIDTH EQUAL TO THE CIRCUMFERENCE OF ROOF DRAIN REQUIRED FOR THE AREA SERVED. . VERIFY TOP OF PARAPET
5. SKYLIGHTS SHALL NOT BE WITHIN 20' OF THE PARAPET (AT PROPERTY LINE) \_ W PANELELES.
FUTURE SOLAR AREAS CALCS NOTE
- SEE PLUMBING DRAWINGS FOR ACTUAL SIZES. ROOF PLAN KEYNOTES P SMOKE HATCH DOME-WHITE ACRYLIC
SOLAR ZONE AREA = 40%% CPC TABLE 1101.12 REQUIREMENTS BASED ON 3"/HR. RAINFALL: o it
CONCRETE PARAPET WALL - SEE
FUTURE SOLAR ZONE REQUIREMENTS: DIAMETER SIZE ALLOWABLE HORIZONTAL ' 1/4" RISE PER 1-0" RUN ,MINIMUM SLOPE —~ CONTRACTOR TO CONFIRM TEMP.
‘ OF ROOF DRAIN PROJECTED AREA ,THROUGHOUT ROOF, TYPICAL
SOLAR AREA HORIZONTAL 40% OF TOTAL ROOF AREA NTERIOR ROOF DRAIN AND m RAIN GUARD RATING WITH FIRE DEPARTMENT
PER PLAN PROJECTED AREA ]
SECTION CA 103.3 SOLAR-READY ZONE AREA 5" 11,530 S.F. EXTERIOR OVERFLOW - SEE DET: {——————— ROOF ADDRESS LETTERS PAINTED IN BLACK, WHEN ? VENTILATING LOUVERS
1 5679 SF. ~ ~ - - - REQUIRED BY THE CITY SHALL BE PER CITY )
5 5579 SF. ESEJFRAZ%EQE‘A] &T;E 5‘F|~RXE 39%4‘ 59"(;'993 S.F. 6 17,995 S.F. REQUIREMENTS, BUT SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 4'-0" / 2 CURB MOUNT FRAME
A QUIRED: 54,990 S.F. . INTERIOR ROOF DRAIN AND n HIGH W/ MIN. 12" WIDE STROKE PER LETTER -
3 5679 SF. SOLAR ZONE PROVIDED: 8 38,660 S.F. INTERIOR OVERFLOW - SEE DET: CONTRACTOR SHALL CONFIRM ACTUAL ADDRESS FASTENERS DRIVEN THROUGH NEOPRENE WASHERS
4 5,679 S F. R O O ¢ EACH = 56790 5.1 w NUMBERS PRIOR TO INSTALLATION — 6 MIN. WOOD CLRS W/METAL COUNTER FLASHING
’ T = ’ T Xi M . M
5 5,679 SF. PLYWOOD BUILT-UP CRICKETS, PROVIDE PROVIDE WHITE REFLECTED COATING AT ROOF INSECT SCREEN (REMOVE IF SKYLIGHTS ARE SELF FLASHING)
6 5679 SF. 56,514 S.F. > 54,990 S.F. THEREFORE OK NOTE: §XTE<§'OR OVI(EQRFLOW AREA SHAC%L BIE)O MIN. 1/4" PER FOOT SLOPE OVER CONDITIONED OR FUTURE CONDITIONED 351 @ EA CORNER
7 5,679 S.F. X EQUAL REQUIREMENT AREA OF R F DRAIN SPACE OFFICE AS SHOWN HATCHED. "TOPGARD .
ROOF ACCESS HATCH BY BILCO WITH SAFETY 5000" BY JOHNS MANVILLE OR APPROVED
8 5679 S.F. EXTENSIONS POLE, PROTECTION CAGE AND @ EQUIVALENT. THERMAL EMITTANCE AND SOLAR SBS MODIFIED FLASHING SHT. O/
) - ‘ PLYSHEET REINF. - ATTACH AT 6" O.C.
9 5679 S F. INTERMEDIATE LANDING - SEE DET: REFLECTANCE, OR SRI VALUES IN ACCORDANCE
10 5403 SF. NOTE: 10" MIN. AD-2 WITH CALGREEN A5.106.11.2.1 PROVIDE MASTIC @ ALUM. FLASH
SOLAR ZONES SHALL BE SHOWN LOCATED SO AS TO ¥ 1 THERMAL EMITTANGE: 0.88 12" SIMP. STRAPS CONNECTION @ EA.
COMPLY WITH THE SHADING PROVISIONS OF 110.10 MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT LOCATION, AS SOLAR REFLECTANGE: 0.83 INSIDE CORNER AND MIDDLE AS REQ'D
TOTAL 56.514SF. (b) 3 OF THE ENERGY CODE SHOWN. SEE MECH'L SHEETS, STRUCTURAL m SRIVALUE: 104 e
SCUPPER N SCUPPER ) : PLYWOOD SHEATHING
&~ SHEET S-2 & DETAIL
ROOF AREA 137,476 S F. AD2
—s5ETINE HORIZONTAL ROOF DRAIN PIPE WITH 1/8" PER 2.2 TYP. @ OPENING SEE FRMG PLAN
———————————————— ————————— = ——— =" E SMOKE HATCH VENTILATING LINEAR FOOT SLOPE
| wz | SKYLIGHT - TYPICAL, SEE DETAIL:
~ N\ | 85 DEDICATED PROPOSED LOCATION OF FUTURE
NOTES : | €8 | SOLAR PANELS UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT AS NOTES:
—_— | VARIES | CLASS "A" 4 PLY B.U.R. SYSTEM BY SHOWN HATCH, MAX. DESIGN LOAD 40 PSF NOTES:

SEE GENERAL NOTES ON SHEET A-0.1

\

ALL THE ROOF ELEVATIONS MEASURED FROM TOP OF STEEL LEDGER AND
WOOD NAILER TO TOP OF FINISHED FLOOR SLAB MEASURED BELOW THE
DESIGNATED ELEVATION (FLOOR SLAB SLOPED 0.5% WHEN APPLICABLE -
SEE GRADING PLAN])

VERIFY & COORDINATE ALL DWGS. WITH ALL TRADES INVOLVED IN THE
CONSTRUCTION PROCESS (CIVIL, ARCH'L., STRUCT., MECH., ELECT., ETC.)
PRIOR TO THE FABRICATION AND OR CONSTRUCTION OF ALL ITEMS AS CALLED
ON THE DWGS.

OWNER OF TENANT SHALL MAINTAIN ROOF DRAINS AND SCUPPERS SO THAT
THEY ARE FREE OF DEBRIS OR ANY BLOCKAGE

SIZE OF SCUPPERS CALCUALTED PER:
e CBC SECTION 1503.4.2
e CPCSECTION 1101.11.2.1

SCUPPER DETAIL

SCALE- 1"=1-0"

2

&l [e] [=]

POLYGLASS USA, INCORPORATED

ICC ESR-2018 (OR APPROVED EQUAL)

TYPICAL CONCRETE PANEL JOINT -

STRUCTURAL DWGS.

SLOPED CONCRETE CAP PER
STRUCTURAL (NOT USED)

SEE

CANTILEVER TILT-UP WING WALL. SEE STRUCTURAL

FOR MORE INFO. SHEET S$-3

1. LOUVERED SMOKE HATCH DOMES BY ACRALIGHT SMOKE VENT SKYLIGHTS, MODEL No. 4896-S-SV2D-L4-CM-ST-MF-OR, UL#793

2. PROVIDE EXTERIOR MANUAL RELEASE (OR)
3. INSTALL PLYWD. CRICKET ON HIGH SIDE OF CURBS WIDER THAN 96" - MITER PLYWOOD
TO MEET FLUSH W/DECK-RAISE CURB TO MAINTAIN MIN. 7 1/2" CLR. ABOVE TOP OF CRICKET.
4. ALL SMOKE HATCH HINGES SHALL BE MOUNTED TOWARDS THE WINDS
5. SMOKE HATCH SKYLIGHTS SHALL NOT BE WITHIN 20" OF THE PARAPET {AT PROPERTY LINE)
6. SEE ROOF PLAN FOR LOCATION AND QUANTITY
7. ALL THE SKYLIGHT SHALL HAVE RAIN GUARD AND INSECT SCREEN.
8. SKYLIGHT/SMOKE HATCH FUSIBLE LINK SHALL OPERATE AT A TEMPERATURE THAT IS AT LEAST 100 DEGREES ABOVE THE SPINKLER
HEAD TEMPERATURE.

SMOKE HATCH/ VENTILATING SKYLIGHT

3
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TOP OF PARAPET

38l_6ll

TOP OF PARAPET

12

18

12

MEZZANINE

38"0"

GROUND FLOOR

=
o a

~

ELEVATION LEGEND:

TEMPERED VISION GLASS

P.J. PANEL JOINT
T.O.W. TOP OF WALL
F.F. FINISH FLOOR
TYP. TYPICAL

TEMPERED SPANDREL GLASS

NOTE: ALL EXTERIOR GLAZING WITHIN 16' FROM GRADE SHALL BE TEMPERED GLASS

COLOR SCHEDULE (EXTERIOR COLORS):

FIELD COLOR

DE6344 Wisp of Smoke

1

L J 1— ACCENT 1 COLOR  DE6347 Shining Knight
w o 20
(=]
";‘ S 17 <c> ACCENT 2 COLOR  DEG6356 Sheet Metal
(U]
EAST ELEVATION <D> CANOPY CLADDING ALUCABOND ALUMINUM FINISH
1 SCALE 1/16" = 1-0"
@ GLAZING PPG SOLAR BLUE LOW-E
SOLARBAN 60 (2) DUAL GLAZING
<|> SPANDREL GLAZING PPG SOLAR BLUE LOW-E
SOLARBAN 60 W/ BLUE BACKING
<G> MATERIAL ACCENT LONGBOARD ALUMINUM
CLADDING: CHARCOAL
00 W) ZR ZR ("2 (1)
— 20 W 13 |+ — 8| |10 9| M W W W
2 |- ' ' —14] )
| | EpE ELEVATION KEYNOTES:
TOP OF PARAPET ' oLy '
J P.J. - IP-J p.J. P.J TOP OF PARAPET
__________ B W e e s s Sy B 1| CONCRETE TILT-UP WALL - TYPICAL 12| 14'-0" HIGH DECORATIVE CONCRETE PANEL
= 2| STOREFRONT GLAZING - TYPICAL SCREEN WALL
| 1 - 13| WALL PACK LIGHTING FIXTURE - TYPICAL
3 ]
: IéILNAER?:YROOF BEYOND - SHOWN DASHED FOR 17l CLERESTORY WINDOW - TYPICAL
) Y 9 %
2 " 3 4| 12' X 14' TRUCK DOOR - GRADE LEVEL 15| SPANDREL GLASS - TYPICAL
5| 9-0" X 10" TRUCK DOOR - DOCK HIGH - TYPICAL 16
- 10
w 6| 3'X7° MAN DOOR PAINTED TO MATCH THE 17
3|§ GROUND FLOOR | | | [4 GROUND FLOOR ADJACENT WALL - TYPICAL FACE OF WALL
o ' ' = o 7| TRUCK WELL - PER GRADING PLAN 18
g2 \— ARE: WITH FIRE DEPT. KNOX-BOX
Zig 5 5 Z42 8| HORIZONTAL REVEAL - TYPICAL
S ST 19| OVERFLOW SCUPPER, TYPICAL
9| VERTICAL REVEAL - TYPICAL
20| ALUMINUM FINISH CANOPY TO EXTEND 18"
9 WEST ELEVATION 10| PANEL JOINT - TYPICAL A
L | - ] L 1] 21
SCALE 1/16" = 1'-0 11| PROPOSED LOCATION OF MECHANICAL
EQUIPMENT COMPLETELY SCREENED FROM VIEW 22| INTERIOR ROOF DRAIN AS SHOWN DASHED
FOR CLARITY
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SCALE 1/16" = 1'-0"
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TYP. PANEL JOINT

DETAIL - A

2" HORIZONTAL REVEAL

DETAIL - B

DETAIL -

C

2" VERTICAL REVEAL

CONCRETE STAIRS WITH HANDRAILS - TYPICAL
ALUMINUM FINISH CANOPY TO EXTEND 4°' BEYOND

10°-0" HIGH WROUGHT-IRON BI-PARTING GATE

LONGBOARD CLADDED ACCENT, COLOR: CHARCOAL
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

PROJECT NAME: Greenstone Avenue Industrial Development.

APPLICANT:

ADDRESS:

CITtY/COUNTY:

DESCRIPTION:

FINDINGS:

Signature

Mr. Bobby Nassir, 1820 San Vicente Boulevard, Santa Monica, California, 90402.

11401 Greenstone Avenue, Santa Fe Springs, CA, 90670. Assessor Parcel Number
(APN): 8026-018-023.

Santa Fe Springs, Los Angeles County.

This Initial Study evaluates the environmental impacts associated with the
construction and subsequent development of a 6.63-acre site located in the central
portion of the City of Santa Fe Springs. The proposed project site is located at 11401
Greenstone Avenue and the corresponding assessor’s parcel number (APN) is 8026-
018-023. The proposed project would involve the construction of a new 144,434 square
foot building that would include a 6,958 square foot mezzanine. Of this total floor area,
134,995 square feet would include warehouse space, 5,421 square feet of office space,
and 4,018 square feet of storage space. A total of 16 dock high loading doors will be
provided along the building’s north elevation. A total of 205 parking spaces will be
provided for employees and visitors. Access to the site will be provided by two, 40-foot
wide driveway connections with the west side of Greenstone Avenue.

The environmental analysis provided in the attached Initial Study indicates that the
proposed project will not result in any significant adverse impacts with the
implementation of the appropriate mitigation measures. For this reason, the City of
Santa Fe Springs determined that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is the appropriate
CEQA document for the proposed project. The following findings may be made based
on the analysis contained in the attached Initial Study:

e The proposed project will not have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment.

e The proposed project will not have the potential to achieve short-term goals to the
disadvantage of long-term environmental goals.

e The proposed project will not have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable, when considering planned or proposed development in
the City.

e The proposed project will not have environmental effects that will adversely affect
humans, either directly or indirectly.

The environmental analysis is provided in the attached Initial Study prepared for the
proposed project. The project is also described in greater detail in the attached Initial
Study.

Date

City of Santa Fe Springs Planning and Development Department
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SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE INITIAL STUDY

This Initial Study evaluates the environmental impacts associated with the construction and subsequent
development of a 6.63-acre site located in the central portion of the City of Santa Fe Springs. The proposed
project site is located at 11401 Greenstone Avenue and the corresponding assessor’s parcel number (APN)
is 8026-018-023. The proposed project would involve the construction of a new 144,434 square foot
building that would include a 6,958 square foot mezzanine. Of this total floor area, 134,995 square feet
would include warehouse space, 5,421 square feet of office space, and 4,018 square feet of storage space. A
total of 16 dock high loading doors will be provided along the building’s north elevation. A total of 205
parking spaces will be provided for employees and visitors. Access to the site will be provided by two, 40-
foot wide driveway connections with the west side of Greenstone Avenue.!

The City of Santa Fe Springs is the designated Lead Agency for the proposed project and will be responsible
for the project’s environmental review.2 The operation of the proposed development is considered to be a
project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and, as a result, the project is subject to the
City’s environmental review process.3 The project Applicant is Mr. Bobby Nassir, 1820 San Vicente
Boulevard, Santa Monica, California, 90402.

As part of the proposed project’s environmental review, the City of Santa Fe Springs has authorized the
preparation of this Initial Study.4 The primary purpose of CEQA is to ensure that decision-makers and the
public understand the environmental implications of a specific action or project. An additional purpose of
this Initial Study is to ascertain whether the proposed project will have the potential for significant adverse
impacts on the environment once it is implemented. Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, additional purposes
of this Initial Study include the following:

e To provide the City of Santa Fe Springs with information to use as the basis for deciding whether
to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), or
Negative Declaration (ND) for a project;

e To facilitate the project’s environmental assessment early in the design and development of the
proposed project;

e To eliminate unnecessary EIRs; and,
e To determine the nature and extent of any impacts associated the proposed project.
Although this Initial Study was prepared with consultant support, the analysis, conclusions, and findings

made as part of its preparation fully represent the independent judgment and position of the City of Santa
Fe Springs in its capacity as the Lead Agency. The City determined, as part of this Initial Study’s preparation,

1 C.E.G. Construction, Inc. Greenstone Avenue Industrial Site Plan, Sheet A 100-05. December 8, 2020.
2 California, State of. California Public Resources Code. Division 13, Chapter 2.5. Definitions. as Amended 2001. §21067.

3 California, State of. Title 14. California Code of Regulations. Chapter 3. Guidelines for the Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act. as Amended 2016 (CEQA Guidelines). §15060 (b).

4 Ibid.
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that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is the appropriate environmental document for the proposed project’s
CEQA review. This Initial Study and the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration will
be forwarded to responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and the public for review and comment. A 20-day
public review period will be provided to allow these entities and other interested parties to comment on the
proposed project and the findings of this Initial Study.5 Questions and/or comments should be submitted
to the following individual:

Vince Velasco, Associate Planner
City of Santa Fe Springs, Planning and Development Department
11710 East Telegraph Road
Santa Fe Springs, California 90670
562-868-0511

1.2 INITIAL STUDY’S ORGANIZATION

The following annotated outline summarizes the contents of this Initial Study:

e Section 1 Introduction, provides the procedural context surrounding this Initial Study's preparation
and insight into its composition.

e Section 2 Project Description, provides an overview of the existing environment as it relates to the
project area and describes the proposed project’s physical and operational characteristics.

e Section 3 Environmental Analysis, includes an analysis of potential impacts associated with the
construction (site improvement) and the subsequent operation of the proposed project.

e Section 4 Conclusions, summarizes the findings of the analysis.

e Section 5 References, identifies the sources used in the preparation of this Initial Study.

5 California, State of. Title 14. California Code of Regulations. Chapter 3. Guidelines for the Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act. as Amended 2016 (CEQA Guidelines). §15060 (b).
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SECTION 2 - PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW

This Initial Study evaluates the environmental impacts associated with the construction and subsequent
development of a 6.63-acre site located in the central portion of the City of Santa Fe Springs. The proposed
project would involve the construction of a new 144,434 square foot building that would include a 6,958
square foot mezzanine. Of this total floor area, 134,995 square feet would include warehouse space, 5,421
square feet of office space, and 4,018 square feet of storage space. A total of 16 dock high loading doors will
be provided along the building’s north elevation. A total of 205 parking spaces will be provided for
employees and visitors. Access to the site will be provided by two, 40-foot-wide driveway connections with
the west side of Greenstone Avenue.®

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The project site is located within the central portion of the City of Santa Fe Springs and occupies frontage
along the west side of Greenstone Avenue. The City of Santa Fe Springs is located approximately 13 miles
southeast of Downtown Los Angeles and 18 miles northwest of Downtown Santa Ana. Santa Fe Springs is
bounded on the north by Whittier and an unincorporated County area (West Whittier); on the east by
Whittier, La Mirada, and an unincorporated County area (East Whittier); on the south by Cerritos and
Norwalk; and on the west by Pico Rivera and Downey.”

Major physiographic features located in the vicinity of the City include the San Gabriel River, located
approximately 2.9 miles west of the project site and the Puente Hills, located 3.9 miles northeast of the site.
Regional access to Santa Fe Springs is possible from two freeways: the Santa Ana Freeway (I-5) and the San
Gabriel River Freeway (I-605). The I-5 Freeway extends along the City’s western and southern portions in
a northwest-southeast orientation and the I-605 Freeway extends along the City’s westerly side in a
southwest-northeast orientation.8 The location of Santa Fe Springs in a regional context is shown in Exhibit
2-1. A citywide map is provided in Exhibit 2-2.

The project site’s legal address is 11401 Greenstone Avenue, Santa Fe Springs, California, 90670. The
project site is located on the west side of Greenstone Avenue approximately 1,350 feet south of Lakeland
Road. The corresponding assessor’s parcel number (APN) is 8026-018-023.9 Shoemaker Avenue, located
approximately 900 feet to the east of the project site, is the corporate boundary between the City of Santa
Fe Springs and the County of Los Angeles. A local map is provided in Exhibit 2-3. The nearest arterial
roadways to the project site include Florence Avenue, located approximately 0.84 miles to the north of the
site (via Bloomfield Avenue), and Imperial Highway, located approximately 0.86 miles to the south of the
project site (via Sunshine Avenue and Shoemaker Avenue).:°

6 C.E.G. Construction, Inc. Greenstone Avenue Industrial Site Plan, Sheet A 100-05. December 8, 2020.
7 Google.com/maps. Website accessed April 5, 2021.

8 Ibid.

9 C.E.G. Construction, Inc. Greenstone Avenue Industrial Site Plan, Sheet A 100-05. December 8, 2020.

® Google.com/maps. Website accessed April 5, 2021.
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2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The 6.63-acre project site is currently being used as a truck trailer parking facility and is occupied by J. B.
Hunt Transport Services, Inc. The project site is surrounded by development on all sides. Exhibits 2-4 is an
aerial photograph of the project site. Surrounding land uses in the vicinity of the project site are listed below:

North of the Project Site. A distribution use, TwinMed, LLC., is located to the north of the site at
11133 Greenstone Avenue. The site is located adjacent to the project site.12

e South of the Project Site. A manufacturing building, Maruichi American Corp. is located to the
south of the site at 13929 Greenstone Avenue. This use is located adjacent to the project site’s south
side.13

e East of the Project Site. Greenstone Avenue extends along the project site’s east side. Further east,
on the east side of Greenstone Avenue, are other industrial uses. The Rio Hondo Fire Academy is
located opposite the project site on the east side of Greenstone Avenue at 11400 Greenstone
Avenue. A new FedEx Ground shipping facility is located further south.4

e  West of the Project Site. A railroad right-of-way extends along the site’s west side. Further west, is
Kelly Pipe Co.15

As indicated previously, the project site is currently occupied by J. B. Hunt Transport Services, Inc. The site
is being used as a truck trailer parking facility. An office and a maintenance building occupy the northeast
corner of the property and these improvements will be removed when development commences. The
majority of site is currently unpaved though the site is level and has been graded. The site’s frontage along
Greenstone Avenue is landscaped and includes seven mature evergreen trees in the parkway area. Access
to the site is currently provided by a single driveway located along the west side of Greenstone Avenue. 7

The project site is located approximately 1,000 feet, north of the former Kalico Number 1 Landfill which is
located at 11801 Greenstone Avenue. According to the City’s methane zone maps, the proposed project site
is located within a methane risk zone. Within the project site are a number of extraction monitoring wells
that will be relocated to the site’s southwest corner.18

12 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site survey. Survey was conducted on April 25, 2021.
13 Ibid.
4 Tbid.
15 Ibid.
17 Tbid.

18 City of Santa Fe Springs. Methane Zones. https://www.santafesprings.org/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx. Website accessed
April 27, 2021.
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2.4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.4.1 PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The proposed project will involve the construction of a new 144,434 square foot warehouse building within
the 6.63-acre site. The proposed project will consist of the following elements:

Site Plan. The project site has a total land area of 6.63 acres (288,935 square feet). The project site
is rectangular in shape with a width (north to south) of 337 feet and a depth (east to west) of 857
feet. Once developed, the lot coverage would be 50% and the floor area ratio (FAR) would be
0.499:1.0. The project site, following development would be occupied by the single 144,434 square
foot tilt-up concrete building. The loading docks (16 dock high doors) and truck maneuvering areas
would be located in the northern portion of the site while the other parking areas would be
concentrated along the north and east sides.

Building. The proposed project would involve the construction of a new 144,434 square foot
building that would include a 6,958 square foot mezzanine. The mezzanine would total 6,958
square feet and would include 2,940 square feet of office and 4,018 square feet of storage. Of the
total building floor area, 134,995 square feet would include warehouse space, 5,421 square feet of
office space, and 4,018 square feet of storage space. The building’s dimensions are 728 feet (east to
west) by 216 feet (north to south). The maximum outside height of the building would be 38 feet,
6-inches.19

Access and Circulation. Access to the site will be provided by two, 40-foot-wide driveway
connections located along the west side of Greenstone Avenue. The northernmost driveway will be
the nearest driveway to the loading/receiving docks and the truck maneuvering area. The
southernmost driveway will also be available for both trucks and vehicles. A 26-foot wide roadway
will be located around the building and will also serve as a fire lane.2

Parking. A total of 205 parking spaces will be provided for employees and visitors. A total of 139
stalls will be standard size, 8 stalls will be ADA accessible, 16 stalls will be reserved for clean air
vehicles, and 10 stalls will be reserved for EV vehicles. Parking areas will be concentrated in the
front (eastern) portion of the site, along the northern side, and 32 parallel spaces along the site’s
south side.22

Landscaping. A total of 17,425 square feet of land area will be landscaped. Of this total, 6,408
square feet will be located in the Greenstone frontage and the remaining 11,017 square feet will be
located around the new building and along the north and west perimeter. All of the landscaping
will be drought resistant (xeriscape).24

19 C.E.G. Construction, Inc. Greenstone Avenue Industrial Site Plan, Sheet A 100-05. December 8, 2020.

21 Tbid.
22 Tbid.

24 Ibid.
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The proposed project is summarized in Table 2-1. The proposed site plan is provided in Exhibit 2-5 and the
building elevations are provided in Exhibits 2-6 and 2-7.

Table 2-1
Summary of Proposed Project

Project Element Total Project
Parcel (Site) Area 288,935 sq. ft. (6.63 acres)
Building Floor Area 144,434 sq. ft.
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 0.499 to 1.0
Lot Coverage 50%
Building Height 38 feet
Parking Stalls 205 parking spaces
Loading Docks 16 truck doors
Landscape Area 17,425 sq. ft.

Source: C.E.G. Construction, Inc. Greenstone Avenue Industrial Site Plan,
Sheet A 100-05. December 8, 2020.

2.4.2 CONSTRUCTION CHARACTERISTICS

The construction of the phase for the proposed project would take approximately nine months to complete.
The key construction phases are outlined below:

e Grading and Site Preparation. The project site will be readied for the construction of the
proposed project. All of the existing onsite improvements will be removed during this phase. This
must be done prior to building construction. This phase will take approximately one month to
complete.

e Construction. The new building will be constructed during this phase. This phase will take
approximately four months to complete.

e Paving. This phase will involve the addition of paving of the roadway and parking areas. This phase
will take approximately two months to complete.

e Landscaping and Finishing. This phase will involve the planting of landscaping, painting of the
building, and the completion of the on-site improvements. This phase will last approximately two
months.

SECTION 2 @ PROJECT DESCRIPTION PAGE 15
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2.4.2 OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

The specific business and/or tenant(s) that would ultimately occupy the proposed building are not known
at this time. Any prospective use must be either permitted by right or conditionally permitted under the
City of Santa Fe Springs Zoning Ordinance. The operating hours of the potential business or businesses that
may ultimately occupy the building are also unknown at this time. The proposed project is anticipated to
add up to 95 new jobs based on a ratio of one employee per 1,518 square feet of floor area.2” Nevertheless,
the project will have an adequate supply of parking to accommodate demand from new employees.

2.5 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS

A Discretionary Action is an action taken by a government agency (for this project, the government agency
is the City of Santa Fe Springs) that calls for an exercise of judgment in deciding whether to approve a
project. The proposed project will require the approval of the following discretionary actions:

e Development Plan Approval (DPA Case No. 980) to construct an industrial buildings on land
currently used a truck trailer parking facility; and,

e Approval of the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP).

2.6 RELATED (CUMULATIVE) PROJECTS

Cumulative impacts refer to the combined effect of project impacts with the impacts of other past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable future projects. As set forth in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15355,

“Cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.

(a) The individual effects may include changes resulting from a single project or a number of
separate projects.

(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which results
from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually
minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.”

The cumulative project list identified below and on the following page was provided by the City of Santa Fe
Springs. The identified related projects include the following:

e Related Project #1 - Lakeland Road Housing Development. This related project would involve the
construction of a new 139-unit housing development on a site located near the intersection of
Lakeland Road and Laurel Avenue. The proposed project would involve the construction and
occupancy of 121 rental units and 18 owner-occupied townhome condominium units. The proposed
project would also include the development of a total of four adjacent parcels, all with a Multiple-

27 The Natelson Company, Inc. Employment Density Study Summary Report. October 31, 2001.
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Family Residential-Planned Unit Development (R3-PD) designation. The total land area to be
developed with the construction of the proposed project is 4.68 acres (203,761 square feet). This
related project is located approximately 3,200 feet to the northeast of the project site. The project
is currently seeking entitlements.

e Related Project #2 - Lakeland Apartments. This related project is a new 128-unit apartment
complex within a 5.13-acre (223,421 square feet) site located on the west side of Carmenita Road in
between Lakeland Road and Meyer Road. The project site is a remnant of Carmela Elementary
School, which is adjacent to the related project site. This related project will consist of seven new
apartment buildings and a community/recreation building (amenity building). This related project
is located approximately 3,100 feet to the west of the project site. This project has been approved
by the City and construction activities have commenced.

e Related Project #3 - Greenstone Trailer Parking Project. The 5.55-acre project site consists of one
parcel that is located at 12017 Greenstone Avenue. The proposed parking area would consist of
202,000 square feet and would be designed to accommodate 158 trailer parking spaces. The new
parking lot will provide trailer parking for the nearby FedEx facility. This related project is located
approximately 2,000 feet to the south of the project site. This related project was recently
completed and is now operational.

e Related Project #4 - Rexford Project, 12133 Greenstone Avenue. The proposed project would
involve the expansion of an existing truck terminal_with a total land area of approximately 4.7-
acres. As proposed, the lot will include 80 designated parking spaces for the parking of trucks and
trailers as well as 35 standard parking stalls with 15 docking positions. In addition, an existing
warehouse and maintenance building consisting of 12,586 square feet of floor area, will be
refurbished with a new four-foot-high loading dock with an additional 4,633 square feet as the
proposed building will be a total of 17,219 square feet. This related project is located approximately
2,240 feet to the south of the project site. This related project is awaiting approval.

The nearest related projects to the proposed project site include two related projects (Related Projects #3
and #4) located to the south of the project site on Greenstone Avenue. The potential for projects to have a
cumulative impact depends on both their geographic location as well as the timing of development. The
geographic area affected by cumulative projects will vary depending on the environmental topic. For
example, construction noise impacts would be limited to areas directly affected by construction noise,
whereas the area affected by a project’s air emissions generally includes the local South Coast Air Basin.
The timing of the future projects is likely to fluctuate due to schedule changes or other unknown factors.
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SECTION 3 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

This section of the Initial Study analyzes the potential environmental impacts that may result from the
proposed project’s implementation. The issue areas evaluated in this Initial Study include the following:

Aesthetics (Section 3.1); Mineral Resources (Section 3.12);
Agricultural &Forestry Resources (Section 3.2); Noise (Section 3.13);

Air Quality (Section 3.3); Population & Housing (Section 3.14);
Biological Resources (Section 3.4); Public Services (Section 3.15);

Cultural Resources (Section 3.5); Recreation (Section 3.16);

Energy (Section 3.6) Transportation (Section 3.17);

Geology & Soils (Section 3.7); Tribal Cultural Resources (Section 3.18);
Greenhouse Gas Emissions; (Section 3.8); Utilities (Section 3.19);

Hazards & Hazardous Materials (Section 3.9); Wildfire (Section 3.20); and,

Hydrology & Water Quality (Section 3.10); Mandatory Findings of Significance (Section
Land Use & Planning (Section 3.11); 3.21).

The environmental analysis included in this section reflects the Initial Study Checklist format used by the
City of Santa Fe Springs in its environmental review process (refer to Section 1.3 herein). Under each issue
area, an analysis of impacts is provided in the form of questions followed by corresponding detailed
responses. For the evaluation of potential impacts, questions are stated, and an answer is provided
according to the analysis undertaken as part of this Initial Study's preparation. To each question, there are
four possible responses:

e No Impact. The proposed project will not have any measurable environmental impact on the
environment.

e Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project may have the potential for affecting the
environment, although these impacts will be below levels or thresholds that the City of Santa Fe
Springs or other responsible agencies consider to be significant.

e Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The proposed project may have the potential to
generate impacts that will have a significant impact on the environment. However, the level of
impact may be reduced to levels that are less than significant with the implementation of mitigation
measures.

e Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed project may result in environmental impacts that are
significant.

This Initial Study will assist the City of Santa Fe Springs in making a determination as to whether there is a
potential for significant adverse impacts on the environment associated with the implementation of the
proposed project.
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3.1 AESTHETICS

Environmental Issue Areas Examined

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact
With

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

Mitigation

A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista?

B. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources
including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a State scenic highway?

C. In non-urbanized areas, would the project substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of
the site and its surroundings (public views are those that are
experienced from a publicly accessible vantage point)? If the
project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

D. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the X
area?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a

significant adverse impact on aesthetics if it results in any of the following:

e Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project have a substantial

adverse effect on a scenic vista?

e Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project substantially
damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic

buildings within a state scenic highway?

e Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings?
(Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project
is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations

governing scenic quality? or,

e Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project create a new source

of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? e No Impact.

The proposed project would involve the construction and subsequent development of a 6.63-acre site
located in the central portion of the City of Santa Fe Springs. The proposed project site is a new 144,434
square foot building that would replace an existing truck trailer storage yard. Once constructed, the
proposed project will not negatively impact views of the Puente Hills (located approximately 3.9 miles

SECTION 3 @ ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
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northeast of the project site) because current development along Greenstone Avenue and other local roads
restricts views of the Puente Hills from uses near the project site. In addition, all of the adjacent properties
are industrial in nature (the site and the surrounding properties are all zoned M-2). Once occupied, public
viewsheds of the surrounding areas would continue to be visible from the public right-of-way.28 The
proposed project will facilitate the develop of an existing underutilized site with new development. As a
result, no impacts will occur.

B. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? e No Impact.

According to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the nearby roadways, including
Greenstone Avenue, are not designated State or County designated scenic highway. The closest designated
scenic highway to the project site is a 7-mile segment of the Orange Freeway (SR-57), located approximately
12 miles to the east of the project site.29 Two locations in the City are recorded on the National Register of
Historic Places and the list of California Historical Resources: the Clarke Estate and the Hawkins-Nimocks
Estate (also known as the Patricio Ontiveros Adobe or Ontiveros Adobe). The Clarke Estate is located at
10211 Pioneer Boulevard and the Ontiveros Adobe is located at 12100 Telegraph Road. The proposed project
site does not contain any significant heritage trees, significant rock outcroppings or existing historic
structures. The project site does not contain any buildings listed in the State or National registrar. As a
result, no impacts will occur.

C. In non-urbanized areas, would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings (public views are those that are experienced
from a publicly accessible vantage point)? If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?  No Impact

The project site is currently used as a truck trailer parking facility.3° The project site and the surrounding
properties are developed in industrial uses. The proposed new development will conform to the applicable
M2 zoning requirements. As a result, no impacts will occur.

D. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area? e Less than Significant Impact.

Exterior lighting can be a nuisance to adjacent land uses that are sensitive to this lighting. This nuisance
lighting is referred to as light trespass which is typically defined as the presence of unwanted light on
properties located adjacent to the source of lighting. There are no light sensitive land uses located within
close proximity to the project site. The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are the residential
neighborhoods located approximately 950 feet to the east, on the east side of Shoemaker Road. Project-
related sources of nighttime light would include streetlights, parking lot security lighting, and vehicular
headlights. Lighting that will be utilized by the proposed development will be typical of that associated with
residential uses and would be provided in order to illuminate the building entrances and parking areas. The

28 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site Survey. Survey was completed on April 27, 2021.

2 California Department of Transportation. Official Designated Scenic Highways. https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-
landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways

30 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site Survey. Survey was completed on April 27, 2021.
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project’s exterior lighting would be directed towards the interior of the project site and away from any
nearby land uses. Additionally, the proposed project will include directional lighting with shielding to
ensure that on-site lighting does not cause light trespass onto the adjacent properties. Any potential light
and glare from the parking areas would be required to comply with Section 155.496 of the City of Santa Fe
Springs Municipal Code. As a result, less than significant impacts are anticipated to result upon the
implementation of the proposed project.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The potential aesthetic impacts related to views, aesthetics, and light and glare are site-specific.
Furthermore, the analysis determined that the proposed project combined with one or more of the related
projects would not restrict scenic views along the local streets, damage or interfere with any scenic resources
or highways, degrade the visual character of the project site and surrounding areas, or result in light and
glare impacts. As a result, no cumulative aesthetic impacts will occur.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The analysis of aesthetics indicated that no impact on these resources would occur as part of the proposed
project's implementation. As a result, no mitigation is required.
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3.2 AGRICULTURE & FORESTRY RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially | Significant Less Than No
Environmental Issue Areas Examined Significant Impact Significant I
: mpact
Impact ‘With Impact
Mitigation

A. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland,
or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural uses?

B. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
uses, or a Williamson Act Contract?

C. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code
Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))?

D. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion
of forest land to a non-forest use?

E. Would the project involve other changes in the existing
environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of
forest land to a non-forest use?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a

significant adverse impact on agriculture and forestry resources if it results in any of the following:

SECTION 3 @ ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in

Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section

51104(g))?

Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location

or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?
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ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural uses? e No Impact.

The proposed project would involve the construction and subsequent development of a 6.63-acre site
located in the central portion of the City of Santa Fe Springs. The proposed project site is a new 144,434
square foot building that would replace an existing truck trailer storage yard. According to the California
Department of Conservation, the project site does not contain any areas of Farmland of Statewide
Importance. According to the California Department of Conservation, the City of Santa Fe Springs does not
contain any areas of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance. A Light
Agriculture zone (A-1) exists within the City’s zoning code and the proposed project site’s M-2 zoning
designation permits agricultural uses, excluding dairies, stockyards, slaughter of animals and manufacture
of fertilizer.3t The proposed project will not require a zone change and no loss of land zoned for permitting
agricultural uses will occur. The implementation of the proposed project would not involve the conversion
of prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance to urban uses. As a result, no
impacts will occur.

B. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural uses, or a Williamson Act Contract? e
No Impact.

According to the California Department of Conservation Division of Land Resource Protection, the project
site is not subject to a Williamson Act Contract since the land does not qualify for a Williamson Act
Contract.32 There are no agricultural uses located within the site that would be affected by the project’s
implementation. As a result, no impacts will occur.

C. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section
51104(g))? ® No Impact.

The proposed project would involve the construction and subsequent development of a 6.63-acre site
located in the central portion of the City of Santa Fe Springs. The proposed project site is a new 144,434
square foot building that would replace an existing truck trailer storage yard. No forest lands are located
within the vicinity of either site. Furthermore, the site’s existing zoning designation does not contemplate
forest land uses. As a result, no impacts will occur.

D. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to a non-forest use? e
No Impact.

No forest lands are located within the project site or surrounding area. No loss or conversion of forest lands
to urban uses would result from the proposed project’s implementation. As a result, no impacts will occur.

31 City of Santa Fe Springs Municipal Code. Title XV, Land Usage. Chapter 155, Code 155.241, Principal Permitted Uses.
32 California Department of Conservation. State of California Williamson Act Contract Land.
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/wa/Pages/ Farmland-Security-Zones.aspx
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E. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to
a non-forest use? ® No Impact.

The project would not involve the disruption or damage of the existing environment that would result in a
loss of farmland to nonagricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use because the project
site is not located in close proximity to farmland or forest land. As a result, no impacts will occur. The
proposed project would not involve any changes to the existing environment which could result in the
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use, or the conversion of forest land to a non-forest use. As a
result, no impacts will occur.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The analysis determined that there are no agricultural or forestry resources in the project area and that the
implementation of the proposed project would not result in any impacts on these resources. In addition,
none of the related projects would involve any impacts related to the loss of farmland resources or forestry
impacts. As a result, no cumulative impacts on agriculture or forestry resources will occur.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The analysis of agricultural and forestry resources indicated that no impact on these resources would occur
as part of the proposed project's implementation. As a result, no mitigation is required.
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3.3 AIR QUALITY
Less Than
Potentially | Significant Less Than No
Environmental Issue Areas Examined Significant Impact Significant I
3 mpact
Impact With Impact

Mitigation
A. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of x
the applicable air quality plan?
B. Would the project result in a camulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is x

non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air
quality standard?

C. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

D. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on air quality if it results in any of the following:

e  Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

e Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for

which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality

standard?

e Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

e Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors adversely affecting a

substantial number of people?

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has established quantitative thresholds for
short-term (construction) emissions and long-term (operational) emissions for the following criteria

pollutants:

e Ozone (O3) is a nearly colorless gas that irritates the lungs, damages materials, and vegetation.
Ozone is formed by photochemical reaction (when nitrogen dioxide is broken down by sunlight).

e Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless toxic gas that interferes with the transfer of oxygen
to the brain. Carbon monoxide is produced by the incomplete combustion of carbon-containing

fuels emitted as vehicle exhaust.
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e Nitrogen dioxide (NO.) is a yellowish-brown gas, which at high levels can cause breathing
difficulties. Nitrogen dioxide is formed when nitric oxide (a pollutant from burning processes)
combines with oxygen.

e Sulfur dioxide (SO.) is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur-
containing fossil fuels. Health effects include acute respiratory symptoms and difficulty in breathing
for children.

e PM,, and PM., srefers to particulate matter less than ten microns and two and one-half microns in
diameter, respectively. Particulates of this size cause a greater health risk than larger-sized particles
because fine particles can more easily cause irritation.

Projects in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) generating construction-related emissions that exceed any of
the following emissions thresholds are considered to be significant under CEQA:

75 pounds per day or 2.50 tons per quarter of reactive organic compounds;
100 pounds per day or 2.50 tons per quarter of nitrogen dioxide;

550 pounds per day or 24.75 tons per quarter of carbon monoxide;

150 pounds per day or 6.75 tons per quarter of PM,;

55 pounds per day or 2.43 tons per quarter of PM, 5; or,

150 pounds per day or 6.75 tons per quarter of sulfur oxides.

A project would have a significant effect on air quality if any of the following operational emissions
thresholds for criteria pollutants are exceeded:

55 pounds per day of reactive organic compounds;
55 pounds per day of nitrogen dioxide;

550 pounds per day of carbon monoxide;

150 pounds per day of PM,;

55 pounds per day of PM, ;; or,

150 pounds per day of sulfur oxides.

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? e No
Impact.

The proposed project would involve the construction and subsequent development of a 6.63-acre site
located in the central portion of the City of Santa Fe Springs. The proposed project site is a new 144,434
square foot building that would replace an existing truck trailer storage yard..33 Specific criteria for
determining a project’s conformity with the AQMP is defined in Section 12.3 of the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air
Quality Handbook. The Air Quality Handbook refers to the following criteria as a means to determine a
project’s conformity with the AQMP:

33 C.E.G. Construction, Inc. Greenstone Avenue Industrial Site Plan, Sheet A 100-05. December 8, 2020.
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e Consistency Criteria 1 refers to a proposed project’s potential for resulting in an increase in the
frequency or severity of an existing air quality violation or its potential for contributing to the
continuation of an existing air quality violation.

e Consistency Criteria 2 refers to a proposed project’s potential for exceeding the assumptions
included in the AQMP or other regional growth projections relevant to the AQMP’s
implementation.34

In terms of Criteria 1, the proposed project’s long-term (operational) airborne emissions will be below levels
that the SCAQMD considers to be a significant adverse impact (refer to the analysis included in the next
section where the long-term stationary and mobile emissions for the proposed project are summarized in
Tables 3-1 and 3-2). The proposed project will also conform to Consistency Criteria 2 since it will not
significantly affect any regional population, housing, and employment projections prepared for the City of
Santa Fe Springs. Projects that are consistent with the projections of employment and population forecasts
identified in the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) prepared by
SCAG are considered consistent with the AQMP growth projections, since the RTP/SCS forms the basis of
the land use and transportation control portions of the AQMP. According to the Growth Forecast Appendix
prepared by SCAG for the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, the City of Santa Fe Springs is projected to have an
employment population of 20,300 job through the year 2045, which is an increase of 2,400 jobs from the
2020 figure.35 The proposed project’s number of 95 new jobs is well within SCAG’s population projections
for the City of Santa Fe Springs and the proposed project will not violate Consistency Criteria 2. As a result,
no impacts related to the implementation of the AQMP are anticipated.

B. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? e Less
than Significant Impact.

According to the SCAQMD, any project is significant if it triggers or exceeds the most appropriate evaluation
criteria. The project’s construction period is expected to last approximately nine months and would include
site preparation, grading, erection of the new industrial development, and the finishing of the project (e.g.,
painting, landscaping, paving of parking area). The analysis of daily construction and operational emissions
was prepared utilizing the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod V. 2016.3.2). Model defaults
were used for construction phase lengths and construction equipment. The model assumed the entire
construction period would occur over a nine-month period. It was also assumed that the project would
water exposed areas three times daily during construction earthmoving activities to reduce fugitive dust
emissions as directed under SCAQMD Rule 403 and would use architectural coatings with a maximum VOC
content of 50 g/L, in compliance with SCAQMD Rule 1113. As shown in Table 3-1, daily construction
emissions will not exceed the SCAQMD significance thresholds. Since the project area is located in a non-
attainment area for Ozone and particulates, the contractors will be required to ensure that the grading and
building contractors adhere to all pertinent provisions of SCAQMD Rule 403 pertaining to the generation
of fugitive dust during grading and/or the use of equipment on unpaved surfaces.36 The contractors will be

34 South Coast Air Quality Management District. CEQA Air Quality Handbook. April 1993.

35 Southern California Association of Governments. Adopted Growth Forecast Regional Transportation Plan 2016-2040.
http://gisdata.scag.ca.gov/Pages/SocioEconomicLibrary.aspx

36 South Coast Air Quality Management District. Rule 403, Fugitive Dust. As Amended June 3, 2005.
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responsible for being familiar with and implementing any pertinent best available control measures.
Therefore, less than significant impacts will occur.

Table 3-1
Estimated Daily Construction Emissions

Construction Phase ROG NOx CO SO PM.o PM.;
Demolition (on-site) 3.16 31.44 21.56 0.03 1.55 1.44
Demolition (off-site) 0.06 0.04 0.56 -- 0.16 0.04
Total Demolition 3.22 31.48 22.12 0.03 1.71 1.48

Site Preparation (on-site) 3.88 40.49 21.15 0.03 9.09 5.75
Site Preparation (off-site) 0.07 0.04 0.67 - 0.20 0.05
Total Site Preparation 3.95 40.53 21.82 0.03 9.29 5.80
Grading (on-site) 2.29 24.73 15.85 0.02 3.54 2.36
Grading (off-site) 0.06 0.04 0.56 - 0.16 0.04
Total Grading 2.35 24.77 16.41 0.02 3.70 2.40
Building Construction (on-site) 1.90 17.43 16.57 0.02 0.95 0.90
Building Construction (off-site) 0.46 1.70 4.10 0.01 1.22 0.33
Total Building Construction 2.36 19.13 20.67 0.03 2.15 1.23
Paving (on-site) 1.29 10.83 12.26 0.01 0.57 0.53
Paving (off-site) 0.08 0.05 0.75 - 0.22 0.06
Total Paving 1.27 10.88 13.01 0.01 0.79 0.59
Architectural Coatings (on-site) 20.98 1.52 1.81 - 0.09 0.09
Architectural Coatings (off-site) 0.08 0.05 0.75 - 0.22 0.06
Total Architectural Coatings 32.17 1.57 2.97 - 0.09 0.09
Maximum Daily Emissions 22.46 72.02 43.96 0.08 27.85 16.31
Daily Thresholds 75 100 550 150 150 55

Source: CalEEMod V. 2016.3.2.

Long-term emissions refer to those air quality impacts that will occur once the proposed development has
been constructed and is occupied. These impacts will continue over the operational life of the project. The
long-term air quality impacts associated with the proposed project include mobile emissions associated
with vehicular traffic. The analysis of long-term operational impacts also used the CalEEMod V. 2016.3.2
computer model. Table 3-2 depicts the estimated operational emissions generated by the proposed project.

Table 3-2
Estimated Operational Emissions in lbs/day

Emission Source ROG NO- co SO- PM.o PM..;5
Area-wide (Ibs/day) 1.83 0.11 10.01 - 0.06 0.06
Energy (Ibs/day) 0.04 0.38 0.16 -- 0.31 0.31
Mobile (Ibs/day) 1.50 7.71 20.16 0.07 6.35 1.73
Total (Ibs/day) 3.37 8.20 30.33 0.07 6.72 2.10
Daily Thresholds 55 55 550 150 150 55

Source: CalEEMod 2016.3.2.

As indicated in Table 3-2, the projected long-term emissions are below thresholds considered to represent
a significant adverse impact.
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C. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? e Less than
Significant Impact.

The project site is not located in close proximity to a number of sensitive receptors as shown in Exhibit 3-1.
The potential long-term (operational) and short-term (construction) emissions associated with the
proposed project are compared to the SCAQMD's daily emissions thresholds in Tables 3-1 and 3-2,
respectively. As indicated in these tables, the short-term and long-term emissions will not exceed the
SCAQMD's daily thresholds. While the proposed project would result in additional vehicle trips, there
would be a regional benefit in terms of a reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) because it is an infill
project that is consistent with the regional and the State sustainable growth objectives. Finally, the proposed
project would not exceed the adopted projections used in the preparation of the Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy). As a result, the potential air quality impacts related to the
generation of criteria pollutants are less than significant.

D. Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people? ® No Impact.

The SCAQMD has identified those land uses that are typically associated with odor complaints. These uses
include activities involving livestock, rendering facilities, food processing plants, chemical plants,
composting activities, refineries, landfills, and businesses involved in fiberglass molding. The proposed
project will not result in the generation of any odors. In addition, construction truck drivers must adhere to
Title 13 - §2485 of the California Code of Regulations, which limits the idling of diesel-powered vehicles to
less than five minutes. Furthermore, the project’s contractors must adhere to SCAQMD rules and
regulations that govern fugitive dust during site preparation which will significantly reduce the generation
of fugitive dust. As a result, no impacts will occur.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
The implementation of the individual related projects would result in both short-term (construction) and
long-term (operational) air quality impacts. No demolition or construction activities for the proposed

project or the related projects are anticipated to occur simultaneously. The construction periods would
range over a four-to-five-year time frame. As a result, no significant cumulative emissions would occur.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The analysis of air quality impacts indicated that the projected emissions would be below the SCAQMD’s
thresholds of significance. As a result, no mitigation measures are required.
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
Environmental Issue Areas Examined Significant Impact Significant I
. mpact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation

A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified
as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

B. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in
local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

C. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on State or
Federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

D. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement

of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory life corridors, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

E. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance?

F. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat
conservation plan?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a

significant adverse impact on biological resources if it results in any of the following:
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Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service?

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means?

Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede

the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
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Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications,

on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service? e No Impact.

The proposed project would involve the construction and subsequent development of a 6.63-acre site
located in the central portion of the City of Santa Fe Springs. The proposed project site is a new 144,434
square foot building that would replace an existing truck trailer storage yard. A review of the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife California Natural Biodiversity Database (CNDDB) Bios Viewer for the
Whittier Quadrangle indicated that there are six threatened or endangered species located within the
Whittier Quadrangle (the City of Santa Fe Springs is listed under the Whittier Quadrangle).3” These species
include:

The Coastal California Gnatcatcher is not likely to be found on-site due to the existing surrounding
development and the lack of habitat suitable for the California Gnatcatcher. The absence of coastal
sage scrub, the coastal California Gnatcatcher’s primary habitat, further diminishes the likelihood
of encountering such birds.

The Least Bell’s Vireo lives in a riparian habitat, with a majority of the species living in San Diego
County. As a result, it is not likely that any Least Bell’s Vireos will be encountered in the project
area due to the lack of riparian habitat in the surrounding area.

The Santa Ana Sucker will not be found on-site because the Santa Ana Sucker is a fish and there are
no bodies of water present on-site. The nearest body of water is the La Canada Verde Creek, located
approximately 0.54 miles east of the project site.

The Bank Swallow lives in a riparian habitat and nests along rivers or streams. The nearest stream
or body of water is the La Canada Verde Creek, located approximately 0.54 miles east of the project
site; therefore, it is not likely that the Bank Swallow will be found on the project site. Additionally,
the current level of development in the surrounding area is not an ideal environment for the Bank
Swallow.

The Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo is an insect-eating bird found in riparian woodland habitats.
The likelihood of encountering a Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo is low due to the level of
development present within the City of Santa Fe Springs. Furthermore, the lack of riparian habitat
further diminishes the likelihood of encountering populations of Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoos.

37 California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Bios Viewer. https://apps.wildlife.ca.gov/bios/printTablePreview.html.
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e (California Orcutt Grass is found near vernal pools throughout Los Angeles, Riverside, and San
Diego Counties. As indicated previously, the project site is located in the midst of an urban area.
There are no bodies of water located on-site that would be capable of supporting populations of
California Orcutt Grass nor does the site have the capacity to form vernal pools during wet seasons.

The proposed project will have no impact on the aforementioned species because the project site is located
in the midst of an urban area. The project site and surrounding areas are not conducive to the survival of
the aforementioned species due to the lack of suitable habitat. As a result, no impacts on any candidate,
sensitive, or special status species will result from proposed project’s implementation.

B. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? ® No Impact.

According to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the results of the site visits, there are no
wetland or migratory bird nesting areas located within the project site.38 In addition, there is no riparian
habitat located on-site or in the surrounding areas. No offsite wetland or migratory bird nesting areas will
be affected by the proposed development since all new development will be confined to the project site. In
addition, the proposed development will abide by all migratory and nesting bird protections required by
the Migratory Bird Treaty act of 1918. As a result, no impacts are anticipated.

C. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means? ® No Impact.

No wetland areas or riparian habitats (e.g., wetlands, vernal pools, critical habitats for sensitive species,
etc.) were observed on the site during the field investigations (refer to Exhibit 3-2).39 The site in its entirety
is disturbed. Additionally, no offsite wetland habitats would be affected by the proposed development since
the project’s construction would be limited to the proposed project site. As a result, no impacts are
anticipated.

D. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory life corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites? ® No Impact.

The project site has no utility as a wildlife migration corridor due to the proposed site location in the midst
of an urban area. According to the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, a wildlife corridor
may be defined as:

“Areas of open space of sufficient width to permit larger, more mobile species (such as foxes,
bobcats and coyote) to pass between larger areas of open space, or to disperse from one major open
space region to another are referred to as “wildlife corridors.” Such areas generally are several
hundred feet wide, unobstructed, and usually possess cover, food and water.”4°

3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory. Wetlands Mapper. Website accessed April 14, 2021.

“0 Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning. Significant Ecological Areas.
http://planning.lacounty.gov/sea/local and site specific habitat linkages and wildlife corridors.

SECTION 3 @ ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS PAGE 37


http://planning.lacounty.gov/sea/local_and_site_specific_habitat_linkages_and_wildlife_corridors

INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
GREENSTONE AVENUE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT @ 11401 GREENSTONE AVENUE @ CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS

Jaddew IMN a1 Aq paonpoid sem abed siyL
(IMN) Alo1uaAul spuepam [euoreN

aulaAYy

18Y10

“a)s gam sadde spuepiam

8U) UO punoj erepelaw Jake| 3y} YIm 3dUBPIOII. Ul PIsN aq e
pINOYs ejep pajejal Spuepam ||y “dew Siy) uo umoys eyep aseq
suodsal Jou S| 82IAIBS
re1auab 1oy st dew siyl

8y} JO SSaUIUBLIND 10 A9BINIIR BY) J0}

ANINSI 9AY |u0isuaal9 TOVTT

[ |
=
[

puod Jeremysaid [T puepam aule pue supemss ]
puepam aniys/paisaiod saremysaid B joemdeag auuew pue supensy [

puepam usbiaw3 seremysald [

OJUSAU| SPUB[IOM [BUOIEN
92IAI9S SJIPIIM PUe Yysid "s'n

T20Z ‘LT Re

spuej}apm

L
s

EXHIBIT 3-2

WETLANDS MAP

SOURCE: NATIONAL WETLANDS INVENTORY

PAGE 38

SECTION 3 @ ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS



INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
GREENSTONE AVENUE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT @ 11401 GREENSTONE AVENUE @ CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS

Wildlife migration through the proposed project site is inhibited by security fencing, surrounding
development, utility lines, and major roadways. Future development of the site will require the removal of
limited disturbed ground cover consisting of common grasses and other ruderal overgrowth within the
project boundary. Given the disturbed character of the project site, no impacts will occur.

E. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? e No Impact

General Regulations of the City of Santa Fe Springs Municipal Code Tree Ordinance establishes strict
guidelines regarding the removal or tampering of trees located within any public right-of-way (such as
streets and alleys).4! Any plans to cut, trim, prune, plant, remove, injure or interfere with any tree, shrub or
plant upon any street, alley or public right-of-way within the city must be approved in advance by the City.
No protected or heritage trees are located within the development area. As a result, no trees will be removed
with the implementation of the proposed project. As a result, no impacts will occur.

F. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
e No Impact.

The project sites and the surrounding areas are urban. The proposed project’s implementation would not
be in conflict with the provisions of any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plans. In addition, the
Puente Hills Significant Ecological Area (SEA #15) is the closest protected SEA and is located approximately
8%~ miles northeast from the project site.42 The construction and operation of the proposed project will not
affect the Puente Hills SEA because the proposed development will be restricted to the project site.
Therefore, no impacts will occur.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The proposed project will not involve an incremental loss or degradation of protected habitat. All of the
related projects are located on properties that have been developed and are surrounded by urban
development. None of the properties contain natural habitats or wetland areas that could lead to potential
impacts related to an incremental loss in sensitive habitat. None of the five sites will involve the removal of
heritage trees. As a result, no cumulative impacts on biological resources will be associated with the
proposed project’s implementation.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The environmental analysis indicated that the proposed project would not result in any significant impacts
on biological resources. As a result, no mitigation measures are required.

4! Santa Fe Springs, City of, Municipal Code. Title IX General Regulations, Chapter 96 Streets and Sidewalks, Street Trees.

42 County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. Significant Ecological Areas and Coastal Resource Areas Policy Map.
February 2015.
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially | Significant Less Than No
Environmental Issue Areas Examined Significant Impact Significant I .
Impact With Impact mpac
Mitigation
A. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5 of the x
CEQA Guidelines?
B. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5 of x
the CEQA Guidelines?
C. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those x
interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on cultural resources if it results in any of the following:

e Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.5?

e Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5?

e Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines? ® No Impact.

The proposed project would involve the construction and subsequent development of a 6.63-acre site
located in the central portion of the City of Santa Fe Springs. The proposed project site is a new 144,434
square foot building that would replace an existing truck trailer storage yard.43 Historical resources are
defined by local, State, and Federal criteria. A site or structure may be historically significant if it is locally
protected through a General Plan or historic preservation ordinance. In addition, a site or structure may be
historically significant according to State or Federal criteria even if the locality does not recognize such
significance. To be considered eligible for the National Register, a property’s significance may be
determined if the property is associated with events, activities, or developments that were important in the
past, with the lives of people who were important in the past, or represents significant architectural,
landscape, or engineering elements. Specific criteria outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5 used to evaluate the
significance of a historical or cultural resource includes the following:

43 Blodgett/Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site Visit. Survey was conducted on April 27, 2021.
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(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 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 significant.

(3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead agency
determines 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 supported
by substantial evidence in light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be considered 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).

(4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical resources (pursuant
to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or identified in an historical resources survey
(meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code) does not preclude a lead
agency from determining that the resource may be an historical resource as defined in Public
Resources Code sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.44

Two locations in the City are recorded on the National Register of Historic Places and the list of California
Historical Resources: the Clarke Estate and the Hawkins-Nimocks Estate (also known as the Patricio
Ontiveros Adobe or Ontiveros Adobe). The Clarke Estate is located at 10211 Pioneer Boulevard and the
Ontiveros Adobe is located at 12100 Telegraph Road.45 The proposed project site is not within proximity to
either of these historic landmarks and is presently vacant and undeveloped with the exception of a previous
asphalt parking area. The project site is not present on the list of historic resources identified by the State
Office of Historic Preservation (SHPO). Since the project’s implementation will not impact any Federal,
State, or locally designated historic resources, no impacts will occur.

B. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines? e Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.

The greater Los Angeles Basin was previously inhabited by the Gabrieleno people, named after the San
Gabriel Mission. The Gabrielefio tribe has lived in this region for around 6,958 years. Prior to Spanish
contact, approximately 5,421 Gabrielefio people lived in villages throughout the Los Angeles Basin. Villages
were typically located near major rivers such as the San Gabriel, Rio Hondo, or Los Angeles Rivers. Two
village sites were located in the Los Nietos area: Naxaaw’na and Sehat. The sites of Naxaaw'na and Sehat
are thought to be near the adobe home of Jose Manuel Nietos that was located near the San Gabriel River.4¢

4 California State Parks, Office of Historic Preservation. Listed California Historical Resources. Website accessed April 22, 2021.

4 California State Parks, Office of Historic Preservation. Listed California Historical Resources. Website accessed January 14,
2020.

4 McCawley, William. The First Angelinos, The Gabrielino Indians of Los Angeles. 1996.
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In the unlikely event that human remains are uncovered by construction crews and/or the Native American
Monitors, all excavation and grading activities shall be required to stop, and the City of Santa Fe Springs
Department of Police Services will be contacted (the Department will then contact the County Coroner).
Title 14; Chapter 3; Article 5; Section 15064.5 of CEQA will apply in terms of the identification of significant
archaeological resources and their salvage. Adherence to the abovementioned mitigation will reduce
potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.

As part of the AB-52 requirements, the Gabrielino-Kizh responded and indicated that the project area is
located within the Tribe’s ancestral territory. The Tribe considers the area to be sensitive for cultural
resources, and requested the following mitigation measure be implemented:

e The project Applicant will be required to obtain the services of a qualified Native American Monitor
during construction-related ground disturbance activities. Ground disturbance is defined by the
Tribal Representatives from the Gabrielenio Band of Mission Indians, Kizh Nation as activities that
include, but are not limited to, pavement removal, auguring, boring, grading, excavation, and
trenching, within the project area. The monitor(s) must be approved by the tribal representatives
and will be present on-site during the construction phases that involve any ground disturbing
activities. The on-site monitoring shall end when the project site grading and excavation activities
are completed, or when the monitor has indicated that the site has a low potential for archeological
resources.

In the unlikely event that human remains are uncovered by construction crews and/or the Native American
Monitors, all excavation/grading activities shall be halted and the Whittier Police Department (which
provides law enforcement services to the City of Santa Fe Springs) will be contacted (the Department will
then contact the County Coroner). Title 14; Chapter 3; Article 5; Section 15064.5 of CEQA will apply in terms
of the identification of significant archaeological resources and their salvage. Adherence to the
abovementioned mitigation will reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.

C. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries? ® Less than Significant Impact.

There are no dedicated cemeteries located in the vicinity of the project site. The proposed project will be
restricted to the project site and therefore will not affect any dedicated cemeteries. Notwithstanding, the
following requirement is mandated by the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15064.5(b)(4):

“A lead agency shall identify potentially feasible measures to mitigate significant adverse changes
in the significance of an historical resource. The lead agency shall ensure that any adopted measures
to mitigate or avoid significant adverse changes are fully enforceable through permit conditions,
agreements, or other measures.”

Additionally, Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code states:

“In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a
dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby
area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the coroner of the county in which the
human remains are discovered has determined, in accordance with Chapter 10 (commencing with
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(b) Section 27460) of Part 3 of Division 2 of Title 3 of the Government Code, that the remains are
not subject to the provisions of Section 27491 of the Government Code or any other related
provisions of law concerning investigation of the circumstances, manner and cause of any death,
and the recommendations concerning the treatment and disposition of the human remains have
been made to the person responsible for the excavation, or to his or her authorized representative.
The coroner shall make his or her determination within two working days from the time the person
responsible for the excavation, or his or her authorized representative, notifies the coroner of the
discovery or recognition of the human remains. If the coroner determines that the remains are not
subject to his or her authority and if the coroner recognizes the human remains to be those of a
Native American or has reason to believe that they are those of a Native American, he or she shall
contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the Native American Heritage Commission.”

Adherence to the aforementioned standard condition will ensure potential impacts remain at levels that are
less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The potential environmental impacts related to cultural resources are site-specific. Furthermore, the
analysis herein determined that the proposed project would not result in any impacts on cultural resources.
All of the related projects are located on properties that are developed. None of the properties were located
on sites that were undisturbed. As a result, no cumulative cultural resources impacts will occur as part of
the proposed project’s implementation.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The Gabrielino-Kizh indicated that the project area is located within the Tribe’s ancestral territory.
However, the Tribe considers the area to be sensitive for cultural resources, and requests the following
mitigation measure be implemented:

Mitigation Measure No. 1 (Cultural Resources). The project Applicant will be required to obtain the
services of a qualified Native American Monitor during construction-related ground disturbance
activities. Ground disturbance is defined by the Tribal Representatives from the Gabrielefio Band of
Mission Indians, Kizh Nation as activities that include, but are not limited to, pavement removal,
potholing or auguring, boring, grading, excavation, and trenching, within the project area. The
monitor(s) must be approved by the tribal representatives and will be present on-site during the
construction phases that involve any ground disturbing activities. The on-site monitoring shall end
when the project site grading and excavation activities are completed, or when the monitor has
indicated that the site has a low potential for archeological resources.

In the unlikely event that human remains are uncovered by construction crews and/or the Native American
Monitors, all excavation/grading activities shall be halted and the Whittier Police Department (which
provided law enforcement services to the City of Santa Fe Springs) will be contacted (the Department will
then contact the County Coroner). Title 14; Chapter 3; Article 5; Section 15064.5 of CEQA will apply in terms
of the identification of significant archaeological resources and their salvage. Adherence to the
abovementioned mitigation will reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.
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3.6 ENERGY
Less Than
Potentially | Significant Less Than No
Environmental Issue Areas Examined Significant Impact Significant I
z mpact
Impact With Impact

Mitigation
A. Would the project result in a potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary x
consumption of energy resources during project construction or
operation?
B. Would the project conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan x
for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on cultural resources if it results in any of the following;:

e  Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?

e Would the project conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient,
or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during project construction or operation? e Less
than Significant Impact.

The proposed project would involve the construction and subsequent development of a 6.63-acre site
located in the central portion of the City of Santa Fe Springs. The proposed project site is a new 144,434
square foot building that would replace an existing truck trailer storage yard.4” The project site is served by
Southern California Edison (electricity) and the Southern California Gas Company (SCG). The proposed
project is anticipated to consume 1,899 kWH of electricity and 1,860 cubic feet of natural gas on a daily
basis. The utilities worksheets are included herein in Appendix B. The project Applicant will work with the
local electrical utility company to identify existing and future strategies that will be effective in reducing
energy consumption. The Title 24, Building Standards Code, California Energy Code and California Green
Building standards would be applicable to the project. Adherence to Title 24 would reduce potential impacts
to less than significant level. As a result, the impact will be less than significant.

47 C.E.G. Construction, Inc. Greenstone Avenue Industrial Site Plan, Sheet A 100-05. December 8, 2020.
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B. Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency? e Less Than Significant Impact.

On January 12, 2010, the State Building Standards Commission adopted updates to the California Green
Building Standards Code (Code) which became effective on January 1, 2011. The California Code of
Regulations (CCR) Title 24, Part 11: California Green Building Standards (Title 24) became effective to aid
efforts to reduce GHG emissions associated with energy consumption. Title 24 now requires that new
buildings reduce water consumption, employ building commissioning to increase building system
efficiencies, divert construction waste from landfills, and install low pollutant-emitting finish materials. The
2016 version of the standards became effective as of January 1, 2017. The proposed project will conform to
all pertinent energy conservation requirements. As a result, the potential impacts will be less than
significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The four related projects would consume both electricity and natural gas. Given that all of the related
projects must comply with the applicable energy conservation requirements, the cumulative impacts will
be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The analysis determined that the proposed project will not result in significant impacts related to energy
and mitigation measures are not required.
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3.7 GEOLOGY & SOILS

Environmental Issue Areas Examined

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact
With

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

Mitigation

A. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map x
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other
substantial evidence of a known fault; strong seismic ground
shaking; seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; or,
landslides?

B. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss x
of topsoil?

C. Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, x
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

D. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (2012), creating x
substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?

E. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater x
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

F. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique x
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on geology and soils if it results in any of the following:

e  Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault (refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42); strong seismic ground shaking; seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction; and, landslides?

e  Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
e Would the project 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 in on- or off-site landslide, lateral

spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

e  Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?
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e Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?

e  Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known fault; strong seismic ground shaking; seismic-related
ground failure, including liquefaction; or, landslides? e Less than Significant Impact.

The City of Santa Fe Springs is located within a seismically active region. Many major and minor local faults
traverse the entire Southern California region and earthquakes from several active and potentially active
faults in the Southern California region could affect the project site. In 1972, the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Zoning Act was passed in response to the damage sustained in the 1971 San Fernando Earthquake. The
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act's main purpose is to prevent the construction of buildings used
for human occupancy on the surface trace of active faults.4® A list of cities and counties subject to the
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones is available on the State’s Department of Conservation website. The
City of Santa Fe Springs is not on the list.49 Nevertheless, the site is within a seismically active region prone
to occasional damaging earthquakes. The nearest active fault is the Whittier Fault, located approximately
3.3 miles northeast of the project site. In addition, the project will comply with the 2020 California Building
Standards code, which is effective in minimizing any potential seismic-related impacts to structures.

According to the United States Geological Survey, liquefaction is the process by which water-saturated
sediment temporarily loses strength and acts as a fluid. Essentially, liquefaction is the process by which the
ground soil loses strength due to an increase in water pressure following seismic activity. The project site is
not located in an area that is subject to liquefaction. Lastly, the project site is not subject to the risk of
landslides because there are no hills or mountains within the vicinity of the project site. As a result, the
potential impacts in regard to ground shaking, liquefaction, and landslides are less than significant since
the risk is no greater in and around the project site than for the rest of the area. Geologic hazards are shown
in Exhibit 3-3.

48 California Department of Conservation. What is the Alquist-Priolo Act. http://www.conservation.ca.gov

/cgs/rghm/ap/Pages/main.aspx.
* Tbid.

SECTION 3 @ ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS PAGE 47



INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
GREENSTONE AVENUE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT @ 11401 GREENSTONE AVENUE @ CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS

Paramoun

Bellflower:

Buena Park;
LaPalma

—— Active Faultlines
- Liquefaction Zones

[ Santa Fe Springs
0 1 2 mi

EXHIBIT 3-3
GEOLOGIC HAZARDS MAP

SOURCE: CALIFORNIA GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
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B. Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? e Less than Significant
Impact.

According to the soil maps prepared for Los Angeles County by the United States Department of
Agriculture, the project site is underlain with soils of the Urban Land-Thums-Pierview complex. Soils of
this association have a moderate erosion hazard; however, current development and the placement of
landscaping have reduced the soil’s erosion risk. The project site is level and limited grading will be required
for structural supports, building foundations, and utility lines. All grading activities will require grading
permits from the City, which include requirements and standards designed to reduce potential erosion
impacts. These requirements will effectively mitigate potential stormwater runoff impacts during
construction. The project site is currently level and will remain level following the site’s development. The
surface grades within the parking and internal roadways will be designed to facilitate drainage into the
nearest curbs and gutters. As a result, the impacts will be less than significant.

C. Would the project 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 in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? e Less than Significant Impact.

The United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service Report and General Soil Map for
Los Angeles County were reviewed for this project. The project site is underlain with soils of the Urban land-
Thums-Pierview complex. Soils of this association are at a moderate risk for erosion; however, the project
site was previously developed, and the underlying soils have been disturbed in order to facilitate previous
construction activities. In addition, these soils are described as being used almost exclusively for residential
and industrial development, as evident by the current level of urbanization present within the project site
and surrounding areas.5° As previously mentioned, the project site is not located in an area that is subject
to liquefaction.5! The soils that underlie the project site pose no threat to development; in addition, the
project site will be level once the project is complete. Therefore, the proposed project will not expose any
person or structure to risks associated with soil collapse, landslides, or soil expansion. As a result, the
potential impacts are less than significant.

D. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (2012), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? e Less than Significant
Impact.

The Web Soil Survey, which is available on the United States Geological Survey website, was consulted to
identify the soils that underlie the project site. According to the Web Soil Survey, the project site is underlain
with soils of the Urban Land-Thums-Pierview complex, which is partially composed of clay.52 Shrinking and
swelling is influenced by the amount of clay present in the underlying soils. Clay and silty clay loam are
present in the composition of these soils and these soils associations possess a moderate shrink-swell
potential. The project contractors will be required to comply with the structural engineer’s
recommendations. As a result, the potential impacts will be less than significant.

50 United States Department of Conservation. Web Soil Survey. https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx.
Website originally accessed September 5, 2020.

5 Ibid.

52 Ibid.
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E. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? e No
Impact.

No septic tanks will used for the proposed project since the units will be connected to the sanitary sewer
system. As a result, no impacts associated with the use of septic tanks will occur as part of the proposed
project’s implementation.

F. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature? e Less than Significant Impact.

According to the State of California Geological Survey, the site’s geology is classified as Urban Land-Thums-
Pierview complex. Alluvium soil deposits that are present in a natural and undisturbed condition may
contain paleontological resources, though these resources are more typically found in marine terraces and
shales. The on-site soils have undergone disturbance due to the previous development. Furthermore, the
on-site soils that underlie the property are Holocene-aged deposits that have a low potential for the
discovery of paleontological resources. These soils are recent deposits that do not contain fossil deposits.
Thus, the proposed project is not anticipated to disturb any paleontological resources and the impacts are
less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

A potential project’s geology and soils related impacts are generally site specific. As a result, the four related
projects, together with the proposed project, are not anticipated to result in a significant adverse cumulative
impact on geology and soils. Both the project site and this nearest related project site, exhibit the same
topographical and soil characteristics, and each site was does not have any geotechnical constraints that are
unique. As a result, no cumulative impacts will occur.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The analysis determined that the proposed project will not result in significant impacts related to geology
and soils and no mitigation measures are required.
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3.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
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Impact With Impact

Mitigation
A. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the x

environment?

B. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of x
greenhouse gases?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on greenhouse gas emissions if it results in any of the following;:

e Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

e Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment? e Less than Significant Impact.

The State of California requires CEQA documents to include an evaluation of greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions or gases that trap heat in the atmosphere. Examples of GHG that are produced both by natural
and industrial processes include carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH,), and nitrous oxide (N,O). The
accumulation of GHG in the atmosphere regulates the earth's temperature. Without these natural GHG, the
Earth's surface would be about 61°F cooler.53 However, emissions from fossil fuel combustion have elevated
the concentrations of GHG in the atmosphere to above natural levels. These man-made GHG will have the
effect of warming atmospheric temperatures with the attendant impacts of changes in the global climate,
increased sea levels, and changes to the worldwide biome. They major GHG that influence global warming
are described below.

e Water Vapor. Water vapor is the most abundant GHG present in the atmosphere. While water
vapor is not considered a pollutant, while it remains in the atmosphere it maintains a climate
necessary for life. Changes in the atmospheric concentration of water vapor is directly related to
the warming of the atmosphere rather than a direct result of industrialization. As the temperature
of the atmosphere rises, more water is evaporated from ground storage (rivers, oceans, reservoirs,
soil). Because the air is warmer, the relative humidity can be higher (in essence, the air is able to

53 California, State of. OPR Technical Advisory — CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change through the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review. June 19, 2008.
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“hold” more water when it is warmer), leading to more water vapor in the atmosphere. As a GHG,
the higher concentration of water vapor is then able to absorb more thermal indirect energy
radiated from the Earth, thus further warming the atmosphere. When water vapor increases in the
atmosphere, more of it will eventually also condense into clouds, which are more able to reflect
incoming solar radiation. This will allow less energy to reach the Earth’s surface thereby affecting
surface temperatures.

e Carbon Dioxide (CO2). The natural production and absorption of CO2 is achieved through the
terrestrial biosphere and the ocean. Manmade sources of CO2 include the burning coal, oil, natural
gas, and wood. Since the industrial revolution began in the mid-1700’s, these activities have
increased the atmospheric concentrations of CO2. Prior to the industrial revolution, concentrations
were fairly stable at 280 parts per million (ppm). The International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC
Fifth Assessment Report, 2014) Emissions of CO2 from fossil fuel combustion and industrial
processes contributed about 78% of the total GHG emissions increase from 1970 to 2010, with a
similar percentage contribution for the increase during the period 2000 to 2010.

e Methane (CH4). CH4 is an extremely effective absorber of radiation, although its atmospheric
concentration is less than that of CO2. Methane’s lifetime in the atmosphere is brief (10 to 12 years),
compared to some other GHGs (such as CO2, N20, and Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). CH4 has both
natural and anthropogenic sources. It is released as part of the biological processes in low oxygen
environments, such as in swamplands or in rice production (at the roots of the plants). Over the
last 50 years, human activities such as growing rice, raising cattle, using natural gas, and mining
coal have added to the atmospheric concentration of methane. Other human-related sources of
methane production include fossil-fuel combustion and biomass burning.

e Nitrous Oxide (N20). Concentrations of N20 also began to increase at the beginning of the
industrial revolution. In 1998, the global concentration of this GHG was documented at 314 parts
per billion (ppb). N20 is produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including those
reactions which occur in fertilizer containing nitrogen. In addition to agricultural sources, some
industrial processes (fossil fuel-fired power plants, nylon production, nitric acid production, and
vehicle emissions) also contribute to its atmospheric load. It is also commonly used as an aerosol
spray propellant.

e Chlorofluorocarbons (CFC). CFCs are gases formed synthetically by replacing all hydrogen atoms
in methane or ethane (C2H6) with chlorine and/or fluorine atoms. CFCs are nontoxic,
nonflammable, insoluble, and chemically unreactive in the troposphere (the level of air at the
Earth’s surface). CFCs have no natural source but were first synthesized in 1928. It was used for
refrigerants, aerosol propellants, and cleaning solvents. Due to the discovery that they are able to
destroy stratospheric ozone, a global effort to halt their production was undertaken and in 1989 the
European Community agreed to ban CFCs by 2000 and subsequent treaties banned CFCs
worldwide by 2010. This effort was extremely successful, and the levels of the major CFCs are now
remaining level or declining. However, their long atmospheric lifetimes mean that some of the CFCs
will remain in the atmosphere for over 100 years.

e Hydrofluorocarbons (HFC). HFCs are synthetic man-made chemicals that are used as a substitute
for CFCs. Out of all the GHGs, they are one of three groups with the highest global warming
potential. The HFCs with the largest measured atmospheric abundances are (in order), HFC-23
(CHF3), HFC-134a (CF3CH2F), and HFC-152a (CH3CHF2). Prior to 1990, the only significant
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emissions were HFC-23. HFC-134a use is increasing due to its use as a refrigerant. Concentrations
of HFC-23 and HFC-134a in the atmosphere are now about 10 parts per trillion (ppt) each.
Concentrations of HFC-152a are about 1 ppt. HFCs are manmade and used for applications such as
automobile air conditioners and refrigerants.

e Perfluorocarbons (PFC). PFCs have stable molecular structures and do not break down through
the chemical processes in the lower atmosphere. High-energy ultraviolet rays about 60 kilometers
above Earth’s surface are able to destroy the compounds. Because of this, PFCs have very long
lifetimes, between 10,000 and 50,000 years. Two common PFCs are tetrafluoromethane (CF4) and
hexafluoroethane (C2F6). Concentrations of CF4 in the atmosphere are over 70 ppt. The two main
sources of PFCs are primary aluminum production and semiconductor manufacturing.

e Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6). SF6 is an inorganic, odorless, colorless, nontoxic, nonflammable gas.
SF6 has the highest global warming potential of any gas evaluated; 23,900 times that of CO2.
Concentrations in the 1990s were about 4 ppt. Sulfur hexafluoride is used for insulation in electric
power transmission and distribution equipment, in the magnesium industry, in semiconductor
manufacturing, and as a tracer gas for leak detection.

GHG are emitted by both natural processes and human activities. Examples of GHG that are produced both
by natural and industrial processes include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N20).
The SCAQMD has adopted interim GHG thresholds for development projects within the South Coast Air
Basin. According to the SCAQMD, the interim thresholds for industrial projects are 10,000 MTCO2E per
year.54 Table 3-3 summarizes annual greenhouse gas (CO2E) emissions from build-out of the proposed
project. Carbon dioxide equivalent, or CO2E, is a term that is used for describing different greenhouse gases
in a common and collective unit. As indicated in Table 3-3, the CO2E total for the project is 10,374.34
pounds per day or 4.66 MTCO2E per day. This translates into an annual emission of 1,703.98 MTCO2E,
which is below the aforementioned threshold for industrial projects.

Table 3-3
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory
Source GHG Emissions (Lbs/Day)

CO- CH, N-O CO-E
Construction Phase - Demolition 3,747.94 1.05 -- 3,774.31
Construction Phase - Site Preparation 3,685.65 1.19 - 3,715.45
Construction Phase - Grading 2,871.92 0.92 - 2,895.14
Construction Phase - Construction 2,533.36 0.61 -- 2,568.76
Construction Phase - Paving 1,804.55 0.56 -- 1,818.72
Construction Phase - Coatings 281.44 0.01 - 281.93
Long-term Area Emissions 20.64 0.01 - 21.14
Long-term Energy Emissions 732.06 0.01 0.01 736.41
Long-term Mobile Emissions 9,605.84 0.41 - 9,616.79
Total Long-term Emissions 10,358.55 0.43 0.01 10,374.34

Source: Cal[EEMod V.2016.3.2.

54 SCAQMD. Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans. Agenda No. 31. December 5,
2008. https://www.aqgmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-significance-
thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf
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This figure (1,703.98 MTCO2E) does not take into account the implementation of low impact development
(LID) requirements (drought tolerant landscaping, water efficient appliances, and energy efficient
appliances) and compliance to Transportation Demand Management (TDM) requirements. As indicated
in the table, the great majority of the GHG emissions will be generated from mobile sources. For this
reason, the project’s use of trip reduction incentives (the use of alternative forms of transportation, the
installation of electric vehicle charging stations (the project will provide 11 EV stations) and bicycle racks,
and other TDM measures will be important). The project is also an infill development within an urban
area. Therefore, the project’s GHG impacts are less than significant.

B. Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing emissions of greenhouse gases? e No Impact.

The City of Santa Fe Springs does not presently have an adopted Climate Action Plan. However, the City’s
General Plan includes a Conservation Element that has an air quality focus. In this section, the following
policies related to air quality are identified:

e Policy 2.1: Continue to research alternatives and pollution control measures that influence air
quality, including trip reductions, carpooling, and local transit services.

e Policy 2.2: Encourage urban infill and land uses and densities that result in reduced trips and
reduced trip lengths, and that support non-motorized modes of travel.

e Policy 2.3: Initiate capital improvement programs that allow for bus turnouts, traffic
synchronization, and intersection channelization.

e Policy 2.4: Continue to participate and support cooperative programs between cities which will
reduce trips and vehicle miles traveled.

The proposed project will not involve or require any variance from the aforementioned policies.
Furthermore, the proposed project will not involve or require any other variance from the adopted plan,
policy, or regulation governing GHG emissions. There will also be a regional benefit in terms of a reduction
in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) because it is an infill project that is consistent with the regional and State
sustainable growth objectives identified in the State’s Strategic Growth Council (SGC).55 As a result, no
impacts will occur.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The implementation of the related projects would result in the generation of GHG emissions. The other
related projects would largely involve replacement or the modernization of existing uses resulting in a
limited increase in GHG emissions overall. The new development would be subject to new conservation
measures that would translate into a reduction in overall GHG emissions over the life of the project. In
addition, GHG emissions are inherently cumulative in nature though the new development will ensure that

%5 Promoting and enabling sustainable infill development is a principal objective of the SGC because of its consistency with the State
Planning Priorities and because infill furthers many of the goals of all of the Council’s member agencies. Focusing growth toward
infill areas takes development pressure off conservation lands and working lands; it increases transit rider-ship and reduces vehicle
trips; it requires less per capita energy and water use than less space-efficient development; it improves public health by promoting
active transportation and active lifestyles; and it provides a more equitable mix of housing choices, among other benefits. Thus, the
SGC has been investigating actions that can be taken to improve the ability of local governments and private developers to
successfully plan and build good infill projects.
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more modern measures and designs are implemented as a means to reduce GHG emissions. As a result, no
cumulative impacts are anticipated.

MITIGATION MEASURES
The analysis of potential impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions indicated that no significant adverse

impacts would result from the proposed project’s approval and subsequent implementation. As a result, no
mitigation measures are required.
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3.9 HAZARDS & HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Environmental Issue Areas Examined

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

A. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of

hazardous materials?

X

B. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment?

C. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

D. Would the project 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 significant
hazard to the public or the environment?

E. Would the project 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 in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or
working in the project area?

F. Would the project impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

G. Would the project expose people or structures, either directly
or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
wildland fires?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a

significant adverse impact on hazards and hazardous materials if it results in any of the following:

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine

e Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the

environment?

e  Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

e Would the project 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
significant hazard to the public or the environment?
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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 in a safety hazard
or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?

e Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

e Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? e Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.

A Phase I and Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was previously prepared by Waterstone
Environmental Group, Inc. (WEG) for the project site. Waterstone was retained to perform additional site
assessment for the project site. Based on historical review, the property was undeveloped until an oil refinery was
built in the late 1930s. Based on aerial photograph reviews, the refinery structures and equipment were removed from
the site in stages starting in 1953 and ending in 1958. Construction materials including pipe and steel were stored on
the site until about 1960. From 1960 until 1991, the Subject property was used by Riverside Steel as a steel fabricating
facility.

The site is currently occupied by J. B. Hunt. The previous tenant who occupied the property for approximately ten years
was Golden State Specialized Transportation, Inc. which transported and stored steel piping. A portable office trailer
resides near the north-eastern section of the property. There are four portable storage units located immediately to the
west of the office and tractor/trailer parking in the southeast corner of the property. The remainder of the property
consists of pipe storage. The entrance to the property is along the eastern boundary with access from Greenstone
Avenue. The property surface is primarily a gravel/asphalt mixture.

A total of 43 boring locations were advanced for the collection of soil samples. Of these, 7 borings were drilled to
approximately 60 feet below the ground surface (bgs), 16 borings were drilled to approximately 30 feet bgs, and 20
borings were advanced to approximately 10 feet bgs. Sampling depths varied with each location depending on former
chemical use and storage for that location. The results of the investigation indicate that TPH, BTEC, some semi-
VOCs, and lead have been detected in the subsurface at the property in varying levels. The new monitoring
equipment will be installed in the southwest corner of the site. The analysis determined that the following
mitigation measures would be required to address potentially significant impacts:

e The project Applicant must retain the services of a qualified professional to oversee the preparation
of a Soil Management Plan (SMP) that will focus on the handling, storage, and transport of
potentially contaminated soils during grading and excavation activities. The SMP will be reviewed
and must be approved by the City of Santa Fe Springs and the Southern California Regional Water
Quality Control Board. The SMP must be approved by the City prior to commencement of any
removal of contaminated soils. The SMP mitigation will end once the project’s construction
activities commence.

e The project Applicant will be required obtain the services of a qualified contractor to design and

SECTION 3 @ ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS PAGE 57



INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
GREENSTONE AVENUE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT @ 11401 GREENSTONE AVENUE @ CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS

install proper ventilation in all enclosed spaces so as to prevent the build-up of methane and carbon
monoxide. All of the units must contain methane and carbon dioxide (multi gas) monitors and
alarms. All of the monitors must be maintained in good working order. The monitors must be
installed prior to the issuance of occupancy permits. The City will make the determination as to the
type of the vapor intrusion barrier that will be required and whether it will use passive or active
venting prior to the approval of the proposed project.

With adherence to the above mitigation, the impacts will be less than significant.

B. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment? e Less than Significant Impact.

As indicated in the previous section (Section 3.9.A), the project site has been subject to contamination from
historic land uses that will require ongoing monitoring. Due to the nature of the proposed project, the use
of any hazardous materials will be limited to those that are commercially available and typically used in a
household setting and will be used in accordance with all applicable laws and regulations. Therefore, the
proposed project will not create a hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment through
the routine use or transport of hazardous materials.

C. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? e Less than
Significant Impact.

The Carmela Elementary School is located 3,100 feet northeast of the project site. As indicated in the
previous section (Section 3.9.A), the project site has been subject to contamination from historic uses.
Adherence to the soil management plan (SMP) requirements will mitigate potential impacts. The previous
section describes the location and extent of this contamination and also indicates the required mitigation.
The following mitigation measures cited in the previous section will also be effective in ensuring that these
hazardous materials are not released into the general environment. The project Applicant must retain the
services of a qualified professional to oversee the preparation of a SMP that will focus on the handling of
potentially contaminated soils during grading and excavation activities. The SMP will be reviewed and must
be approved by the City of Santa Fe Springs. The SMP must be approved by the City prior to commencement
of any removal of contaminated soils. The proposed units, once constructed, would not involve the use of
any hazardous materials other than that typically used for routine cleaning and maintenance. As a result,
the impacts are anticipated to be less than significant with adherence to the previous mitigation.

D. Would the project 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 significant hazard
to the public or the environment? e No Impact.

A search of the Envirostor Hazardous Waste and Substances Site “Cortese” List database identified two
Cortese sites within the City: Sonic Plating Co., Inc. (located at 13002 Los Nietos Road) and Kelly Pipe Co.,
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LLC (located at 11700 Bloomfield Avenue). The nearest of these Cortese sites to the project site is Kelly Pipe
Co., LLC.5% Since the proposed project will not affect any Cortese site, no impacts will occur.

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 a public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard
or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? ® No Impact.

Fullerton Airport is located approximately 5.2 miles southeast of the project site and the Long Beach Airport
is located approximately 9 miles to the southwest.57 The proposed project will not introduce a building that
will interfere with the approach and take-off of airplanes utilizing any of the aforementioned airports and
will not risk the safety of the people residing or working in the project area. As a result, no impacts are
anticipated.

F. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? e No Impact.

At no time will any adjacent street be completely closed to traffic during the project’s construction. All
construction staging must occur on-site. As a result, no impacts are associated with the proposed project’s
implementation.

G. Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires? e Less than Significant Impact.

The project site is not located within a “very high fire hazard severity zone.” As a result, the potential impacts
are will be less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts with respect to hazards and hazardous materials are typically site specific. The analysis
herein determined that the implementation of the proposed project would not result in any significant
adverse impacts related to hazards and/or hazardous materials with the implementation of the required
mitigation measures. As a result, no cumulative impacts related to hazards or hazardous materials will
result from the proposed project’s implementation.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The analysis determined that the following mitigation measures would be required to address potentially
significant impacts:

Mitigation Measure No. 2 (Hazardous Materials). The project Applicant must retain the services of a
qualified professional to oversee the preparation of a Soil Management Plan (SMP) that will focus on
the handling, storage, and transport of potentially contaminated soils during grading and excavation

% California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Envirostor. Hazardous Waste and Substances Site Cortese List.
http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/search.asp?cmd=search&repo
E&status=ACT,BKLG,COM&reporttitle=HAZARDOUS+WASTE+AND+SUBSTANCES+SITE+LIST.

57 Toll-Free Airline. Los Angeles County Public and Private Airports, California. http://www.tollfreeairline.com/

california/losangeles.htm.
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activities. The SMP will be reviewed and must be approved by the City of Santa Fe Springs and the
Southern California Regional Water Quality Control Board. The SMP must be approved by the City
prior to commencement of any removal of contaminated soils. The SMP mitigation will end once the
project’s construction activities commence.

Mitigation Measure No. 3 (Hazardous Materials). The project Applicant will be required obtain the
services of a qualified contractor to design and install proper ventilation in all enclosed spaces so as to
prevent the build-up of methane and carbon monoxide. All of the units must contain methane and
carbon dioxide (multi gas) monitors and alarms. All of the monitors must be maintained in good
working order. The monitors must be installed prior to the issuance of occupancy permits. The City will
make the determination as to the type of the vapor intrusion barrier that will be required and whether
it will use passive or active venting prior to the approval of the proposed project.
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3.10 HYDROLOGY & WATER QUALITY

Less Than
Potentially | Significant Less Than No
Environmental Issue Areas Examined Significant Impact Significant I
z mpact
Impact ‘With Impact
Mitigation

A. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface
or groundwater quality?

X

B. Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the
project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the
basin?

C. Would the project 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 result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site; substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner in which would result in flooding on-
or off-site; create or contribute runoff water which would exceed
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems
or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or,
impede or redirect flood flows?

D. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project
risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?

E. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of
a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a

significant adverse impact on hydrology and water quality if it results in any of the following:
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Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?

Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of
the basin?

Would the project 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 result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or offsite; create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff; or, impede or redirect flood flows?

In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation?
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e Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality? e Less than Significant Impact.

In the absence of any requirements or regulations, a significant area of impervious surfaces (i.e., buildings,
internal driveways, parking areas, etc.) may result in debris, leaves, soils, oil/grease, and other pollutants.
The proposed project would be required to implement storm water pollution control measures pursuant to
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) requirements. The contractors would also
be required to prepare a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) utilizing Best Management Practices to
control or reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. The WQMP will also
identify post-construction best management practices (BMPs) that will be the responsibility of the
contractors to implement over the life of the project. Prior to issuance of any grading permit for the project
that would result in soil disturbance of one or more acres of land, the Applicant shall demonstrate that
coverage has been obtained under California's General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with
Construction Activity by providing a copy of the Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted to the State Water
Resources Control Board, and a copy of the subsequent notification of the issuance of a Waste Discharge
Identification (WDID) Number or other proof of filing shall be provided to the Chief Building Official and
the City Engineer. In addition, the contactors would be required to prepare and implement a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP would be submitted to the Chief Building Official and City
Engineer prior to the issuance of a grading permit. With the above-mentioned standard conditions, the
impacts would be reduced to levels that are considered to be less than significant.

B. Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of
the basin? e No Impact.

The proposed project will be connected to the City’s utility lines and will not deplete groundwater supplies.
Since there are no underground wells on-site that would be impacted by the proposed development, no
impacts will occur.

C. Would the project 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 result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner in which would result in
flooding on- or off-site; create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted
runoff; or, impede or redirect flood flows? e Less than Significant Impact.

The project’s construction will be restricted to the designated project site and the project will not alter the
course of any stream or river that would lead to on- or off-site siltation or erosion. The site is currently
vacant and undeveloped. No significant grading and/or excavation into the local aquifer will occur. No
additional undisturbed land will be affected. As a result, the potential impacts will be less than significant.
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D. Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation? e No Impact.

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, “The 100-year flooding event is
a flood having a one percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in magnitude in any given year. Contrary
to popular belief, it is not a flood occurring once every 100 years. The 100-year floodplain is the area
adjoining a river, stream, or watercourse covered by water in the event of a 100-year flood.” The project site
is not located within a designated 100-year flood hazard area, as defined by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA).58 According to the FEMA flood insurance map obtained from the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works, the proposed project site is located in Zone X.59 This flood
zone has an annual probability of flooding of less than 0.2% and represents areas outside the 500-year flood
plain. Thus, properties located in Zone X are not located within a 100-year flood plain. Therefore, no
impacts related to flood flows are associated with the proposed project’s implementation.

The Santa Fe Springs General Plan and the City’s Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan indicates the greatest
potential for dam failure and the attendant inundation comes from the Whittier Narrows Dam located
approximately five miles northwest of the City. The City of Santa Fe Springs Multi-Hazard Functional Plan
states there is a low risk that the City will experience flooding due to dam failure. Nevertheless, in the event
of dam failure, the western portion of the City located to the west of Norwalk Boulevard would experience
flooding approximately one hour after dam failure. The maximum flood depths could reach as high as five
feet in depth, gradually declining to four feet at the southern end of the City's impacted area.¢° The project
site is located one mile east of Norwalk Boulevard and would not be impacted. As a result, no impacts related
to flooding will occur.

The proposed project is not located in an area that is subject to inundation by seiche or tsunami. As
indicated earlier, there are no rivers located in the vicinity that would result in a seiche. In addition, the
project site is located approximately 22 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean and the project site would not
be exposed to the effects of a tsunami.6t Lastly, the proposed project will not result in any mudslides since
the project site is generally level and is not located near any slopes. As a result, no impacts are expected.

E. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan? e Less than Significant Impacts.

The proposed project will be in compliance with the City of Santa Fe Springs Municipal Code that outlines
the local requirements for the implementation of the NPDES and MS4 stormwater runoff requirements. In
addition, the project’s operation will not interfere with any groundwater management or recharge plan
because there are no active groundwater management recharge activities on-site or in the vicinity. As
indicated in Section 3.10.A, the proposed project would be required to implement stormwater pollution
control measures pursuant to the NPDES requirements. The Applicant would also be required to prepare
a WQMP utilizing Best Management Practices to control or reduce the discharge of pollutants to the
maximum extent practicable. In addition, the Applicant must prepare and implement a Storm Water

%8 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. Flood Zone Determination Website. http://dpw.lacounty.gov/
wmd/floodzone/. Website accessed April 14, 2021.

%9 Ibid.
60 City of Santa Fe Springs. Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan. October 11, 2004.

61 Google Earth. Website accessed April 22, 2021.
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Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) in order to ensure that potential water quality impacts are mitigated.
The aforementioned requirements will reduce the potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The potential impacts related to hydrology and storm water runoff are typically site-specific. All four of the
related project sites were previously developed. The related projects will not be permitted to drain offsite
and will be required to impound stormwater runoff onsite. Furthermore, each individual development will
be required to implement NPDES and SWPPP requirements. As a result, no cumulative impacts are
anticipated.

MITIGATION MEASURES

As indicated previously, hydrological characteristics will not substantially change as a result of the proposed
project. As a result, no mitigation is required.
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3.11 LAND USE & PLANNING

Less Than
Potentially | Significant Less Than No
Environmental Issue Areas Examined Significant Impact Significant I
z mpact
Impact ‘With Impact
Mitigation
A. Would the project physically divide an established community? x

B. Would the project cause a significant environmental impact
due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation x
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on mineral resources if it results in any of the following;:

e Would the project physically divide an established community?

e Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
A. Would the project physically divide an established community? e Less Than Significant Impact.

The 6.63-acre project site is currently being used as a truck trailer parking facility and is occupied by J. B.
Hunt Transport Services, Inc. The project site is surrounded by development on all sides. Exhibits 2-4
shows an aerial photograph of the project site and the adjacent development. Exhibit 2-5 and 2-5 includes
photographs of the project site and the surrounding area. Surrounding land uses in the vicinity of the project
site are listed below:

e North of the Project Site. A distribution use, TwinMed, LLC., is located to the north of the site at
11133 Greenstone Avenue. The site is located adjacent to the project site.¢2

e South of the Project Site. A manufacturing building, Maruichi American Corp. is located to the
south of the site at 13929 Greenstone Avenue. This use is located adjacent to the project site’s south
side.63

e East of the Project Site. Greenstone Avenue extends along the project site’s east side. Further east,
on the east side of Greenstone Avenue, are other industrial uses. The Rio Hondo Fire Academy is

62 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site survey. Survey was conducted on April 25, 2021.

63 Ibid.
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located opposite the project site on the east side of Greenstone Avenue at 11400 Greenstone
Avenue. A new FedEx Ground shipping facility is located further south.64

e  West of the Project Site. A railroad right-of-way extends along the site’s west side. Further west, is
Kelly Pipe Co.65

As indicated previously, the project site is currently occupied by J. B. Hunt Transport Services, Inc. The site
is being used as a truck trailer parking facility. An office and a maintenance building occupy the northeast
corner of the property and these improvements will be removed when development commences. The
majority of site is currently unpaved though the site is level and has been graded. The site’s frontage along
Greenstone Avenue is landscaped and includes seven mature evergreen trees in the parkway area. Access
to the site is currently provided by a single driveway located along the west side of Greenstone Avenue. 66
The proposed project and the applicable zoning and general plan land use designations will be compatible
with the proposed use. As a result, less than significant impacts will occur.

B. Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? ® No
Impact.

As indicated in the previous subsection, the use contemplated for the proposed development will not
conflict with any existing General Plan land use designation or zoning designation.¢” The Zoning Map is
shown in Exhibit 3-4. In addition, the project site is located approximately 22 miles inland from the Pacific
Ocean and is not subject to a local coastal program.®8 The proposed project will not impact an adopted or
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan
because the proposed project is located in the midst of an urban area. In addition, the Puente Hills
Significant Ecological Area (SEA #15) is the closest protected SEA and is located approximately 82 miles
northeast from the project site.%9 The construction and occupancy of the proposed residential development
will be restricted to the project site and will not affect the Puente Hills SEA. Therefore, no impacts will
result.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The potential cumulative impacts with respect to land use are site-specific. There are no related projects
located adjacent to the proposed project site. The proposed project will not require any GPA or ZC and the
future use will be consistent with the Santa Fe Springs General Plan, no cumulative land use impacts will
result from the proposed project’s implementation.

64 Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site survey. Survey was conducted on April 25, 2021.
65 Ibid.

66 Thid.

67 City of Santa Fe Springs. General Plan Land Use Map and Zoning Map. As amended 2010.

% Google Maps. Website accessed April 14, 2021.

% County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. Significant Ecological Areas and Coastal Resource Areas Policy Map.
February 2015.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

The analysis determined that no impacts on land use and planning would result upon the implementation
of the proposed project. As a result, no mitigation measures are required.
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3.12 MINERAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially | Significant Less Than No
Environmental Issue Areas Examined Significant Impact Significant I .
Impact With Impact mpac

Mitigation
A. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the x
residents of the State?
B. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local x
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on mineral resources if it results in any of the following;:

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the state?

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value
to the region and the residents of the state? ® No Impact.

A review of California Division of QOil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources well finder indicates that there are
no wells located within the project site boundaries. There is a plugged well located within the property to
the north (well API 0403716439 operated by Ridge Hill Oil Company).8 The Surface Mining and
Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) has developed mineral land classification maps and reports to assist in
the protection and development of mineral resources. According to the SMARA, the following four mineral

land use classifications are identified:

SECTION 3 @ ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Mineral Resource Zone 1 (MRZ-1): This land use classification refers to areas where adequate
information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that
little likelihood exists for their presence.

Mineral Resource Zone 2 (MRZ-2): This land use classification refers to areas where adequate
information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present, or where it is judged that a high
likelihood for their presence exists.

Mineral Resource Zone 3 (MRZ-3): This land use classification refers to areas where the
significance of mineral deposits cannot be evaluated from the available data. Hilly or mountainous
areas underlain by sedimentary, metamorphic, or igneous rock types and lowland areas underlain
by alluvial wash or fan material are often included in this category. Additional information about
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the quality of material in these areas could either upgrade the classification to MRZ-2 or
downgraded it to MRZ-1.

e Mineral Resource Zone 4 (MRZ-4): This land use classification refers to areas where available
information is inadequate for assignment to any other mineral resource zone.

The project site is not located in a Significant Mineral Aggregate Resource Area (SMARA) nor is it located
in an area with active mineral extraction activities. A review of California Division of Oil, Gas, and
Geothermal Resources well finder indicates that there are no wells located in the vicinity of the project site.
The project site is located within Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ-3A), which means there may be significant
mineral resources present. However, the site is in use as a trailer and truck yard and is surrounded on all
sides by development. In addition, there are no active mineral extraction activities occurring on-site or in
the adjacent properties. As a result, no impacts to mineral resources will occur.

B. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? e No Impact.

As previously mentioned, no mineral, oil, or energy extraction and/or generation activities are located
within the project site. Moreover, the proposed project will not interfere with any resource extraction
activity. Therefore, no impacts will result from the implementation of the proposed project.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The potential impacts on mineral resources are site-specific. Furthermore, the analysis determined that the
proposed project would not result in any impacts on mineral resources. No mineral resources or extraction
activities are located within the project site boundaries nor are any such resources found within the
boundaries of the four related projects. As a result, no cumulative impacts will occur.

MITIGATION MEASURES
The analysis of potential impacts related to mineral resources indicated that no significant adverse impacts

would result from the approval of the proposed project and its subsequent implementation. As a result, no
mitigation measures are required.

SECTION 3 @ ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS PAGE 70



INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
GREENSTONE AVENUE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT @ 11401 GREENSTONE AVENUE @ CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS

3.13 NOISE
Less Than
Potentially | Significant Less Than No
Environmental Issue Areas Examined Significant Impact Significant I
: mpact
Impact ‘With Impact
Mitigation

A. Would the project result in generation of a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards b 4
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

B. Would the project result in generation of excessive X
ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels?

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 b 4
or public use airport, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on noise if it results in any of the following:

e Would the project result in 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 plan
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

e  Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

e 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 use airport, would
the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project result in 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 plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? e Less than Significant Impact.

Noise levels may be described using a number of methods designed to evaluate the “loudness” of a particular
noise. The most commonly used unit for measuring the level of sound is the decibel (dB). Zero on the decibel
scale represents the lowest limit of sound that can be heard by humans. The eardrum may rupture at 140
dB. In general, an increase of between 3.0 dB and 5.0 dB in the ambient noise level is considered to
represent the threshold for human sensitivity. Noise level increases of 3.0 dB or less are not generally
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perceptible to persons with average hearing abilities.”° Typical noise levels related to common activities are
illustrated in Exhibit 3-5. The ambient noise environment in the vicinity of the proposed development is
dominated by noise emanating from vehicles traveling on Greenstone Avenue.”*

Future sources of noise generated on-site will include noise typically associated with industrial uses and
noise emanating from vehicles traveling to and from the site. The implementation of the proposed project
will not expose any sensitive receptors to excessive noise because the proposed development’s distance and
separation from such uses. Furthermore, the proposed use will be required to adhere to all pertinent noise
control regulations outlined by the City of Santa Fe Springs. The City of Santa Fe Springs Municipal Code
has established the following noise control standards for development within M-2 zones: Absolute
maximum of 9o dBA between 7:00 AM to 10:00 PM and an absolute maximum of 9o dBA between 10:00
PM to 7:00 AM.72 The City’s noise standards are not to be exceeded by five dBA for a cumulative period of
15 minutes in any hour, by ten dBA for a cumulative period of five minutes in any hour, by 15 dBA for a
cumulative period of one minute in any hour, or by 20 dBA for any period of time (less than one minute in
an hour).

A change in traffic noise levels of between 3.0 dBA and 5.0 dBA is generally considered to be the limit where
the change in the ambient noise levels may be perceived by persons with normal hearing. It typically
requires a doubling of traffic volumes to register a perceptible change (increase) in traffic noise. As indicated
in Section 3.16, the project will generate approximately 333 net one-way PCE trips per average day.
Therefore, the proposed project’s traffic generation will not result in a doubling of traffic volumes. As a
result, less than significant impacts will occur.

B. Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels? e Less than Significant Impact.

Construction activities for the proposed project have the potential to generate low levels of ground-borne
vibration. The operation of construction equipment generates vibrations that propagate though the ground
and diminishes in intensity with distance from the source. The nearest noise sensitive land uses that may
potentially be impacted by ground-borne vibration and noise (primarily from the use of heavy construction
equipment) are the residential uses located to the east, east of Shoemaker Avenue. The noisiest phases of
construction are anticipated to be 89 dBA as measured at a distance of 50 feet from the construction activity.
The aforementioned homes are more than 9oo feet from the project site. The construction noise levels will
decline as one moves away from the noise source. This effect is known as spreading loss. In general, the
noise level adjustment that takes the spreading loss into account calls for a 6.0 dBA reduction for every
doubling of the distance beginning with the initial 50-foot distance. However, construction activities will be
in compliance with the City’s noise standards.

" Bugliarello, et. al. The Impact of Noise Pollution, Chapter 127, 1975.
7! Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning. Site Survey. April 27, 2021.

72 Santa Fe Springs, City of. Municipal Code. Title XV Land Usage, Chapter 155 Zoning, Section 155.424.
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Noise Levels — in dBA

Serious
Injury

sonic boom

Jjet take off at 200 ft.
139 music in night club interior
110 motorcycle at 20 ft.
105 power mower
Discomfort | 10© . .
95 freight train at 50 ft.
90 Sood blender
85 electric mixer, light rail train horn
8o
75
70 portable fan, roadway traffic at 50 ft.
65
Range of 60 dishwasher, air conditioner
Tlg\;rpl:cal 55
Lett);esles 50 normal conversation
45 refrigerator, light traffic at 100 ft.
40
35 library interior (quiet study area)
30
25
20
15
Threshold | 10 rustling leaves
of
Hearing 5
o
EXHIBIT 3-5

TYPICAL NOISE SOURCES AND LOUDNESS SCALE

SOURCE: BLODGETT BAYLOSIS ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING
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As previously mentioned, the operation of equipment or the construction of projects is prohibited in
between the hours of 7:00 p.m. of one day and 7:00 a.m. of the next day when the project is located within
aradius of 500 feet from a residential area. Compliance with City noise standards will decrease any potential
adverse impacts to the nearby residential neighborhood. Adherence to the City’s noise control standards
will reduce the construction-related noise impacts to levels that are less than significant since the hours
of construction will be limited to the daytime periods.

The City of Santa Fe Springs has not adopted policies or guidelines relative to ground-borne vibration
resulting from construction. The City Municipal Code (Section 155.428) states, “Every use shall be so
operated that the ground vibration generated by said use is not harmful or injurious to the use or
development of surrounding properties. No vibration shall be permitted which is perceptible without
instruments at any use alone the property line on which said use is located.” However, this threshold applies
to ground-borne vibrations from long-term operational activities, not construction. The proposed project
is a residential development and would not involve the use of equipment that would result in high vibration
levels, which are more typical for large commercial and industrial projects. In addition, the proposed use
would not result in the increased use of heavy-duty vehicles on the public roadways. As a result, the potential
ground-borne noise impacts are considered to be less than significant.

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 use airport, would
the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? e No
Impact.

The project site is not located within two miles of an airport. Fullerton Airport is located approximately six
miles southeast of the project site and the Long Beach Airport is located approximately ten miles to the
southwest.”2 The proposed project is not located within the Runway Protection Zones (RPZ) of any of the
aforementioned airports. As a result, the project will not expose people working in the project area to
excessive noise levels and no impacts will occur.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The related projects are located away from each other so that the cumulative stationary noise impacts would
not be audible. None of the related projects are located within 800 feet of the project site. In addition, none
of the related projects are located within a direct line of sight of the proposed project. As a result, no
cumulative noise impacts will result.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The analysis of potential noise impacts indicated that no significant adverse impacts would result from the
proposed project’s construction and operation. As a result, no mitigation measures are required.

73 Toll-Free Airline. Los Angeles County Public and Private Airports, California. http://www.tollfreeairline.com

/california/losangeles.htm.

SECTION 3 @ ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS PAGE 74



INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
GREENSTONE AVENUE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT @ 11401 GREENSTONE AVENUE @ CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS

3.14 POPULATION & HOUSING

Environmental Issue Areas Examined

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

A. Would the project induce substantial unplanned
population growth in an area, either directly (for example,
by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

B. Would the project displace substantial numbers of
existing people or housing, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on population and housing if it results in any of the following;:

e  Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of

roads or other infrastructure)?

e Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the

construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of

roads or other infrastructure)? e No Impact.

Growth-inducing impacts are generally associated with the provision of urban services to an undeveloped
or rural area. Growth-inducing impacts include the following:

e New development in an area presently undeveloped and economic factors which may influence
development. The project site is currently being used as a truck trailer parking facility. The site is

surrounded on all sides by urban development.

e Extension of roadways and other transportation facilities. No roadway extensions will be required

to accommodate the proposed development.

e Extension of infrastructure and other improvements. The installation of any new utility lines will
not lead to subsequent offsite development since these utility lines will serve the site only.

SECTION 3 @ ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

PAGE 75



INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
GREENSTONE AVENUE INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT @ 11401 GREENSTONE AVENUE @ CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS

e Major off-site public projects (treatment plants, etc.). The project’s increase in demand for utility
services can be accommodated without the construction or expansion of landfills, water treatment
plants, or wastewater treatment plants.

e The removal of housing requiring replacement housing elsewhere. There are no housing units
located on either property. As a result, no replacement housing will be required.

e Additional population growth leading to increased demand for goods and services. The project’s
construction would result in a limited increase in construction employment which can be
accommodated by the local labor market.

e Short-term growth-inducing impacts related to the project’s construction. The project will result
in temporary employment during the construction phase.

The proposed project is projected to add 95 new jobs. According to the Growth Forecast Appendix prepared
by SCAG for the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, the City of Santa Fe Springs is projected to have an employment
population of 20,300 job through the year 2045, which is an increase of 2,400 jobs from the 2020 figure.74
The proposed project’s number of 95 new jobs is well within SCAG’s population projections for the City of
Santa Fe Springs.7s The proposed project will not induce substantial unplanned population growth in an
area. As a result, no impacts will occur.

B. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? ® No Impact.

No housing units will be displaced as a result of the proposed project’s implementation. The site is currently
being used as a truck and trailer parking facility. As a result, no housing displacement impacts will occur.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The proposed project’s development of would not involve any residential development nor would it result
in any displacement of housing units. Two related projects (Related Project #1, Lakeland Road Housing
Development and Related Project #2, Lakeland Apartments) would result in potential residential
development. The projected employment increase from the proposed project and the population increase
resulting from the single related project would be consistent with the Growth Forecast in SCAG's RTP/SCS.
As a result, no cumulative housing and population impacts would result.

MITIGATION MEASURES
The analysis of potential population and housing impacts indicated that no significant adverse impacts

would result from the proposed project’s approval and subsequent implementation. As a result, no
mitigation measures are required.

74 Southern California Association of Governments. Adopted Growth Forecast Regional Transportation Plan 2016-2040.
http://gisdata.scag.ca.gov/Pages/SocioEconomicLibrary.aspx

75 Southern California Association of Governments. Adopted Growth Forecast Regional Transportation Plan 2016-2040.
http://gisdata.scag.ca.gov/Pages/SocioEconomicLibrary.aspx
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3.15 PUBLIC SERVICES
Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than N
Environmental Issue Areas Examined Significant Impact Significant | | o .
Impact With Impact mpac
Mitigation

A. Would the project 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
construction of which would cause significant b ¢
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times, or other performance
objectives for: fire protection; police protection;
schools; parks; or other public facilities?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on public services if it results in any of the following:

e Would the project 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 construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the
public services: fire protection, police protection, schools, parks or other public facilities?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project 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 construction of which would cause significant environmental impacts, in fire protection;
police protection; schools; parks; or other public facilities? e Less than Significant Impact.

Fire Department

The City of Santa Fe Springs Fire Department provides fire prevention and emergency medical services
within the City. The department consists of three separate divisions: Operations, Fire Prevention and
Environmental Protection. The Operations Division provides fire suppression, emergency medical services
(EMS), hazardous materials response, and urban search and rescue. The Fire Prevention Division provides
plan check, inspections, and public education. Finally, the Environmental Protection Division is responsible
for responding to emergencies involving hazardous materials. The Fire Department operates from four
stations: Station No. 1 (11300 Greenstone Avenue), Station No. 2 (8634 Dice Road), Station No. 3 (15517
Carmenita Road), and Station No. 4 (11736 Telegraph Road). The first response station to the site is station
No. 1.7 The Fire Department currently reviews all new development plans, and future development will be
required to conform to all fire protection and prevention requirements, including, but not limited to,
building setbacks and emergency access. The proposed project would only place an incremental demand on

76 Santa Fe Springs Fire Department. Website accessed on August 22, 2020.
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fire services since the project will involve the construction of a modern structure that will be subject to all
pertinent fire and building codes. Like all development projects within the City, the proposed project will
undergo review by the City of Santa Fe Springs Fire Department to ensure that sprinklers, hydrants, fire
flow, etc. are adequate in meeting the Department’s requirements. The Department will also review the
project’s emergency access and clearance. Compliance with the abovementioned requirement, as well as the
pertinent codes and ordinances, would reduce the impacts to levels that are less than significant.
Construction activities also have the potential to affect fire protection services, such as emergency vehicle
response times, by adding construction traffic to local roadways and potentially requiring partial lane
closures during street improvements and utility installations. However, at no time will Greenstone Avenue
be completely closed to traffic. All construction staging areas will be located within the project site. As a
result, the project would not impair the implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan and less than significant impacts are associated
with the proposed project’s implementation

Law Enforcement

The City of Santa Fe Springs Department of Police Services (DPS) is responsible for management of all law
enforcement services within the City. The DPS is staffed by both City personnel and officers from the City
of Whittier Police Department (WPD) that provide contract law enforcement services to Santa Fe Springs.
The police services contract between the two cities provides for a specified number of WPD patrolling
officers though the DPS has the ability to request an increased level of service. WPD law enforcement
personnel assigned to the City includes 35 sworn officers and six support personnel.”” The proposed project
would only place an incremental demand on police protection services since the project would be secured
at all times. The building and layout design would include crime prevention features, such as nighttime
security lighting and secure parking facilities. A sliding wrought iron gate will be installed at the entrance
to the loading dock area. To ensure the proposed project adheres to the City’s security requirements, the
City of Santa Fe Springs Department of Police Services will review the site plan for the proposed project to
ensure that the development adheres to the Department requirements, including, but not limited to,
photometric plan review. Adherence to the abovementioned requirement will reduce potential impacts to
levels that are less than significant.

Schools

The project site is served by the following schools and school districts: Carmela Elementary School (South
Whittier School District), Richard Graves Middle School (South Whittier School District), and Santa Fe
High School (Whittier Union High School District). The nearest other school district to the project site, the
Norwalk-La Mirada School District, does not have any schools within the project area. Pursuant to SB-50,
payment of fees to the applicable school district is considered full mitigation for project-related impacts.
The proposed project's school enrollment impacts will be offset by the school fees that will be paid by the
developer. As a result, less than significant impacts will result from the proposed project’s implementation.

Recreational Services

Due to the industrial nature of the proposed project, the proposed project will not likely place a demand for
recreational open space and services. As a result, the impacts anticipated are less than significant.

77 City of Whittier. http://www.cityofwhittier.org/depts/police/sfs/default.asp.
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Governmental Services

No new governmental services will be needed, and the proposed project is not expected to have any
significant impact on existing governmental services. The proposed project will not directly increase
demand for governmental services. As a result, no impacts are anticipated.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The projected population increase resulting from the proposed project and the two related projects that are
residential would still be within the projected year 2040 population projection developed by SCAG. During
the period from 2006-07 through 2015-16, the South Whittier School District enrollments declined by 1,016
students, or 24.9%. In addition, all of the cumulative projects along with the proposed project will be
required to pay all pertinent school development fees. As a result, the additional students generated by the
proposed project would not result in any adverse cumulative impacts.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The analysis of public service impacts indicated that no significant adverse impacts are anticipated and no
mitigation is required with the implementation of the proposed project.
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3.16 RECREATION
Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
Environmental Issue Areas Examined Significant Impact Significant | |
. mpact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation

A. Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational X
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

B. Would the project include recreational facilities or
require the construction or expansion of recreational X
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on recreation if it results in any of the following;:

e Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?

e Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? e
Less than Significant Impact.

The City of Santa Fe Springs Parks and Recreation Services Department operates and maintains a wide
range of active and passive facilities for local residents. These parks include Los Nietos Park, Little Lake
Park, Lake Center Athletic Park, Lakeview Park, Santa Fe Springs Park and Heritage Park. The nearest park
to the project site is the Amelia Mayberry Park located approximately 2,100 feet to the northeast. This park
is owned and operated by Los Angeles County Department of County Parks and Recreation. Given the
industrial nature of the proposed project, there will not be an increase in the demand for recreational use
and services. As a result, the impacts anticipated are less than significant.

B. Would the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? e No Impact.

The proposed project does not involve recreational facilities or the construction or expansion of recreational

facilities. As a result, no impacts are anticipated.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The analysis determined that the proposed project would not result in any impacts on recreational services
or facilities. These potential residents will utilize the various public services in the City. Two related projects
(Related Project #1, Lakeland Road Housing Development and Related Project #2, Lakeland Apartments)
would result in potential residential development. These two related projects that are residential will
provide recreational amenities as part of their individual developments. As a result, the potential
cumulative impacts will be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES
The analysis of potential impacts related to parks and recreation indicated that no significant adverse

impacts would result from the proposed project’s approval and subsequent implementation. As a result, no
mitigation measures are required.
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3.17 TRANSPORTATION
Less Than
Potentially | Significant Less Than No
Environmental Issue Areas Examined Significant Impact Significant I
: mpact
Impact ‘With Impact
Mitigation
A. Would the project conflict with a plan, ordinance, or
policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, X
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
B. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines X

§15064.3 subdivision (b)?

C. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to
a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous X
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

D. Would the project result in inadequate emergency X
access?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on transportation and circulation if it results in any of the following:

Would the project conflict with a plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?

e Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)?

e Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? ® Less than Significant
Impact.

The project will provide two full-access driveways on Greenstone Avenue for both cars and trucks. The
following paragraphs provide a brief description of the existing roadways which comprise the circulation
network of the study area, providing the majority of both regional and local access to the project.

e Bloomfield Avenue is a major north-south major arterial highway with two travel lanes in each
direction. The street is approximately 84 to 9o feet wide and posted with a speed limit of 40 miles
per hour. Directional travels are separated by either raised median or a 2-way turn lane along the
center of the street. The intersections of Bloomfield Avenue at Florence Avenue, Lakeland Road
and Imperial Highway are signalized. Parking is not permitted along the sides of the street. The
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average daily volume on Bloomfield Avenue is approximately 17,610 vehicles per day (assuming PM
peak hour volume counted on Bloomfield Avenue represents approximately 10% of its average daily
traffic volume).

e Greenstone Avenue is a north-south local street with one travel lane in each direction. The street is
approximately 64 feet wide and posted with a speed limit of 35 miles per hour. Directional travels
are separated by a yellow line along the center of the street. Parking is permitted along the sides of
the street.

e Shoemaker Avenue is a north-south secondary arterial highway per the City’s Circulation Element
of General Plan with two travel lanes in each direction. The street is approximately 84 feet wide and
posted with a speed limit of 45 miles per hour in the vicinity of the project site. Directional travels
are separated by a yellow line along the center of the street. The intersections of Shoemaker Avenue
at Florence Avenue, Lakeland Road and Imperial Highway are signalized. Parking is permitted
along the sides of the street. The average daily volume on Shoemaker Avenue is approximately
11,460 vehicles per day (assuming PM peak hour volume counted on Shoemaker Avenue represents
approximately 10% of its average daily traffic volume).

e Florence Avenue is a major east-west arterial street with two travel lanes in each direction plus left
turn lanes at major intersections. Directional travel is separated by raised median islands along the
center. The street is approximately 8o feet wide and posted with a speed limit of 40 miles per hour.
Parking is not permitted along the sides of the street. The average daily volume on Florence Avenue
is approximately 23,830 vehicles per day (assuming PM peak hour volume counted on Florence
Avenue represents approximately 10% of its average daily traffic volume).

e Lakeland Road is a north-south secondary arterial highway with one travel lane in each direction.
Directional travel is separated by a 2-way turn lane along the center of the street. The street is
approximately 64 feet wide and posted with a speed limit of 40 miles per hour. Parking is partially
permitted along the sides of the street. The average daily volume on Lakeland Road is
approximately 7,000 vehicles per day (assuming PM peak hour volume counted on Lakeland Road
represents approximately 10% of its average daily traffic volume).

e Imperial Highway is a major east-west arterial street with three travel lanes in each direction plus
turn lanes at major intersections. Directional travel is separated by raised median islands along the
center. The street is approximately 84 feet wide and posted with a speed limit of 45 miles per hour.
Parking is not permitted along the sides of the street. The average daily volume on Imperial
Highway is approximately 26,860 vehicles per day (assuming PM peak hour volume counted on
Imperial Highway represents approximately 10% of its average daily traffic volume).78

For the purpose of evaluating existing operating conditions as well as future operating conditions with and
without the proposed project, the study area was carefully selected in accordance with local traffic study
guidelines. Manual turning movement counts for the selected intersections were collected in the field for
the morning and evening peak periods during the month of April 2021.

78 Crown City Traffic Engineers. Greenstone Avenue Warehouse Project: Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Report. April, 2021
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The intersections were counted during the peak hours of 7:00 to 9:00 AM and 4:00 to 6:00 PM on a typical
weekday (Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday) in a non-holiday week. It was determined that the following
six (6) key signalized intersections would be analyzed in the study:

e Bloomfield Avenue and Florence Avenue (Signalized);

e Bloomfield Avenue and Lakeland Road (Signalized);

e Bloomfield Avenue and Imperial Highway (Signalized);

e Shoemaker Avenue and Florence Avenue (Signalized);

e Shoemaker Avenue and Lakeland Road (Signalized); and,

e Shoemaker Avenue and Imperial Highway (Signalized).79

Year 2021 existing traffic conditions were evaluated using the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU)
method of level of service (LOS) analysis for signalized intersections. Table 3-4 presents existing condition
intersection level of service (LOS) analysis summary. Detailed calculations relating to the study
intersections are included in the Technical Appendix of this report. Based on the results of this analysis, all
6 of the 6 study intersections are operating at an acceptable level of service (i.e., LOS D or better) during
the AM and PM peak hours, as shown in Table 3-4.8°

Table 3
Table 3-4
Future Year (2022) Pre-Project Conditions without Level of Service
Summary
Future Pre-Project Conditions
Intersection Peak Hour Level of Volume to
Service (LOS) Capacity (V/C)

o AM B 0.704

1. Bloomfield Ave. & Florence Ave. (Signalized)
PM D 0.813
- . . AM A 0.415

2. Bloomfield Ave. & Lakeland Rd. (Signalized)
PM A 0.566
AM B 0.613

3. Bloomfield Ave. & Imperial Hwy. (Signalized)

PM B 0.690
AM B 0.607

4. Shoemaker Ave. & Florence Ave. (Signalized)
PM B 0.677
AM A 0.326

5. Shoemaker Ave. & Lakeland Rd. (Signalized)
PM A 0.416
AM A 0.598

6. Shoemaker Ave. & Imperial Hwy. (Signalized)

PM B 0.612

Source: Crown City Engineers, Inc.

79 Crown City Traffic Engineers. Greenstone Avenue Warehouse Project: Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Report. April, 2021.
8o Tbid.
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In order to accurately assess future traffic conditions with the proposed project, trip generation estimates
were developed for the project. Trip generation rates for the project are based on the nationally recognized
recommendations contained in “Trip Generation” manual, 10th edition, published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE). ITE also provides information on percentage of truck traffic associated
with warehouse/storage land use. The vehicle-mix percentages provided for heavy warehouse use in the
City of Fontana’s “Truck Trip Generation Study”, August 2003, were used to determine the number of
various types of truck trips to be generated. A truck trip is generally equivalent to 2 or 3 passenger car trips
depending on the type of trucks. Accordingly, a 2.0 factor was applied to the number of 2-axle and 3-axle
truck trips and a 3.0 factor was applied to the number of 4+-axle truck trips to estimate passenger car
equivalent (PCE) trips generated by the trucks.s!

Table 3-5 shows a summary of trip generation estimates for the project. It is estimated that the project will
generate approximately 333 net one-way PCE trips per average day (167 inbound and 166 outbound). The
average weekday net new peak hour PCE trips will be approximately 33 trips during the AM peak hour (25
inbound and 8 outbound), and 36 trips during the PM peak hour (10 inbound and 26 outbound).

Table 3-5
Proposed Project’s Trip Generation
Trip Generation Ratel Average Traffic Volume
ITE Size & . AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour . AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Code/ Land Unit Daily Daily
Use Total | potal| %IN| %OUT | Total| %IN| %ouUT| Total| IN| oUT| Totall IN| OUT| Total
Total Vehicle Trip Generation
150 1512'551;‘ 8 1.74 0.17 77% 23% 0.19 27% 73% 251 19 6 25 8 21 29
Warehouse
Vehicle Mix2 and Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) Trips
Vehicle Trips PCE trips
Vehicle Mix Trip % Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Total Total
IN OUT | Total IN OUT | Total IN | OUT | Total| IN | OUT | Total
® C%aero) 79.57% 200 15 4 19 5 16 21 200 15 5 20 6 16 22
2-axle Truck o
(PCE=2.0) 3.46% 9 1 [} 1 1 1 2 17 1 1 2 o} 1 1
3-axle Truck 64% 11 1 1 2 0 1 1 2 2 0 2 1 2
(PCE=2.0) 4647 3 3
4+-axle Truck 12.33% 1 2 1 1 2 2 10
(PCE=3.0) 33% | 3 3 3 93 | 7 9 | 3 7
TOTAL TRIPS IN PCE: 333 25 8 33 10 26 36

Note: All trip rates are average rates per Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)’s publication manual “Trip

Generation”, 10th Edition, 2017.

1 Trip rates for Warehouse (ITE Code 150) from Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), "Trip

Generation” manual, 10th Edition, 2017
2 Vehicle mix percentages for Heavy Warehouse (ITE Code 150) from the City of Fontana, "Truck Trip
Generation Study", August 2003

81 Crown City Traffic Engineers. Greenstone Avenue Warehouse Project: Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Report. April, 2021.
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All of the study intersections will continue to operate at an acceptable level of service (LOS) D or better (i.e.,
within the range of acceptable thresholds of LOS A through D) during the AM and PM peak hours under
future traffic conditions with the project (refer to Table 3-6). The project’s off-site traffic impact would not
be considered significant at any of these intersections based on volume to capacity ratio and level of service
expected after the project. A project’s impact on the circulation system is determined by comparing the level
of service (LOS) and V/C ratios at key intersections under the future pre-project conditions and future post-
project conditions. A LOS level D or better is acceptable for urban area intersections. A level of service worse
than D (i.e., LOS E or F) is considered deficient and unacceptable. A project’s traffic impact is determined
to be significant if the increase in V/C ratio is 0.04 or more at LOS C, or 0.02 or more at LOS D, or 0.01 or
more at LOS E and F.82

Table 3-6
Future (2021) Level of Service Summary with and without Project

Future 2022 Conditions
Increase
Intersection Peak Hour Without Project With Project in V/C by
Project
LOS v/C LOS v/C
. . AM D 0.714 C 0.706 0.002
1. Bloomfield Ave. & Florence Ave. (Signalized)
PM B 0.813 D 0.816 0.003
AM A 0.41 A 0.420 0.00,
2. Bloomfield Ave. & Lakeland Rd. (Signalized) 415 4 5
PM A 0.566 A 0.566 0.000
AM B 0.61 B 0.616 0.00
3. Bloomfield Ave. & Imperial Hwy. (Signalized) 3 3
PM B 0.690 B 0.601 0.001
. . AM B 0.607 B 0.608 0.001
4. Shoemaker Ave. & Florence Ave. (Signalized)
PM B 0.677 B 0.677 0.000
AM A 0.326 A 0.32 0.001
5. Shoemaker Ave. & Lakeland Rd. (Signalized) 3 327
PM A 0.416 A 0.416 0.000
AM A 0.598 A 0. 0.001
6. Shoemaker Ave. & Imperial Hwy. (Signalized) 59 599
PM B 0.612 B 0.613 0.001

Source: Crown City Engineers, Inc.

As the above results in Table 3-6 indicate, the increases in V/C ratio by project traffic would not exceed the
significance thresholds of project-related impacts. Therefore, the project is not expected to significantly
impact traffic conditions at any of the key intersections in the vicinity. As a result, the impacts are less than
significant.

B. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision (b)? e
No Impact.

According to CEQA Guidelines §15064.3 subdivision (b)(1), vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable
threshold of significance may indicate a significant impact. It is important to note that the project is an

82 Crown City Traffic Engineers. Greenstone Avenue Warehouse Project: Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Report. April, 2021.
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“infill” development, which is seen as an important strategy in combating the release of GHG emissions.
The County of Los Angeles is included in the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP),
which is prepared and maintained by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(Metro). The requirements of the CMP became effective with voter approval of Proposition 111. The purpose
of the CMP is to link land use, transportation, and air quality decisions to develop a partnership among
transportation decision-makers in devising appropriate transportation solutions that include all modes of
travel and to propose transportation projects that are eligible to compete for State gas tax funds. The CMP
also serves to consistently track trends during peak traffic hours at major intersections in the Country and
identify areas in great need of improvements where traffic congestion is worsening. The CMP requires that
intersections which are designated as being officially monitored by the Program be analyzed under the
County’s CMP criteria if the proposed project is expected to generate 50 or more peak hour trips on a CMP-
designated facility. The nearest CMP-designated intersection to the project site is Imperial
Highway/Carmenita Road. This intersection was not analyzed within the traffic impact analysis and will
not experience more than 50 peak hour trips at a freeway intersection.

Based on the results of the traffic impact analysis, the proposed Greenstone Warehouse project would not
significantly impact any of the key intersections analyzed in the surrounding roadway system. The addition
of project traffic will not increase the volume to capacity (V/C) ratios at these intersections beyond the
significance thresholds of project related impacts as defined in the City’s Traffic Study Guidelines.
Therefore, no off-site mitigation measures would be necessary for the development of this project.

C. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? No Impact.

The project will provide two full-access driveways along the east side of Greenstone Avenue. A maximum
of 19 vehicles (passenger car equivalent) will enter the site during the peak hour through the driveways on
Greenstone Avenue from the north by making a right-turn movement. A maximum of 20 vehicles
(passenger car equivalent) will exit the site during the peak hour through the driveways to travel north by
making a left-turn movement. This low volume of traffic is not expected to cause any significant on-street
delays or long queues. Adequate sight distance is available from the driveways along both directions on
Greenstone Avenuess. As a result, no impacts will occur.

D. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? ® No Impact.

The project would not affect emergency access to any adjacent parcels. At no time will any local streets or
parcels be closed to traffic. As a result, the proposed project’s implementation will not result in any
impacts.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Trip generation estimates for these related projects were developed by using nationally recognized and
recommended rates contained in “Trip Generation” manual, 10th edition, published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE). ITE also provides information on percentage of truck traffic associated
with warehouse/storage land use. For warehouse uses, vehicle trips were calculated in terms of passenger
car equivalents (PCE) by using vehicle mix percentages provided for warehouse uses in the City of Fontana’s
“Truck Trip Generation Study”, August 2003. A truck trip is generally equivalent to 2 or 3 passenger car

83 Crown City Traffic Engineers. Greenstone Avenue Warehouse Project: Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Report. April, 2021.
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trips depending on the type of trucks. Accordingly, a 2.0 factor was applied to the number of 2-axle and 3-
axle truck trips and a 3.0 factor was applied to the number of 4+-axle truck trips to estimate passenger car
equivalent (PCE) trips generated by the trucks.

The traffic study indicated that the related projects will generate approximately 333 PCE trips per average
day. The average weekday net new peak hour trips will be approximately 33 PCE trips during the AM peak
hour, and 36 PCE trips during the PM peak hour. As the traffic study results indicate, all of the 6 study
intersections will continue to operate at an acceptable level of service (i.e., LOS D or better) during the AM
and PM peak hours.84

MITIGATION MEASURES

Based on the results of the traffic impact analysis, the proposed project would not significantly impact any
of the key intersections analyzed in the surrounding roadway system. The addition of project traffic will not
increase the volume to capacity (V/C) ratios at these intersections beyond the significance thresholds of
project related impacts as defined in the City’s Traffic Study Guidelines. Therefore, no off-site mitigation
measures would be necessary for the development of this project.

84 Crown City Traffic Engineers. Greenstone Avenue Warehouse Project: Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Report. April, 2021.
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3.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Environmental Issue Areas Examined

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

A. Would the project 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 geographically
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: Listed or eligible for
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or
in a local register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or a resource
determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resource Code Section 5024.1 In applying the criteria set
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native American
Tribe5020.1(k)?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a

significant adverse impact on tribal cultural resources if it results in any of the following:

e Would the project 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 geographically 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: listed or
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or a resource
determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1
In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the
lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project 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 geographically 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: listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or a resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
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subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1 In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native American Tribe? ® Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation.

A Tribal Cultural Resource is defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 and includes the following;:

e Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe that are either of the following: included or determined to be
eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or included in a local register
of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of Section 5020.1.

e A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1 for the purposes of this paragraph, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.

e A cultural landscape that meets the criteria of subdivision (a) is a tribal cultural resource to the
extent that the landscape is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape.

e A historical resource described in Section 21084.1, a unique archaeological resource as defined in
subdivision (g) of Section 21083.2, or a “non-unique archaeological resource” as defined in
subdivision (h) of Section 21083.2 may also be a tribal cultural resource if it conforms to the criteria
of subdivision (a).

Adherence to the aforementioned mitigation presented above and in Subsection B under Cultural Resources
will minimize potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The potential environmental impacts related to cultural resources are site-specific. Furthermore, the
analysis herein determined that the proposed project would not result in any impacts on cultural resources.
All of the related projects are located on properties that are developed. None of the properties were located
on sites that were undisturbed. As a result, no cumulative tribal/cultural resources impacts will occur as
part of the proposed project’s implementation.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The Gabrielino-Kizh indicated that the project area is located within the Tribe’s ancestral territory.
However, the Tribe considers the area to be sensitive for cultural resources, and requests the following
mitigation measure be implemented:

Mitigation Measure No. 4 (Tribal Cultural Resources). The project Applicant will be required to obtain
the services of a qualified Native American Monitor during construction-related ground disturbance
activities. Ground disturbance is defined by the Tribal Representatives from the Gabrielefio Band of
Mission Indians, Kizh Nation as activities that include, but are not limited to, pavement removal,
auguring, boring, grading, excavation, and trenching, within the project area. The monitor(s) must be
approved by the tribal representatives and will be present on-site during the construction phases that
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involve any ground disturbing activities. The on-site monitoring shall end when the project site grading
and excavation activities are completed, or when the monitor has indicated that the site has a low
potential for archeological resources.

In the unlikely event that human remains are uncovered by construction crews and/or the Native American
Monitors, all excavation/grading activities shall be halted and the Whittier Police Department (which
provided law enforcement services to the City of Santa Fe Springs) will be contacted (the Department will
then contact the County Coroner). Title 14; Chapter 3; Article 5; Section 15064.5 of CEQA will apply in terms
of the identification of significant archaeological resources and their salvage. Adherence to the
abovementioned mitigation will reduce potential impacts to levels that are less than significant.
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3.19 UTILITIES
Less Than
Potentially | Significant | Less Than No
Environmental Issue Areas Examined Significant Impact Significant Impact
Impact ‘With Impact p
Mitigation
A. Would the project require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural X
gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant environmental
effects?
B. Would the project have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable b 4
future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry
years?

C. Would the project result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the X
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?

D. Would the project generate solid waste in excess of
State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local X
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid
waste reduction goals?

E. Would the project negatively impact the provision of
solid waste services or impair the attainment of solid waste ¢
reduction goals?

F. Would the project comply with Federal, State, and local
management and reduction statutes and regulations X
related to solid waste?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a
significant adverse impact on utilities if it results in any of the following:

e Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

e Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

e  Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or
may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
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e Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the
capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

¢  Would the project negatively impact the provision of solid waste services or impair the attainment
of solid waste reduction goals?

e Would the project comply with Federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Would the project require or result in 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? e
Less than Significant Impact.

The City of Santa Fe Springs is located within the service area of the Sanitation District 2 of Los Angeles
County. The nearest wastewater treatment plant to Santa Fe Springs is the Los Coyotes Water Reclamation
Plant (WRP) located in Cerritos. The Los Coyotes WRP is located at 16515 Piuma Avenue in the City of
Cerritos and occupies 34 acres at the northwest junction of the San Gabriel River (I-605) and the Artesia
(SR-91) Freeways. The plant was placed in operation on May 25, 1970, and initially had a capacity of 12.5
million gallons per day and consisted of primary treatment and secondary treatment with activated sludge.
The Los Coyotes WRP provides primary, secondary and tertiary treatment for 37.5 million gallons of
wastewater per day. The plant serves a population of approximately 370,000 people. Over 5 million gallons
per day of the reclaimed water is reused at over 270 reuse sites. Reuse includes landscape irrigation of
schools, golf courses, parks, nurseries, and greenbelts; and industrial use at local companies for carpet dying
and concrete mixing. The remainder of the effluent is discharged to the San Gabriel River. Treated
wastewater is disinfected with chlorine and conveyed to the Pacific Ocean. The reclamation projects utilize
pump stations from the two largest Sanitation Districts’ Water Reclamation plants includes the San Jose
Creek WRP in Whittier and Los Coyotes WRP in Cerritos.9 The Los Coyotes WRP has a design capacity of
37.5 million gallons per day (mgd) and currently processes an average flow of 20.36 mgd. As indicated in
Table 3-5, the future development is projected to generate 4,333 gallons of effluent on a daily basis which
is well under the capacity of the aforementioned WRPs.85

Table 3-5
Wastewater (Effluent) Generation (gals/day)
Use Floor Area Factor Generation
Distribution 144,434 sq. ft. 0.03 gallons/day/sq. ft. 4,333 gals/day
Total Consumption 4,333 gals/day

Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning.

In addition, the new plumbing fixtures that will be installed will consist of water conserving fixtures as is
required by the current City Code requirements. No new or expanded sewage and/or water treatment
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facilities will be required to accommodate the proposed project and as a result, the impacts are expected to
be less than significant.

B. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably
foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? e No Impact.

As indicated in the previous section, the proposed project will generate approximately 21,684 gallons of
wastewater a day. The future wastewater generation will be within the treatment capacity of the Los Coyotes
and Long Beach WRP. Water in the local area is supplied by the Santa Fe Springs Water Utility Authority
(SFSWUA). Water is derived from two sources: groundwater and surface water. The SFSWUA pumps
groundwater from the local well and disinfects this water with chlorine before distributing it to customers.
SFSWUA also obtains treated and disinfected groundwater through the City of Whittier from eight active
deep wells located in the Whittier Narrows area. The proposed project is projected to consume
approximately 7,222 gallons of water on a daily basis.

Table 3-6
Water Consumption (gals/day)
Use Floor Area Factor Generation
Distribution 144,434 sq. ft. 0.05 gallons/day/sq. ft. 7,222 gals/day
Total Consumption 7,222 gals/day

Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning.

The existing water supply facilities can accommodate this additional demand. Therefore, no new water and
wastewater treatment facilities will be needed to accommodate the excess effluent generated by the
proposed project and no impacts are anticipated to occur.

C. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or
may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition
to the provider’s existing commitments? e Less than Significant Impact.

The County of Los Angeles, acting as the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD), has the
regional, County-wide flood control responsibility. LACFCD responsibilities include planning for
developing and maintaining flood control facilities of regional significance which serve large drainage areas.
The proposed project will be required to comply with all pertinent Federal Clean Water Act requirements.
The site proposes new internal roadways and hardscape areas that will be subject to the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The
project will also be required to comply with the City's storm water management guidelines. As a result, the
potential impacts will be less than significant.

D. Would the project generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or in excess of the capacity
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? e Less than
Significant Impact.

As previously indicated, Table 3-6 indicates the water consumption estimated for the proposed project. The
proposed project is projected to consume approximately 32,526 gallons of water on a daily basis. The
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existing water supply facilities can accommodate this additional demand. As a result, the impacts are
considered to be less than significant.

E. Would the project negatively impact the provision of solid waste services or impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals? e No Impact.

The Sanitation Districts operate a comprehensive solid waste management system serving the needs of a
large portion of Los Angeles County. This system includes sanitary landfills, recycling centers, materials
recovery/transfer facilities, and energy recovery facilities. The two operational sites are the Calabasas
Landfill, located near the City of Agoura Hills, and the Scholl Canyon Landfill, located in the City of
Glendale. The Puente Hills Landfill was permanently closed in October 2013 and is only currently accepting
clean dirt. The Sanitation Districts continue to maintain environmental control systems at the other closed
landfills, which include the Spadra, Palos Verdes, and Mission Canyon landfills. Local municipal solid waste
collection services are currently provided by Consolidated Disposal Services, CR&R Waste and Recycling,
and Serv-Wel Disposal Company.8¢ Operational waste that cannot be recycled or taken to area landfills will
be transported to the Commerce incinerator. Trash collection is provided by the Consolidated Disposal
Service, CR&R Waste and Recycling, and Serv-Well Disposal Company. Table 3-7 indicates the solid waste
generation for the proposed project.

Table 3-7
Solid Waste Generation (1bs./day)
Use Floor Area Factor Generation
Distribution 144,434 sq. ft. 8.93 Ibs/1,000/sq. ft. 1,290 lbs/day
Total Generation 1,290 lbs/day

Source: Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning.

The proposed project is projected to generate approximately 1,700 pounds of solid waste on a daily basis.
The proposed project will contribute a limited amount to the waste stream. As a result, the impacts will be
less than significant.

F. Would the project comply with Federal, State, and local management and reduction statutes and
regulations related to solid waste? ® No Impact.

The proposed project, like all other development in Los Angeles County and the City of Santa Fe Springs,
will be required to adhere to City and County ordinances with respect to waste reduction and recycling.
As a result, no impacts related to State and local statutes governing solid waste are anticipated.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
The nearest related projects to the proposed project site include two related projects (Related Projects #3

and #4) located to the south of the project site on Greenstone Avenue. The potential for projects to have a
cumulative impact depends on both their geographic location as well as the timing of development. The

8 Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts.
http://www.lacsd.org/wastewater/wwfacilities/joint outfall system wrp/los coyotes.asp.
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geographic area affected by cumulative projects will vary depending on the environmental topic. Both the

proposed project and the two related projects will connect to water, and sewer lines located in Greenstone
Avenue.

MITIGATION MEASURES

The analysis of utilities impacts indicated that no significant adverse impacts would result from the
proposed project’s approval and subsequent implementation. As a result, no mitigation is required.
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3.20 WILDFIRE
Less Than
Potentially | Significant Less Than No
Environmental Issue Areas Examined Significant Impact Significant I
z mpact
Impact ‘With Impact
Mitigation

A. Iflocated in or near State responsibility areas or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the
project substantially impair an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

B. Iflocated in or near State responsibility areas or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the
project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

C. Iflocated in or near State responsibility areas or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the
project require the installation or maintenance of
associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks,
emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities)
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

D. If located in or near State responsibility areas or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the
project expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides,
as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes?

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

According to the City of Santa Fe Springs, acting as Lead Agency, a project may be deemed to have a

significant adverse impact on wildfire risk and hazards if it results in any of the following:
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If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks,
and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such
as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate
fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or
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downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes?

ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan? e No Impact.

The proposed project would not involve the closure or alteration of any existing evacuation routes that
would be important in the event of a wildfire. As a result, no impacts will occur.

B. Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones would the project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks,
and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire? e No Impact.

The project site is slated for development. The proposed project may be exposed to particulate emissions
generated by wildland fires in the surrounding region. However, the potential impacts would not be
exclusive to the project site since criteria pollutant emissions from wildland fires may affect the entire City
as well as the surrounding cities and unincorporated county areas. As a result, no impacts will occur.

C. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such
as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that may exacerbate
fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? e No Impact.

The project will not require, nor will it involve the extension of new utility lines such as gas lines, water
lines, etc. other that connections to the site itself. As a result, no impacts will result.

D. Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage
changes?  No Impact.

There is no risk from wildfire within the project site or the surrounding area given the project site’s distance
from any area that may be subject to a wildfire event. Therefore, the project will not result in any impacts
related to flooding or landslides facilitated by runoff flowing down barren and charred slopes and no
impacts will occur.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The analysis herein determined that the proposed project would not result in any significant adverse
impacts with respect to potential wildfire. In addition, none of the four related projects are located within
an area located in a geographic area where there is a risk from wild fire. All four related projects occupy
properties that are developed and are surround by urban development. As a result, no cumulative impacts
related to wildfire will occur.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

The analysis of wildfires impacts indicated that less than significant impacts would result from the
proposed project's approval and subsequent implementation. As a result, no mitigation is required.
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3.21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Environmental Issue Areas Examined

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

Impact

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

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

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

X

The following findings can be made regarding the Mandatory Findings of Significance set forth in Section
15065 of the CEQA Guidelines based on the results of this environmental assessment:

A. The proposed project will not have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop

below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce

the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important

examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. As indicated in Section 3.1 through

3.20, the proposed project will not result in any significant unmitigable environmental impacts.

B. The proposed project will not have impacts that are individually limited, but camulatively considerable.

The proposed project and the attendant environmental impacts will not lead to a cumulatively

significant impact on any of the issues analyzed herein.

C. The proposed project will not have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly. As indicated in Section 3.1 through 3.20, the proposed
project will not result in any significant unmitigable environmental impacts.
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SECTION 4 CONCLUSIONS
4.1 FINDINGS

The Initial Study determined that the proposed project is not expected to have significant adverse
environmental impacts. The following findings can be made regarding the Mandatory Findings of
Significance set forth in Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines based on the results of this Initial Study:

e The proposed project will not have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory, with the
implementation of the required mitigation.

e The proposed project will not have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable.

e The proposed project will not have environmental effects which will cause substantially adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly, with the implementation of the required
mitigation.

4.2 MITIGATION MONITORING

In addition, pursuant to Section 21081(a) of the Public Resources Code, findings must be adopted by the
decision-maker coincidental to the approval of a Mitigated Negative Declaration. These findings shall be
incorporated as part of the decision-maker’s findings of fact, in response to AB-3180 and in compliance
with the requirements of the Public Resources Code. In accordance with the requirements of Section
21081(a) and 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code, the City of Santa Fe Springs can make the following
additional finding that a mitigation monitoring and reporting program will be required for the proposed
project.
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SECTION 5 REFERENCES

5.1 PREPARERS

Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning
16388 Colima Road, Suite 206J

Hacienda Heights, CA 92240

(626) 336-0033

Marc Blodgett, Project Principal
Andrea Withers, Project Manager
Karla Nayakarathne, Project Planner and Geographer

5.2 REFERENCES

All references have been identified using footnotes.
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MITIGATION MONITORING & REPORTING PROGRAM
INTRODUCTION & FINDINGS

The Initial Study determined that the proposed project is not expected to have any significant adverse
environmental impacts. The following findings can be made regarding the Mandatory Findings of
Significance set forth in Section 15065 of the CEQA Guidelines based on the results of this Initial Study:

e The proposed project will not have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species
or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.

e The proposed project will not have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable.

e The proposed project will not have environmental effects which will cause substantially adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.

In addition, pursuant to Section 21081(a) of the Public Resources Code, findings must be adopted by the
decision-maker coincidental to the approval of a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which relates to the
Mitigation Monitoring Program. These findings shall be incorporated as part of the decision-maker’s
findings of fact, in response to AB-3180 and in compliance with the requirements of the Public Resources
Code. In accordance with the requirements of Section 21081(a) and 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code,
the City of Santa Fe Springs can make the following additional findings:

® A mitigation reporting or monitoring program will be required; and,

® An accountable enforcement agency or monitoring agency shall be identified for the mitigation
measures adopted as part of the decision-maker’s final determination.

A number of mitigation measures have been recommended as a means to reduce or eliminate potential
adverse environmental impacts to insignificant levels. AB-3180 requires that a monitoring and reporting
program be adopted for the recommended mitigation measures.

SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES

The Gabrielino-Kizh indicated that the project area is located within the Tribe’s ancestral territory.
However, the Tribe considers the area to be sensitive for cultural resources, and requests the following
mitigation measure be implemented:

Mitigation Measure No. 1 (Cultural Resources). The project Applicant will be required to obtain the
services of a qualified Native American Monitor during construction-related ground disturbance
activities. Ground disturbance is defined by the Tribal Representatives from the Gabrielefio Band of
Mission Indians, Kizh Nation as activities that include, but are not limited to, pavement removal,
potholing or auguring, boring, grading, excavation, and trenching, within the project area. The
monitor(s) must be approved by the tribal representatives and will be present on-site during the
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construction phases that involve any ground disturbing activities. The on-site monitoring shall end
when the project site grading and excavation activities are completed, or when the monitor has
indicated that the site has a low potential for archeological resources.

The analysis determined that the following mitigation measures would be required to address potentially
significant impacts with respect to hazardous materials:

Mitigation Measure No. 2 (Hazardous Materials). The project Applicant must retain the services of a
qualified professional to oversee the preparation of a Soil Management Plan (SMP) that will focus on
the handling, storage, and transport of potentially contaminated soils during grading and excavation
activities. The SMP will be reviewed and must be approved by the City of Santa Fe Springs and the
Southern California Regional Water Quality Control Board. The SMP must be approved by the city prior
to commencement of any removal of contaminated soils. The SMP mitigation will end once the project’s
construction activities commence.

Mitigation Measure No. 3 (Hazardous Materials). The project Applicant will be required obtain the
services of a qualified contractor to design and install proper ventilation in all enclosed spaces so as to
prevent the build-up of methane and carbon monoxide. All of the units must contain methane and
carbon dioxide (multi gas) monitors and alarms. All of the monitors must be maintained in good
working order. The monitors must be installed prior to the issuance of occupancy permits. The City will
make the determination as to the type of the vapor intrusion barrier that will be required and whether
it will use passive or active venting prior to the approval of the proposed project.

The Gabrielino-Kizh indicated that the project area is located within the Tribe’s ancestral territory.
However, the Tribe considers the area to be sensitive for cultural resources, and requests the following
mitigation measure be implemented:

Mitigation Measure No. 4 (Tribal Cultural Resources). The project Applicant will be required to obtain
the services of a qualified Native American Monitor during construction-related ground disturbance
activities. Ground disturbance is defined by the Tribal Representatives from the Gabrielefio Band of
Mission Indians, Kizh Nation as activities that include, but are not limited to, pavement removal,
auguring, boring, grading, excavation, and trenching, within the project area. The monitor(s) must be
approved by the tribal representatives and will be present on-site during the construction phases that
involve any ground disturbing activities. The on-site monitoring shall end when the project site grading
and excavation activities are completed, or when the monitor has indicated that the site has a low
potential for archeological resources.

MITIGATION MONITORING MATRIX

The monitoring and reporting for the mitigation measures, including the period for implementation,
monitoring agency, and the monitoring action, are identified in Table 1.
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Table 1
Mitigation Monitoring Program

Enforcement

Monitoring

end when the project site grading and excavation activities
are completed, or when the monitor has indicated that the
site has a low potential for archeological resources.

Measure e Phase Verification
Mitigation Measure No. 1 (Cultural Resources). The
project Applicant will be required to obtain the services of a
qualified Native American Monitor during construction-
related ground disturbance activities. Ground disturbance is City of Santa Fe During the
defined by the Tribal Representatives from the Gabrielefio ; ; 7
- . . . . Springs Planning project’s
Band of Mission Indians, Kizh Nation as activities that . Date:
. . . and Development construction
include, but are not limited to, pavement removal, potholing
. . . . . Department phase.
or auguring, boring, grading, excavation, and trenching, o o
within the project area. The monitor(s) must be approved . . Mitieation ends Name & Title:
by the tribal representatives and will be present on-site (The App .hcant s when % onstruction
during the construction phases that involve any ground responsible for is completed
disturbing activities. The on-site monitoring shall end when implementation) P ’
the project site grading and excavation activities are
completed, or when the monitor has indicated that the site
has a low potential for archeological resources
Mitigation Measure No. 2 (Hazardous Materials).
The project Applicant must retain the services of a qualified . .
professional to oversee the preparation of a Soil Clt}’ of Santa Fe Prlorot});:e start
Management Plan (SMP) that will focus on the handling, Springs Planning construc]’t’ion Date:
storage, and transport of potentially contaminated soils and Development related activities ’
during grading and excavation activities. The SMP will be Department A ’
reviewed and must be approved by the City of Santa Fe . e .
Springs and the Southern California Regional Water Quality The Appli i Mitigation epds at | Name & Title:
L (The Applicant is the completion of
Control Board. The SMP must be approved by the c1t¥ prior responsible for the construction
to commencement of any removal of contaminated soils. il .
. . o . implementation) phase.
The SMP mitigation will end once the project’s construction
activities commence.
Mitigation Measure No. 3 (Hazardous Materials).
The project Applicant will be required obtain the services of .
a qualified contractor to design and install proper Clt}’ of Santa Fe Prior to the
ventilation in all enclosed spaces so as to prevent the build- Springs Planning issuance of any Date:
up of methane and carbon monoxide. All of the units must and Development Building Permits '
contain methane and carbon dioxide (multi gas) monitors Department °
and alarms. All of the monitors must be maintained in good . Mitigation ends at | name & Title:
working order. The monitors must be installed prior to the (The Applicant is the completion of ’
issuanc.e ofloccupancy permits. The City vyill ma}ke the . responsible for the construction
detern}lnatlon as to the type of the. vapor 1ntru51(?n barrler. implementation) phase.
that will be required and whether it will use passive or active
venting prior to the approval of the proposed project.
Mitigation Measure No. 4 (Tribal Cultural
Resources) The project Applicant will be required to
obtain the services of a qualified Native American Monitor
during construction-related ground disturbance activities. City of Santa Fe Prior to the
Ground disturbanfe is defined l?y Fhe Tril?al Rep.resenta.tives Springs Planning issuance of any
from the Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians, Kizh Nation and Development Grading P ; Date:
as activities that include, but are not limited to, pavement rading Permts
. . . . Department °
removal, auguring, boring, grading, excavation, and o L
trenching, within the project area. The monitor(s) must be i ) Mitigation ends at | Name & Title:
approved by the tribal representatives and will be present (The App .hcant s the completlop of
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY
WAREHOUSE DEVELOPMENT

11401 GREENSTONE AVENUE
SANTA FE SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this traffic impact analysis is to evaluate the impacts on traffic circulation
system relating to the proposed operation of Greenstone Warehouse in the City of Santa
Fe Springs, California. The proposed project will be located on the west side of Greenstone
Avenue between Lakeland Road and Sunshine Avenue. The proposed project consists of
construction of a warehouse building with a total floor area of 144,411 square feet in gross
floor area (including a total of 9,000 square feet ancillary office uses).

The following are the key objectives of the study:

+ Documentation of existing 2021 traffic conditions in the vicinity of the site.

« Determination of Project Opening Year (2022) traffic conditions and level of
service (LOS) without and with the project.

» Determination of project related impacts to the circulation system, and

» Identification of mitigation measures to reduce any significant impacts to a level
of insignificance.

The study included evaluation of the following six key signalized intersections in the general
vicinity of the site:

+ Bloomfield Avenue and Florence Avenue (Signalized)
+ Bloomfield Avenue and Lakeland Road (Signalized)

+ Bloomfield Avenue and Imperial Highway (Signalized)
+ Shoemaker Avenue and Florence Avenue (Signalized)
+ Shoemaker Avenue and Lakeland Road (Signalized)

» Shoemaker Avenue and Imperial Highway (Signalized)

The proposed Greenstone Warehouse project is estimated to generate approximately 333
net one-way passenger car equivalent (PCE) trips per average weekday (167 inbound and
166 outbound). The average weekday net new peak hour PCE trips will be approximately
33 PCE trips during the AM peak hour (25 inbound and 8 outbound), and 36 PCE trips
during the PM peak hour (10 inbound and 26 outbound).
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Based on the results of the traffic impact analysis, the proposed Greenstone Warehouse
project would not significantly impact any of the key intersections analyzed in the
surrounding roadway system. The addition of project traffic will not increase the volume to
capacity (V/C) ratios at these intersections beyond the significance thresholds of project
related impacts as defined in the City’s Traffic Study Guidelines. Therefore, no off-site
mitigation measures would be necessary for the development of this project.

The project will provide two full-access driveways along the west side of Greenstone
Avenue. Traffic volume accessing the driveways by making left turns is expected to be low
and is not expected to cause any significant on-street delays or long queues. Adequate
sight distance is available from the driveways along both directions on Greenstone Avenue.

A total of 205 parking space will be provided on-site for the proposed Greenstone
Warehouse project in accordance with the parking code requirements of the City of Santa
Fe Springs. The project’s parking supply will adequately satisfy the City’s parking
requirement of 192 spaces per code.
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY

WAREHOUSE DEVEOPMENT
11401 GREENSTONE AVENUE

SANTA FE SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this traffic impact analysis is to evaluate the impacts on traffic circulation
system due to the proposed operation of Greenstone Warehouse in the City of Santa Fe
Springs, California. The proposed project will be located on the west side of Greenstone
Avenue between Lakeland Road and Sunshine Avenue. The proposed project consists of
construction of a warehouse building with a total floor area of 144,411 square feet, including
9,000 square feet for ancillary office uses.

The following are the key objectives identified for this study:

+ Documentation of existing 2021 traffic conditions in the vicinity of the site.
= Determination of Project Opening Year (2022) traffic conditions and level of
service (LOS) without and with the project.

» Determination of project related impacts to the circulation system, and
» |dentification of mitigation measures to reduce any significant impacts to a level

of insignificance.

The report provides data regarding existing operational characteristics of traffic in the
general vicinity of the project, as well as an analysis of the proposed project’s impacts to
these existing and anticipated future traffic conditions. The report identifies and quantifies
the impacts at key intersections and attempts to address the most appropriate and
reasonable mitigation strategies at any impacted intersections which are identified to be
operating at a deficient level of service.

This report investigates existing 2021 and anticipated future 2022 opening year traffic
operating conditions. The study has been prepared per City of Santa Fe Springs’s latest
Traffic Impact Study Guidelines.

Greenstone Avenue Warehouse Project: Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Report Page 1
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REPORT METHODOLOGY

STUDY APPROACH

This report approaches the task of identifying and quantifying the anticipated impacts to
the circulation system with a structured, “building block” methodology. The first step is to
inventory and quantify existing conditions. Upon this foundation of fact, a travel forecast
model, based on physical and operational characteristics of road network and manual
observation of peak hour traffic movements, is structured for the entire project area and
calibrated manually, by adjusting any traffic flow inconsistency, to produce reliable output,
verifiable with the existing data. With the project traffic calculated and distributed onto the
study area, at the anticipated opening year of the project in 2022, the travel forecast
methodology is utilized to assess the project’s traffic impacts at that time. The methodology
utilizes a growth factor for traffic based upon regional guidelines, any other projects in the
project vicinity, as well as the traffic anticipated to be introduced from the proposed project
to produce the travel forecast and level-of-service data for the future target year.

The trip generation estimate is based on the 10™ edition of Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE)'s “Trip Generation” manual. Research and interviews have been
conducted with local and regional agencies in order to identify and characterize the most
probable trip distribution patterns within the study area.

Project impacts are identified for the future year 2022 conditions. At those intersections
operating deficiently (e.g., at a level worse than LOS D) and significantly impacted by the
proposed project, a mitigation measure is identified and applied, and a before-and-after
mitigation analysis conducted.

LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA

Roadway operations and the relationship between capacity and traffic volumes are
generally expressed in terms of levels of service (LOS). Levels of service are defined as
LOS A through F. These levels recognize that, while an absolute limit exists as to the
amount of traffic traveling through a given intersection (the absolute capacity), the
conditions that motorists experience deteriorate rapidly as traffic approaches the absolute
capacity. Under such conditions, congestion as well as delay is experienced. There is
generally instability in the traffic flow, which means that relatively small incidents (e.g.,
momentary engine stall) can cause considerable fluctuations in speeds and delays. This
near-capacity situation is labeled LOS E. Beyond LOS E, capacity is exceeded, and arriving
traffic will exceed the ability of the intersection to accommodate it. An upstream queue will
form and continue to expand in length until the demand volume reduces.

A complete description of the meaning of level of service can be found in the Highway
Research Board’s Special Report 209 titled Highway Capacity Manual. The manual
establishes the definitions for levels of service A through F. Brief descriptions of the six
levels of service, as extracted from the manual, are listed in Table 1. The thresholds of
level of service for signalized and unsignalized intersections are shown in Table 2.
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LOS D is the minimum threshold at all key intersections in the urbanized areas. The traffic
study guidelines require that traffic mitigation measures be identified to provide for
operations at the minimum threshold levels.

For the study area intersections, the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) procedure has
been utilized to determine intersection levels of service. Levels of service are presented for
the entire intersection, consistent with the local and regional agency policies.

While the level of service concept and analysis methodology provides an indication of the
performance of the entire intersection, the single letter grade A through F cannot describe
specific operational deficiencies at intersections. Progression, queue formation, and left
turn storage are examples of the operational issues that affect the performance of an
intersection, but do not factor into the strict calculation of level of service. However, it
provides a volume to capacity (V/C) ratio that is more meaningful when identifying a
project’s impact and developing mitigation measures. Therefore, this V/C ratio information
is included in describing an intersection’s operational performance under various
scenarios.
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TABLE 1
LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS

LOS

Description

No approach phase is fully utilized by traffic and no vehicle waits
longer than one red indication. Typically, the approach appears quite
open, turns are made easily and nearly all drivers find freedom of

operation.

This service level represents stable operation, where an occasional
approach phase is fully utilized and a substantial number are
approaching full use. Many drivers begin to feel restricted within

platoons of vehicles.

This level still represents stable operating conditions. Occasionally,
drivers have to wait through more than one red signal indication, and
backups may develop behind turning vehicles. Most drivers feel

somewhat restricted.

This level encompasses a zone of increasing restriction approaching
instability at the intersection. Delays to approaching vehicles may be
substantial during short peaks within the peak period; however,

enough cycles with lower demand occur to permit periodic clearance

of developing queues, thus preventing excessive backups.

Capacity occurs at the upper end of this service level. It represents
the most vehicles that any particular intersection can accommodate.
Full utilization of every signal cycle is seldom attained no matter how

great the demand.

This level describes forced flow operations at low speeds, where
volumes exceed capacity. These conditions usually result from
queues of vehicles backing up from restriction downstream. Speeds
are reduced substantially and stoppages may occur for short or long
periods of time due to congestion. In the extreme case, both speed

and volume can drop to zero.
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TABLE 2

LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA
Two-Way or All-Way Stop . . . .
Level of | Controlled Intersection Signalized Intersectlo_n Volume to CaPaCIty
Service | Average Delay per Vehicle Average Delay per Vehicle (V/IC) Ratio
(sec{) (sec)

A 0-10 <or=10 0-0.60

B >10-15 >10-20 >0.60-0.70

C >15-25 >20-35 >0.70-0.80

D >25-35 >35-55 >0.80-0.90

E > 35-50 > 55-80 >0.90-1.00

> 80 or a V/C ratio equal to
F > 50 or greater than 1.0 >1.00

EXISTING ROADWAY SYSTEM AND TRAFFIC VOLUMES

EXISTING CIRCULATION NETWORK

In order to assess future operating conditions both with and without the proposed project,
existing traffic conditions within the study area were evaluated.

Figure 1, Vicinity Map, illustrates the existing circulation network within the study area as
well as the location of the proposed project.

Figure 2 shows an aerial view of the circulation network. Major north-south regional access
to the site is provided by Bloomfield Avenue and Shoemaker Avenue. Major east-west
regional access is provided by Florence Avenue, Lakeland Road and Imperial Highway.
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FIGURE 1
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FIGURE 2
AERIAL VIEW OF CIRCULAR NETWORK
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The project will provide two full-access driveways on Greenstone Avenue for both cars and
trucks. The following paragraphs provide a brief description of the existing roadways which
comprise the circulation network of the study area, providing the majority of both regional
and local access to the project.

BLOOMFIELD AVENUE. Bloomfield Avenue is a major north-south major arterial highway
with two travel lanes in each direction. The street is approximately 84 to 90 feet wide and
posted with a speed limit of 40 miles per hour. Directional travels are separated by either
raised median or a 2-way turn lane along the center of the street. The intersections of
Bloomfield Avenue at Florence Avenue, Lakeland Road and Imperial Highway are
signalized. Parking is not permitted along the sides of the street. The average daily volume
on Bloomfield Avenue is approximately 17,610 vehicles per day (assuming PM peak hour
volume counted on Bloomfield Avenue represents approximately 10% of its average daily
traffic volume).

GREENSTONE AVENUE. Greenstone Avenue is a north-south local street with one travel
lane in each direction. The street is approximately 64 feet wide and posted with a speed
limit of 35 miles per hour. Directional travels are separated by a yellow line along the center
of the street. Parking is permitted along the sides of the street.

SHOEMAKER AVENUE. Shoemaker Avenue is a north-south secondary arterial highway
per the City’s Circulation Element of General Plan with two travel lanes in each direction.
The street is approximately 84 feet wide and posted with a speed limit of 45 miles per hour
in the vicinity of the project site. Directional travels are separated by a yellow line along the
center of the street. The intersections of Shoemaker Avenue at Florence Avenue, Lakeland
Road and Imperial Highway are signalized. Parking is permitted along the sides of the
street. The average daily volume on Shoemaker Avenue is approximately 11,460 vehicles
per day (assuming PM peak hour volume counted on Shoemaker Avenue represents
approximately 10% of its average daily traffic volume).

FLORENCE AVENUE. Florence Avenue is a major east-west arterial street with two travel
lanes in each direction plus left turn lanes at major intersections. Directional travel is
separated by raised median islands along the center. The street is approximately 80 feet
wide and posted with a speed limit of 40 miles per hour. Parking is not permitted along the
sides of the street. The average daily volume on Florence Avenue is approximately 23,830
vehicles per day (assuming PM peak hour volume counted on Florence Avenue represents
approximately 10% of its average daily traffic volume).

LAKELAND ROAD. Lakeland Road is a north-south secondary arterial highway with one
travel lane in each direction. Directional travel is separated by a 2-way turn lane along the
center of the street. The street is approximately 64 feet wide and posted with a speed limit
of 40 miles per hour. Parking is partially permitted along the sides of the street. The average
daily volume on Lakeland Road is approximately 7,000 vehicles per day (assuming PM
peak hour volume counted on Lakeland Road represents approximately 10% of its average
daily traffic volume).
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IMPERIAL HIGHWAY. Imperial Highway is a major east-west arterial street with three
travel lanes in each direction plus turn lanes at major intersections. Directional travel is
separated by raised median islands along the center. The street is approximately 84 feet
wide and posted with a speed limit of 45 miles per hour. Parking is not permitted along the
sides of the street. The average daily volume on Imperial Highway is approximately 26,860
vehicles per day (assuming PM peak hour volume counted on Imperial Highway represents
approximately 10% of its average daily traffic volume).

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES

For the purpose of evaluating existing operating conditions as well as future operating
conditions with and without the proposed project, the study area was carefully selected in
accordance with local traffic study guidelines. Manual turning movement counts for the
selected intersections were collected in the field for the morning and evening peak periods
during the month of April 2021. The intersections were counted during the peak hours of
7:00 to 9:00 AM and 4:00 to 6:00 PM on a typical weekday (Tuesday, Wednesday or
Thursday) in a non-holiday week. It was determined that the following six (6) key signalized
intersections would be analyzed in the study:

+ Bloomfield Avenue and Florence Avenue (Signalized)
+ Bloomfield Avenue and Lakeland Road (Signalized)

+ Bloomfield Avenue and Imperial Highway (Signalized)
» Shoemaker Avenue and Florence Avenue (Signalized)
» Shoemaker Avenue and Lakeland Road (Signalized)

« Shoemaker Avenue and Imperial Highway (Signalized)

Existing lane configurations at the key intersections are shown in Figure 3.

Existing turning movement counts for AM and PM peak hour conditions are shown in
Figure 4. Detailed turning movement counts are included in the Technical Appendix of this
report.
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EXISTING 2021 TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

Year 2021 existing traffic conditions were evaluated using the Intersection Capacity
Utilization (ICU) method of level of service (LOS) analysis for signalized intersections.
Table 3 presents existing condition intersection level of service (LOS) analysis summary.

Detailed calculations relating to the study intersections are included in the Technical
Appendix of this report.

Based on the results of this analysis, all 6 of the 6 study intersections are operating at an
acceptable level of service (i.e., LOS D or better) during the AM and PM peak hours, as
shown in Table 3.
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FIGURE 3
EXISTING LANE CONFIGURATION AT KEY INTERSECTIONS
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FIGURE 4

EXISTING 2021 PEAK HOUR TRIPS AT KEY INTERSECTIONS
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TABLE 3

EXISTING (2021) LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY

Control Peak Existing (2021) Conditions
# | Intersection T H
ype our LOS V/C Ratio

Bloomfield Ave & ) AM B 0.690
1 Signal

Florence Ave PM C 0.790

Bloomfield Ave & ) AM A 0.410
2 Signal

Lakeland Rd PM A 0.555

Bloomfield Ave & ) AM A 0.600
3 . Signal

Imperial Hwy PM B 0.676

Shoemaker Ave & ) AM A 0.591
4 Signal

Florence Ave PM B 0.660

Shoemaker Ave & ) AM A 0.323
5 Signal

Lakeland Rd PM A 0.411

Shoemaker Ave & ) AM A 0.590
6 ) Signal

Imperial Hwy PM B 0.606
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OPENING YEAR 2022 PRE-PROJECT CONDITIONS

A 1.0 percent per year annual traffic growth rate was applied to existing traffic volumes to
create a 2020 base condition (i.e., a factor of 1.02 was applied to 2021 volumes to obtain
2022 base traffic volumes due to ambient growth). This annual traffic growth rate accounts
for the population growth within the study area and traffic from any other projects to be
developed in the study area.

Per City’s records, there are six (6) other related projects located within the one and one-
half mile radius of the project that will contribute to cumulative traffic volumes with the
development of this project.

The locations of these related projects are shown in Figure 5.

Trip generation estimates for these related projects were developed by using nationally
recognized and recommended rates contained in “Trip Generation” manual, 10th edition,
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). ITE also provides information
on percentage of truck traffic associated with warehouse/storage land use. For warehouse
uses, vehicle trips were calculated in terms of passenger car equivalents (PCE) by using
vehicle mix percentages provided for warehouse uses in the City of Fontana’s “Truck Trip
Generation Study”, August 2003. A truck trip is generally equivalent to 2 or 3 passenger
car trips depending on the type of trucks. Accordingly, a 2.0 factor was applied to the
number of 2-axle and 3-axle truck trips and a 3.0 factor was applied to the number of 4+-

axle truck trips to estimate passenger car equivalent (PCE) trips generated by the trucks.

Table 4 shows a summary of trip generation estimates for the related projects. It is
estimated that the related projects will generate approximately 333 PCE trips per average
day (167 inbound and 166 outbound). The average weekday net new peak hour trips will
be approximately 33 PCE trips during the AM peak hour (25 inbound and 8 outbound), and
36 PCE trips during the PM peak hour (10 inbound and 26 outbound).

Figure 5 also shows the related projects’ locations and trips distributed at the study
intersections.

The peak hour traffic volumes from the related projects were added to existing traffic
volumes with ambient growth at the study intersections to represent a 2022 pre-project
traffic condition for the AM and PM peak hours. Figure 6 shows future 2022 pre-project
traffic volumes at the study intersections.

This pre-project traffic condition was evaluated using the Intersection Capacity Utilization
(ICU) method of level of service (LOS) analysis for signalized intersections. The LOS and
V/C ratios for the study intersections under 2022 pre-project conditions (without project) are
shown in Table 5. Detailed calculations relating to the study intersections are included in
the Technical Appendix of this report.

Greenstone Avenue Warehouse Project: Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Report Page 14
April 2021



FIGURE 5
RELATED PROJECT LOCATIONS AND DISTRIBUTION OF PEAK HOUR TRIPS
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TABLE 4

CUMULATIVE PLANNED PROJECT TRIP GENERATION

Land Trip Generation Rate Average Traffic Volume
Use Size & | Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily [ AM Peak Hour [ AM Peak Hour
(ITE Code)| Unit | Total | Total | %IN [%0UT| Total | %IN |%0UT| Total | IN [ouT|Total| IN [ouT]Total
Related Project 1:Amazon Last Mile Facility @ 11811 - 11831 Florence Ave Industrial 287,199 sf Industrial
W/H 287.20
/Hse 1.74 | 017 | 77% | 23% | 0.19 | 27% | 73% | 500 | 38 | 11 | 49 | 15 | 40 | 55
(150) KSF
Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) Trips: 663 | 50 [ 15 [ 65 | 19 | 53 | 72
Related Project 2: BreitbumOperating L.P. @ 12405 Telegraph Rd - 302,121 sf Industrial
W/Hse 302.12 1.74 1 017 | 77% | 23% | 0.19 | 27% | 73% | 526 | 39 | 12 ( 51 | 15 | 42 | 57
(150) KSF
Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) Trips: 698 | 52 [ 16 | 68 | 20 | 56 | 76
Related Project 3: JSF Management, LLC @ 11212 Norwalk Blvd - 128,896 sf Industrial
W/H 128.896
/Hse 1.74 | 0.17 | 77% | 23% | 0.19 | 27% | 73% | 224 | 17 5 22 6 18 | 24
(150) KSF
Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) Trips: 298 | 22 7 (29| 8 [ 24| 33
Related Project 4: PPF Industrial, LLC @ SE/C of Telegraph Rd. & Bloomfield Ave. - 178,627 sf Industrial
W/H 178.63
/Hse 1.74 | 0.17 | 77% | 23% | 0.19 | 27% | 73% | 311 | 23 7 30 9 25 | 34
(150) KSF
Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) Trips: 413 | 31 9 |40 | 12 | 33 | 45
Related Project 5: Sonic @ 10712 Laurel Ave - 7,822 sf Commercial
comm | 782 3735 0.94 | 62% | 38% | 3.81 | 48% | 52% | 292 | 4 | 3| 7 | 14| 16 | 30
(820) KSF
Related Project 6: Storm Properties @ S/W corner of Carmenita Rd & Lakeland Rd - Multi-family 128-units
T.Home | 128 | ;55| 0.46 | 23% | 77% | 0.56 | 63% | 37% | 937 | 14 | 45 | 59 | 45 | 27 | 72
(220) DU
Related Project 7: WDI Site @ 9951 Greenleaf Ave - 213,956 sf Industrial
W/Hse 213.96 1.74 1 017 | 77% | 23% | 0.19 | 27% | 73% | 372 | 28 8 36 | 11 | 30 | 41
(150) KSF
Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) Trips: 494 | 37 | 11 | 48 | 15 | 40 | 54
Total Trips in PCE | 3795 | 210 106 | 316 | 134 | 248 382
Note: All rates are average rates. For warehouse uses, vehicle mix percentages were taken from City of

Fontana's "Truck Trip Generation Study", August 2003 and truck trips were converted into passenger

car equivalent (PCE) trips using PCE factors, i.e., one 2-axle or 3-axle truck trip = 2 passenger car trips,
and one 4+-axle truck trip = 3 passenger car trips.

[Ref: Institute of Transportation Engineer's (ITE) "Trip Generation", 10th Edition, 2017]
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FIGURE 6

FUTURE 2020 PRE-PROJECT PEAK HOUR TRIPS
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TABLE 5
2022 PRE-PROJECT FUTURE CONDITIONS LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY

2022 Pre-Project Future
) Control Peak Conditions
# | Intersection
Type Hour
LOS V/C Ratio

Bloomfield Ave & . AM B 0.704
1 Signal

Florence Ave PM D 0.813

Bloomfield Ave & . AM A 0.415
2 Signal

Lakeland Rd PM A 0.566

Bloomfield Ave & . AM B 0.613
3 , Signal

Imperial Hwy PM B 0.690

Shoemaker Ave & . AM B 0.607
4 Signal

Florence Ave PM B 0.677

Shoemaker Ave & ) AM A 0.326
5 Signal

Lakeland Rd PM A 0.416

Shoemaker Ave & ) AM A 0.598
6 ) Signal

Imperial Hwy PM B 0.612

As the results indicate, all of the 6 study intersections will continue to operate at an
acceptable level of service (i.e., LOS D or better) during the AM and PM peak hours.
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PROPOSED PROJECT

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The purpose of this traffic impact analysis is to evaluate the impacts on traffic circulation
system due to the proposed operation of Greenstone Warehouse in the City of Santa Fe
Springs, California. The proposed project will be located on the west side of Greenstone
Avenue between Lakeland Road and Sunshine Avenue. The proposed project consists of
construction of a warehouse building with a total floor area of 144,411 square feet in gross
floor area (including a total of 9,000 square feet ancillary office uses).

Adequate parking spaces will be provided on-site for the proposed Greenstone Warehouse
project in accordance with the parking code requirements of the City of Santa Fe Springs.
Surface parking will consist of a total of 205 marked parking spaces.

Figure 7 shows the proposed site plan for the project.
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FIGURE 7
PROJECT SITE PLAN
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PROJECT TRIP GENERATION

In order to accurately assess future traffic conditions with the proposed project, trip
generation estimates were developed for the project. Trip generation rates for the project
are based on the nationally recognized recommendations contained in “Trip Generation”
manual, 10th edition, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). ITE also
provides information on percentage of truck traffic associated with warehouse/storage land
use. The vehicle-mix percentages provided for heavy warehouse use in the City of
Fontana’s “Truck Trip Generation Study”, August 2003, were used to determine the number
of various types of truck trips to be generated. A truck trip is generally equivalent to 2 or 3
passenger car trips depending on the type of trucks. Accordingly, a 2.0 factor was applied
to the number of 2-axle and 3-axle truck trips and a 3.0 factor was applied to the number
of 4+-axle truck trips to estimate passenger car equivalent (PCE) trips generated by the

trucks.

Table 6 shows a summary of trip generation estimates for the project. It is estimated that
the project will generate approximately 333 net one-way PCE trips per average day (167
inbound and 166 outbound). The average weekday net new peak hour PCE trips will be
approximately 33 trips during the AM peak hour (25 inbound and 8 outbound), and 36 trips
during the PM peak hour (10 inbound and 26 outbound).

TRIP DISTRIBUTION AND ASSIGNMENT

Arrival and departure distribution patterns for project-generated traffic were estimated
based upon a review of circulation patterns within the study area network and regional
traffic generation and attraction characteristics.

Figure 8 depicts the regional trip distribution percentages to and from the site.

Figure 9 depicts project traffic volumes at key circulation locations during the AM and PM
peak hours.
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TABLE 6
TRIP GENERATION BY GREENSTONE WAREHOUSE

ITE Trip Generation Rate’ Average Traffic Volume
Code/ | size & | Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily | AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour
land Use | Unit | Total | Total | %IN [%0UT]| Total | %IN [%0UT| Total | IN [ouT|[Total| IN [ouT]Total
Total Vehicle Trip Generation

W/Hse |144.41
/ 174 1 017 | 77% | 23% | 0.19 | 27% | 73% | 251 | 19 | 6 | 25 | 7 | 20 | 27
(150) KSF
Vehicle Mix” and Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) Trips
Vehicle Trips PCE Trips
Vehicle .
Mix Trip % Daily AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Daily | AM Peak Hour | PM Peak Hour
Total| IN | OUT |Total| IN | OUT | Total | Total | IN |OUT |Total| IN |OUT |Total
Car
— 79.57%| 200 | 15 4 19 5 16 21 | 200 | 15| 5 | 20| 6 | 16 | 22
2-axle
Truck | 3.46% | 9 1 0 1 1 1 2 17 1 1 2 0 1 1
(PCE=2.0)
3-axle
Truck | 4.64% | 11 1 1 2 0 1 1 23 2 0 2 1 2 3
(PCE=2.0)
4-axle
Truck [12.33%| 31 2 1 3 1 2 3 93 7 2 9 3 7 | 10
(PCE=3.0)
TOTAL TRIPS IN PCE: 333 | 25| 8 [ 33| 10| 26 | 36
Note: All trip rates are average rates per Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE)’s publication manual
“Trip Generation”, 10th Edition, 2017.
! Trip rates for Warehouse (ITE Code 150) from Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), “Trip
Generation” manual, 10th Edition, 2017
2 Vehicle mix percentages for Heavy Warehouse (ITE Code 150) from the City of Fontana, "Truck
Trip Generation Study", August 2003
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FIGURE 8

PERCENTAGES OF PROJECT RELATED TRIP DISTRIBUTION
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FIGURE 9

DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECT RELATED PEAK HOUR TRIPS
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2022 CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS WITH PROJECT TRAFFIC

2022 POST-PROJECT CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC VOLUMES WITH PROJECT

The 2021 cumulative post-project traffic volumes were estimated by adding project related
traffic volumes to the 2022 pre-project traffic volumes with 1.0% per year ambient growth
and related project traffic. Figure 10 shows Year 2020 post-project cumulative volumes for
AM and PM peak hours.

Year 2022 post-project cumulative (i.e., existing plus ambient traffic plus related project plus
project traffic) conditions were evaluated using the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU)
method of level of service (LOS) analysis for signalized intersections. The LOS and V/C
ratios for the study intersections under 2022 post-project cumulative conditions (with project)
are summarized in Table 7. Detailed calculations relating to the study intersections are
included in the Technical Appendix of this report.

The results indicate that, all of the 6 study intersections will continue to operate at an
acceptable level of service (LOS) D or better (i.e., within the range of acceptable thresholds
of LOS A through D) during the AM and PM peak hours under future cumulative traffic
conditions with the project.
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FIGURE 10
FUTURE 2022 POST-PROJECT CUMULATIVE PEAK HOUR TRIPS
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TABLE 7
2022 FUTURE WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY

2022 Future with Project
: Control | Peak Conditions
# | Intersection
Type Hour
LOS V/C Ratio

Bloomfield Ave & ) AM C 0.706
1 Signal

Florence Ave PM D 0.816

Bloomfield Ave & ) AM A 0.420
2 Signal

Lakeland Rd PM A 0.566

Bloomfield Ave & . AM B 0.616
3 ) Signal

Imperial Hwy PM B 0.691

Shoemaker Ave & ) AM B 0.608
4 Signal

Florence Ave PM B 0.677

Shoemaker Ave & . AM A 0.327
5 Signal

Lakeland Rd PM A 0.416

Shoemaker Ave & ) AM A 0.599
6 ) Signal

Imperial Hwy PM B 0.613
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PROJECT IMPACT AND MITIGATION MEAUSURES

As indicated in the previous section, all of the 6 study intersections will continue to operate
at an acceptable level of service (LOS) D or better (i.e., within the range of acceptable
thresholds of LOS A through D) during the AM and PM peak hours under future cumulative
traffic conditions with the project.

The project’s off-site traffic impact would not be considered significant at any of these
intersections based on volume to capacity ratio and level of service expected after the
project. A project’s impact on the circulation system is determined by comparing the level
of service (LOS) and V/C ratios at key intersections under the future pre-project conditions
and future post-project conditions. A LOS level D or better is acceptable for urban area
intersections. A level of service worse than D (i.e., LOS E or F) is considered deficient and
unacceptable. A project’s traffic impact is determined to be significant if the increase in V/C
ratio is 0.04 or more at LOS C, or 0.02 or more at LOS D, or 0.01 or more at LOS E and F.

The LOS, V/C ratio (or ICU) for the study intersections under 2022 cumulative conditions
(with project as well as without project) are summarized in Table 8 to compare Project’s
traffic impact at key intersections.

TABLE 8
2022 FUTURE WITH AND WITHOUT PROJECT LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY

2022 Pre-Project | 2022 Future with
. Control | Peak Fut_u o Pro;:e_ct
# | Intersection Type Hour Conditions Conditions Increase
Los | ¢ | LOs | vicRatio | in V/C by
atio Project
1 Bloomfield Ave & Signal AM B 0.704 C 0.706 0.002
Florence Ave PM D 0.813 D 0.816 0.003
5 Bloomfield Ave & Signal AM A 0.415 A 0.420 0.005
Lakeland Rd PM A 0.566 A 0.566 0.000
3 Bloomfield Ave & Signal AM B 0.613 B 0.616 0.003
Imperial Hwy PM B 0.690 B 0.691 0.001
4 Shoemaker Ave & Signal AM B 0.607 B 0.608 0.001
Florence Ave PM B 0.677 B 0.677 0.000
s Shoemaker Ave & Signal AM A 0.326 A 0.327 0.001
Lakeland Rd PM A 0.416 A 0.416 0.000
6 Shoemaker Ave & Signal AM A 0.598 A 0.599 0.001
Imperial Hwy PM B 0.612 B 0.613 0.001

As the above results indicate, the increases in V/C ratio by project traffic would not exceed
the significance thresholds of project-related impacts. Therefore, the project is not expected
to significantly impact traffic conditions at any of the key intersections in the vicinity.
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Since the project’s traffic impacts would not be significant at any of the off-site intersections,
no off-site mitigation measures would be necessary for the development of this project.

SITE ACCESS ANALYSIS

The project will provide two full-access driveways along the east side of Greenstone
Avenue. A maximum of 19 vehicles (passenger car equivalent) will enter the site during the
peak hour through the driveways on Greenstone Avenue from the north by making a right-
turn movement. A maximum of 20 vehicles (passenger car equivalent) will exit the site
during the peak hour through the driveways to travel north by making a left-turn movement.
This low volume of traffic is not expected to cause any significant on-street delays or long
queues.

Adequate sight distance is available from the driveways along both directions on
Greenstone Avenue.
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PARKING DEMAND ANALYSIS

Adequate parking spaces will be provided on-site for the proposed Greenstone Warehouse
project in accordance with the parking code requirements of the City of Santa Fe Springs.

The City’s parking code requires 1 parking space per 500 square feet of warehouse
facilities up to 20,000 square feet of floor area, 1 space per 750 square feet of warehouse
facilities for 20,000 — 100,000 square feet of floor area, and 1 parking space per 1,000
square feet for the floor area beyond 100,000 square feet. For office uses, the code
requires 1 parking space per 250 square feet; however, it applies only when office square
feet exceed 15% of the total warehouse square feet. Therefore, the total parking
requirement for the project will be 192 parking spaces [i.e., 20,000 / 500 + (100,000 -
20,000) / 750 + (144,411 - 100,000) / 1,000 = 40 + 107 + 45 = 192]. In addition, for trailer
parking, the City requires 1 space (12'x53’) per 4 dock doors. Therefore, for the buildings’
16 dock doors, 4 additional spaces (12’x53’) will be required for trailer parking.

The project’s site plan shows that surface parking will consist of a total of 205 marked
parking spaces to be provided in the rear sides of the warehouse building, in addition to
four (4) 12'x53’ trailer parking spaces. Therefore, the project’s parking requirement will be
adequately satisfied.
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CONCLUSION

Based on the results of the traffic impact analysis, the proposed Greenstone Warehouse
project would not significantly impact any of the key intersections analyzed in the
surrounding roadway system. The addition of project traffic will not increase the volume to
capacity (V/C) ratios at these intersections beyond the significance thresholds of project
related impacts as defined in the City’s Traffic Study Guidelines. Therefore, no off-site
mitigation measures would be necessary for the development of this project.

The project will provide a full-access driveway along the east side of Greenstone Avenue.
Traffic volume accessing the driveways by making left turns is expected to be low and is
not expected to cause any significant on-street delays or long queues. Adequate sight
distance is available from the driveways along both direction on Greenstone Avenue.

A total of 205 parking space, including a total of four (4) 12'x53’ trailer parking spaces, will
be provided on-site for the proposed Greenstone Warehouse project in accordance with
the parking code requirements of the City of Santa Fe Springs. The project’s parking supply
will adequately satisfy the City’s parking requirement of 192 spaces per code.
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APPENDIX A

TRAFFIC COUNTS



CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Bloomfield_Florence
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/6/2021
PageNo :1
Groups Printed- Vehicles
Bloomfield Ave Florence Ave Bloomfield Ave Florence Ave
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru| Right Left|  Thru| Right Left| Thru| Right Left| Thru| Right| Int Tota |
07:00 AM 10 81 17 27 191 4 11 76 9 26 155 56 663
07:15 AM 9 101 30 34 227 9 12 106 13 34 178 45 798
07:30 AM 9 90 36 34 246 24 12 89 15 35 185 36 811
07:45 AM 2 132 42 25 232 16 14 143 16 38 191 44 895
Total 30 404 125 120 896 53 49 414 53 133 709 181 3167
08:00 AM 7 106 34 37 227 16 12 90 16 36 163 30 774
08:15 AM 12 93 29 23 185 7 19 100 14 33 155 28 698
08:30 AM 10 91 37 22 199 8 4 81 29 22 170 23 696
08:45 AM 10 112 26 17 221 5 25 116 22 26 151 20 751
Tota 39 402 126 99 832 36 60 387 81 117 639 101 2919
04:00 PM 12 153 36 16 220 7 12 136 35 40 215 23 905
04:15 PM 11 141 43 12 201 10 21 124 29 48 239 40 919
04:30 PM 18 154 32 47 252 16 21 147 49 45 232 66 1079
04:45 PM 7 140 30 39 166 10 30 145 64 42 253 54 980
Total 48 588 141 114 839 43 84 552 177 175 939 183 3883
05:00 PM 16 169 42 37 215 12 13 153 41 43 236 24 1001
05:15 PM 10 141 51 25 195 11 17 142 37 36 270 18 953
05:30 PM 5 111 31 35 203 9 14 112 36 35 228 18 837
05:45 PM 7 103 43 15 167 12 14 132 34 48 276 18 869
Total 38 524 167 112 780 14 58 539 148 162 1010 78 3660
Grand Total 155 1918 559 445 3347 176 251 1892 459 587 3297 543 13629
Apprch % 59 729 21.2 11.2 84.3 4.4 9.6 727 17.6 13.3 745 12.3
Total % 11 14.1 4.1 33 24.6 13 18 13.9 34 4.3 24.2 4




CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Bloomfield_Florence
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/6/2021

Page No :2
Bloomfield Ave Florence Ave Bloomfield Ave Florence Ave
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound

Start Time Lefft\ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left\ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left\ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left\ Thru \ Right \ App. Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15 AM

07:15AM 9 101 30 140 34 227 9 270 12 106 13 131 34 178 45 257 798
07:30 AM 9 90 36 135 34 246 24 304 12 89 15 116 35 185 36 256 811
07:45 AM 2 132 42 176 25 232 16 273 14 143 16 173 38 191 44 273 895
08:00 AM 7 106 34 147 37 227 16 280 12 90 16 118 36 163 30 229 774
Total Volume 27 429 142 598 130 932 65 1127 50 428 60 538 143 717 155 1015 3278

% App. Total 45 717 237 115 827 5.8 93 796 112 141 706 153
PHF | 750 .813  .845 849 | 878 947 677 927 | 893 748 938 J77 |1 941 938 861 .929 .916

Bloomfield Ave
Out | Total

n
636 598 1234

]
[ 142[ a20] 27|

Tl?ht Thlru Le[t'

Peak Hour Data

Total
no

1015 2139

North

Peak Hour Begins at 07:15 AM
Vehicles

Florence Ave
In

yo1  nuyL 1ufg;
(08T _[286 [59 ]

[ 155] 717[ 143]
‘Rj;hI Tllru LeLﬁ’

Out
1124

[elol

TE6T LCTT 08
u|
SAY 90UB10|4

Thru _Right
[ a28] 60
]

538] [ 1252]
Out In Total
Bloomfield Ave
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CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Bloomfield_Florence
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/6/2021
PageNo :3
Bloomfield Ave Florence Ave Bloomfield Ave Florence Ave
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time | Left| Thru | Right | App.Tod | Left | Thru | Right | App.Tord | Left| Thru| Right | App.Tor | Left | Thru | Right | App.To | Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:30 PM
04:30 PM 18 154 32 204 a7 252 16 315 21 147 49 217 45 232 66 343 1079
04:45 PM 7 140 30 177 39 166 10 215 30 145 64 239 42 253 54 349 980
05:00 PM 16 169 42 227 37 215 12 264 13 153 41 207 43 236 24 303 1001
05:15 PM 10 141 51 202 25 195 11 231 17 142 37 196 36 270 18 324 953
Total Volume 51 604 155 810 148 828 49 1025 81 587 191 859 166 991 162 1319 4013
% App. Total 6.3 746 19.1 144 80.8 4.8 94 683 22.2 12.6 75.1 12.3
PHF .708 .893 .760 .892 787 .821 .766 .813 .675 .959 .746 .899 .922 .918 .614 .945 .930

Out |

Bloomfield Ave

Total

Total
2383

In

1064 1319

Florence Ave

[_162] 9o1] 166]
Ti?ht Thiru LeLft'

Out

n
802 810 1612

Peak Hour Data

North

Peak Hour Begins at 04:30 PM
Vehicles

no

b
[828 [6V |

ya
svT
elol

nJEL
8¢8
8G¢¢ G20t €eCT
uj
SAY 89U3.0|H

Left Thru Right
L]
[ 914] [ 859] [ 1773]
Out In Total

Bloomfield Ave




CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Bloomfield_Lakeland
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/6/2021
PageNo :1
Groups Printed- Vehicles
Bloomfield Ave Lakeland Rd Bloomfield Ave Lakeland Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru| Right Left|  Thru| Right Left| Thru| Right Left| Thru| Right| Int Tota |
07:00 AM 22 120 23 9 25 4 12 91 11 10 27 13 367
07:15 AM 26 135 19 8 22 7 21 103 5 16 38 26 426
07:30 AM 25 148 12 2 19 14 4 110 8 8 32 8 390
07:45 AM 21 159 13 13 36 12 7 150 8 14 40 21 494
Total 94 562 67 32 102 37 44 454 32 48 137 68 1677
08:00 AM 17 153 12 7 17 9 8 118 12 10 19 6 388
08:15 AM 16 120 16 8 31 17 6 99 9 11 30 11 374
08:30 AM 13 96 9 8 7 15 13 103 2 10 31 6 313
08:45 AM 20 110 13 7 47 28 6 110 9 7 23 10 390
Tota 66 479 50 30 102 69 33 430 32 38 103 33 1465
04:00 PM 12 146 17 9 42 13 22 122 15 17 39 12 466
04:15 PM 13 124 26 16 49 9 14 159 9 5 30 10 464
04:30 PM 13 213 52 27 52 19 29 174 24 32 31 15 681
0445 PM 23 176 48 19 30 22 29 156 10 28 42 32 615
Total 61 659 143 71 173 63 94 611 58 82 142 69 2226
05:00 PM 14 192 20 12 50 6 19 187 12 13 37 13 575
05:15 PM 12 173 17 13 49 12 15 154 14 5 31 11 506
05:30 PM 16 151 9 17 49 10 18 151 10 9 30 10 480
05:45 PM 9 134 15 7 41 10 11 137 17 13 27 3 424
Total 51 650 61 49 189 38 63 629 53 40 125 37 1985
Grand Total 272 2350 321 182 566 207 234 2124 175 208 507 207 7353
Apprch % 9.2 79.9 109 19.1 59.3 21.7 9.2 83.9 6.9 22.6 55 225
Total % 3.7 32 4.4 25 7.7 2.8 3.2 28.9 2.4 2.8 6.9 2.8




CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Bloomfield_Lakeland
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/6/2021

Page No :2
Bloomfield Ave Lakeland Rd Bloomfield Ave Lakeland Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound

Start Time Lefft\ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left\ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left\ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left\ Thru \ Right \ App. Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15 AM

07:15AM 26 135 19 180 8 22 7 37 21 103 5 129 16 38 26 80 426
07:30 AM 25 148 12 185 2 19 14 35 4 110 8 122 8 32 8 48 390
07:45 AM 21 159 13 193 13 36 12 61 7 150 8 165 14 40 21 75 494
08:00 AM 17 153 12 182 7 17 9 33 8 118 12 138 10 19 6 35 388
Total Volume 89 595 56 740 30 94 42 166 40 481 33 554 48 129 61 238 1698

% App. Total 12 804 7.6 181 566 253 72  86.8 6 202 542 256
PHF | 856 936 .737 959 | 577 6583 750 680 | 476 802  .688 839 | 750 .806  .587 744 .859

Bloomfield Ave
Out | Total

n
571 740 1311

L ]
[ 56[ 595] 89|

Tl?ht Thlru Le[t'

Peak Hour Data

o

North

Peak Hour Begins at 07:15 AM
Vehicles

In

Total
238 428

Lakeland Rd

[ o1l 129 48]
fi?ht Tlru LeLft’
yo1  nuyL 1utg;
[0c_[v6 [ev ]

Out
190

[elol
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uj
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554] [ 1240]
Out In Total
Bloomfield Ave




CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Bloomfield_Lakeland
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/6/2021
PageNo :3
Bloomfield Ave Lakeland Rd Bloomfield Ave Lakeland Rd
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time | Left| Thru | Right | App.Tod | Left | Thru | Right | App.Tord | Left| Thru| Right | App.Tor | Left | Thru | Right | App.To | Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:30 PM
04:30 PM 13 213 52 278 27 52 19 98 29 174 24 227 32 31 15 78 681
04:45 PM 23 176 48 247 19 30 22 71 29 156 10 195 28 42 32 102 615
05:00 PM 14 192 20 226 12 50 6 68 19 187 12 218 13 37 13 63 575
05:15 PM 12 173 17 202 13 49 12 74 15 154 14 183 5 31 11 47 506
Total Volume 62 754 137 953 71 181 59 311 92 671 60 823 78 141 71 290 2377
% App. Total 65 791 144 22.8 58.2 19 11.2 81.5 7.3 26.9 48.6 24.5
PHF .674 .885 .659 .857 .657 .870 .670 .793 .793 .897 .625 .906 .609 .839 .555 711 .873

Out |

Bloomfield Ave

n
953

808 1761

Total

Total
700

Lakeland Rd
In

[ 7a] 141 78]
Ti?ht Thiru LeLft'

Out

410 290
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?_i?ht TIru

Peak Hour Data

North

Peak Hour Begins at 04:30 PM
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Left Thru Right
[ 92] 671] 60
L]

[ 896l [ 823 [ 1719]
Out In Total

Bloomfield Ave




CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Bloomfield_Imperial
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/6/2021

Page No :1
Groups Printed- Vehicles
Bloomfield Ave Imperial Hwy Bloomfield Ave Imperial Hwy
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru| Right Left|  Thru| Right Left| Thru| Right Left| Thru| Right| Int Tota |

07:00 AM 13 73 27 34 218 15 12 128 28 26 128 5 707
07:15 AM 18 103 22 36 219 11 2 123 38 38 144 5 759
07:30 AM 12 102 24 54 218 14 11 137 41 43 148 11 815
07:45 AM 22 114 19 43 201 17 11 189 44 40 155 7 862
Total 65 392 92 167 856 57 36 577 151 147 575 28 3143
08:00 AM 20 97 22 38 189 16 11 124 43 26 173 5 764
08:15 AM 14 93 23 38 168 18 20 97 46 27 137 13 694
08:30 AM 16 88 21 49 157 8 5 85 51 25 143 2 650
08:45 AM 18 91 13 54 151 16 26 69 35 26 119 4 622
Tota 68 369 79 179 665 58 62 375 175 104 572 24 2730
04:00 PM 31 193 32 60 173 13 4 79 46 29 233 7 900
04:15 PM 32 152 39 42 189 11 10 102 73 24 205 5 884
04:30 PM 38 228 51 50 193 5 13 117 64 33 211 14 1017
04:45 PM 32 179 55 43 161 2 0 141 63 24 216 17 933
Total 133 752 177 195 716 31 27 439 246 110 865 43 3734
05:00 PM 42 232 48 49 176 4 7 107 73 38 233 17 1026
05:15 PM 38 178 31 50 177 12 19 126 71 16 188 10 916
05:30 PM 16 191 29 47 185 6 9 105 72 16 269 13 958
05:45 PM 40 135 33 50 130 5 23 73 59 30 238 20 836
Tota 136 736 141 196 668 27 58 411 275 100 928 60 3736
Grand Total 402 2249 489 737 2905 173 183 1802 847 461 2940 155 13343

Apprch % 12.8 71.6 15.6 19.3 76.1 45 6.5 63.6 29.9 13 82.7 44

Total % 3 16.9 37 55 21.8 13 14 135 6.3 35 22 12




CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Bloomfield_Imperial
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/6/2021

Page No :2
Bloomfield Ave Imperial Hwy Bloomfield Ave Imperial Hwy
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound

Start Time Lefft\ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left\ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left\ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left\ Thru \ Right \ App. Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15 AM

07:15AM 18 103 22 143 36 219 11 266 2 123 38 163 38 144 5 187 759
07:30 AM 12 102 24 138 54 218 14 286 11 137 41 189 43 148 11 202 815
07:45 AM 22 114 19 155 43 201 17 261 11 189 44 244 40 155 7 202 862
08:00 AM 20 97 22 139 38 189 16 243 11 124 43 178 26 173 5 204 764
Total Volume 72 416 87 575 171 827 58 1056 35 573 166 774 147 620 28 795 3200

% App. Total 125 723 151 162 783 55 4.5 74 214 18.5 78 35
PHF | 818 912 .906 927 | 792 944 853 923 | 795 758 943 793 | 855 .89  .636 974 .928

Bloomfield Ave
Out | Total

n
778 575 1353

L ]

Tl?ht Thlru Le[t'

Peak Hour Data

Total

795 1744

o

North

Peak Hour Begins at 07:15 AM
Vehicles

In

Imperial Hwy

[ 28] e20] 147]
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yo1  nuyL 1utg;
[T _[Zz8 [85 ]

Out
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Out In Total
Bloomfield Ave




CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Bloomfield_Imperial
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/6/2021

Page No :3
Bloomfield Ave Imperial Hwy Bloomfield Ave Imperial Hwy
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound

Start Time | Left| Thru | Right | App.Tod | Left | Thru | Right | App.Tord | Left| Thru| Right | App.Tor | Left | Thru | Right | App.To | Int. Total |
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:30 PM

04:30 PM 38 228 51 317 50 193 5 248 13 117 64 194 33 211 14 258 1017
04:45 PM 32 179 55 266 43 161 2 206 0 141 63 204 24 216 17 257 933
05:00 PM 42 232 48 322 49 176 4 229 7 107 73 187 38 233 17 288 1026
05:15 PM 38 178 31 247 50 177 12 239 19 126 71 216 16 188 10 214 916
Total Volume 150 817 185 1152 192 707 23 922 39 491 271 801 111 848 58 1017 3892

% App. Tota 13 709 161 208 76.7 25 49 613 338 109 834 5.7
PHF | 893 .880 .841 894 | 960 916 479 929 | 513 871  .928 927 | 730 910  .853 .883 .948

Bloomfield Ave
Out Total

In
625 1152 1777

[ ]

:?_i%ht TIru Le[:

Peak Hour Data

Total
1948

no

North

Peak Hour Begins at 04:30 PM
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931 1017

Imperial Hwy
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Out
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Left Thru Right
]
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Out In Total
Bloomfield Ave




CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Shoemaker_Florence
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/1/2021

PageNo :1
Groups Printed- Vehicles
Shoemaker Ave Florence Ave Shoemaker Ave Florence Ave
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru| Right Left| Thru| Right Left| Thru| Right Left| Thru| Right| Int Total |
07:00 AM 2 62 10 14 203 10 11 56 4 14 111 37 534
07:15 AM 7 63 8 10 243 11 19 68 7 26 138 30 630
07:30 AM 6 64 9 13 264 12 32 65 6 12 150 18 651
07:45 AM 1 74 8 13 239 15 31 77 10 19 141 27 655
Total 16 263 35 50 949 48 93 266 27 71 540 112 2470
08:00 AM 3 54 13 17 167 3 30 64 10 14 144 22 541
08:15 AM 1 67 10 6 188 26 22 70 4 13 136 18 561
08:30 AM 4 57 11 5 168 3 24 60 8 13 123 23 499
08:45 AM 5 48 8 10 181 6 32 53 14 12 158 21 548
Total 13 226 42 38 704 38 108 247 36 52 561 84 2149
04:00 PM 21 96 19 13 161 3 25 81 17 9 226 28 699
04:15 PM 5 106 10 8 206 4 27 74 13 11 233 18 715
04:30 PM 12 125 22 9 205 5 13 90 27 12 252 23 795
04:45 PM 10 116 10 12 181 4 23 97 19 5 240 27 744
Total 48 443 61 42 753 16 88 342 76 37 951 96 2953
05:00 PM 13 97 18 13 181 6 33 125 26 9 257 29 807
05:15 PM 6 69 13 9 223 4 30 60 16 9 288 25 752
05:30 PM 16 112 21 10 189 7 28 58 22 13 247 25 748
05:45 PM 9 92 21 12 176 4 13 76 16 3 221 36 679
Total 44 370 73 44 769 21 104 319 80 34 1013 115 2986
Grand Total 121 1302 211 174 3175 123 393 1174 219 194 3065 407 10558
Apprch % 7.4 79.7 12.9 5 91.4 3.5 22 65.7 12.3 5.3 83.6 111
Total % 1.1 12.3 2 1.6 30.1 1.2 3.7 111 2.1 1.8 29 3.9




CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS

WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name
Site Code
Start Date
Page No

: Shoemaker_Florence
: 00000000

- 4/1/2021

12

Shoemaker Ave
Southbound

Florence Ave
Westbound

Shoemaker Ave
Northbound

Florence Ave
Eastbound

Start Time Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15 AM
07:15 AM 7 63 8 78 10 243 11 264 19 68 7 94 26 138 30 194 630
07:30 AM 6 64 9 79 13 264 12 289 32 65 6 103 12 150 18 180 651
07:45 AM 1 74 8 83 13 239 15 267 31 77 10 118 19 141 27 187 655
08:00 AM 3 54 13 70 17 167 3 187 30 64 10 104 14 144 22 180 541
Total Volume 17 255 38 310 53 913 41 1007 112 274 33 419 71 573 97 741 2477
% App. Total 55 823 123 53 90.7 4.1 26.7 65.4 7.9 96 773 131
PHF| .607 861 .731 934| 779 .865 .683 .871| .875 .890 .825 .888| .683 955 .808 .955 .945

Total

741 1804

Florence Ave
In

[_o7[ s73[ 71]
fi?ht Tlru LeLft’

Out
1063

Shoemaker Ave
Out | Total

n
386 310 696

L ]
[ s8] 285[ 17]

Tl?ht Thlru Le[t'

Peak Hour Data

North

Peak Hour Begins at 07:15 AM
Vehicles

o

yo1  nuyL 1ufg;
€5 _[e6 [0 ]

[elol

0€9T /00T €29
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SAY 90UB10|4

(98]
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]
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Out In Total

Shoemaker Ave




CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Shoemaker_Florence
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/1/2021
PageNo :3
Shoemaker Ave Florence Ave Shoemaker Ave Florence Ave
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:30 PM
04:30 PM 12 125 22 159 9 205 5 219 13 90 27 130 12 252 23 287 795
04:45 PM 10 116 10 136 12 181 4 197 23 97 19 139 5 240 27 272 744
05:00 PM 13 97 18 128 13 181 6 200 33 125 26 184 9 257 29 295 807
05:15 PM 6 69 13 88 9 223 4 236 30 60 16 106 9 288 25 322 752
Total Volume 41 407 63 511 43 790 19 852 99 372 88 559 35 1037 104 1176 3098
% App. Total 8 79.6 123 5 927 2.2 17.7 66.5 15.7 3 882 8.8
PHF| .788 .814 .716 .803| .827 .886 .792 .903| .750 .744  .815 .760| .729 900 .897 .913 .960
Shoemaker Ave
Out In Total
[aze) [ 511) [ oa7]
]
?i?ht TIru Left
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Out In

Shoemaker Ave
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CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Shoemaker_Lakeland
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/1/2021

Page No :1
Groups Printed- Vehicles
Shoemaker Ave Lakeland Road Shoemaker Ave Lakeland Road
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru| Right Left| Thru| Right Left| Thru| Right Left| Thru| Right| Int Total |
07:00 AM 5 82 14 2 13 8 9 59 4 8 13 10 227
07:15 AM 5 83 16 5 19 12 22 84 4 10 10 7 277
07:30 AM 5 67 14 1 25 11 21 97 2 5 17 9 274
07:45 AM 6 110 16 4 19 16 20 119 2 5 11 13 341
Total 21 342 60 12 76 47 72 359 12 28 51 39 1119
08:00 AM 8 80 10 3 21 10 13 100 2 7 27 10 291
08:15 AM 6 83 8 4 15 6 21 85 1 8 13 11 261
08:30 AM 2 55 11 4 21 5 11 78 2 7 14 18 228
08:45 AM 6 63 12 1 13 6 18 89 2 10 13 8 241
Total 22 281 41 12 70 27 63 352 7 32 67 47 1021
04:00 PM 6 117 10 13 27 11 18 94 9 12 39 29 385
04:15 PM 7 104 14 4 25 13 21 94 4 11 33 15 345
04:30 PM 5 119 8 7 40 5 23 113 3 18 45 28 414
04:45 PM 7 138 16 7 15 6 17 114 5 13 41 22 401
Total 25 478 48 31 107 35 79 415 21 54 158 94 1545
05:00 PM 6 121 17 8 31 16 20 120 5 16 31 34 425
05:15 PM 3 98 13 18 21 8 16 80 4 11 19 16 307
05:30 PM 5 105 21 4 17 11 9 80 5 8 22 16 303
05:45 PM 8 109 14 4 7 6 8 91 4 7 28 14 300
Total 22 433 65 34 76 41 53 371 18 42 100 80 1335
Grand Total 90 1534 214 89 329 150 267 1497 58 156 376 260 5020
Apprch % 4.9 83.5 11.6 15.7 57.9 26.4 14.7 82.2 3.2 19.7 47.5 32.8
Total % 1.8 30.6 4.3 1.8 6.6 3 5.3 29.8 1.2 3.1 7.5 5.2




CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Shoemaker_Lakeland
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/1/2021
Page No :2
Shoemaker Ave Lakeland Road Shoemaker Ave Lakeland Road
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15 AM
07:15 AM 5 83 16 104 5 19 12 36 22 84 4 110 10 10 7 27 277
07:30 AM 5 67 14 86 1 25 11 37 21 97 2 120 5 17 9 31 274
07:45 AM 6 110 16 132 4 19 16 39 20 119 2 141 5 11 13 29 341
08:00 AM 8 80 10 98 3 21 10 34 13 100 2 115 7 27 10 44 291
Total Volume 24 340 56 420 13 84 49 146 76 400 10 486 27 65 39 131 1183
% App. Total 5.7 81 13.3 89 575 336 156 82.3 2.1 20.6  49.6 29.8
PHF| 750 .773 .875 795| 650 .840 .766 936 | .864 .840 .625 .862| .675 .602 .750 744 .867

Shoemaker Ave
Out | Total

n
476 420 896

L ]

Tl?ht Thlru Le[t'

Peak Hour Data

o

b

niyL
€T v
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Peak Hour Begins at 07:15 AM
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Total
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Lakeland Road
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[ 76] 400] 10|
]

[ 392] [ 486] [ 878]
Out In Total
Shoemaker Ave




CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Shoemaker_Lakeland
Site Code : 00000000

Start Date : 4/1/2021

Page No :3

Shoemaker Ave
Southbound

Lakeland Road
Westbound

Shoemaker Ave
Northbound

Lakeland Road
Eastbound

Start Time Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:15 PM
04:15 PM 7 104 14 125 4 25 13 42 21 94 4 119 11 33 15 59 345
04:30 PM 5 119 8 132 7 40 5 52 23 113 3 139 18 45 28 91 414
04:45 PM 7 138 16 161 7 15 6 28 17 114 5 136 13 41 22 76 401
05:00 PM 6 121 17 144 8 31 16 55 20 120 5 145 16 31 34 81 425
Total Volume 25 482 55 562 26 111 40 177 81 441 17 539 58 150 99 307 1585
% App. Total 44 858 9.8 147 627 22.6 15 81.8 3.2 189 489 322
PHF| .893 .873 .809 .873| .813 694 .625 .805| .880 .919 .850 .920| .806 .833 .728 .843 .932
Shoemaker Ave
Out In Total
539 562 1101
]
?i?ht TIru LeLft'
Peak Hour Data
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Left Thru Right
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Out In Total
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CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Shoemaker_Imperial
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/1/2021

Page No :1
Groups Printed- Vehicles
Shoemaker Ave Imperial Hwy Shoemaker Ave Imperial Hwy
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left| Thru| Right Left| Thru| Right Left| Thru| Right Left| Thru| Right| Int Total |
07:00 AM 34 5 41 0 273 23 18 3 0 27 152 27 603
07:15 AM 40 10 26 1 257 23 6 6 2 39 134 15 559
07:30 AM 34 7 28 3 309 26 18 3 3 45 158 7 641
07:45 AM 41 10 40 4 296 29 9 7 1 42 154 11 644
Total 149 32 135 8 1135 101 51 19 6 153 598 60 2447
08:00 AM 38 9 37 2 292 30 15 10 1 40 208 14 696
08:15 AM 36 4 20 4 266 35 6 4 5 26 162 10 578
08:30 AM 28 6 28 1 274 28 4 6 0 27 197 11 610
08:45 AM 24 8 35 1 220 14 8 10 2 20 145 6 493
Total 126 27 120 8 1052 107 33 30 8 113 712 41 2377
04:00 PM 44 10 36 4 238 26 35 9 4 41 295 2 744
04:15 PM 37 5 39 7 213 30 15 13 1 40 284 8 692
04:30 PM 61 8 43 6 241 30 18 11 4 45 295 4 766
04:45 PM 57 8 36 3 249 27 22 5 0 43 294 7 751
Total 199 31 154 20 941 113 90 38 9 169 1168 21 2953
05:00 PM 41 15 49 4 262 45 16 7 8 30 331 5 813
05:15 PM 59 8 43 2 280 29 9 11 2 29 334 1 807
05:30 PM 25 5 28 4 266 45 17 8 2 35 276 10 721
05:45 PM 32 3 34 3 212 27 11 9 5 29 293 9 667
Total 157 31 154 13 1020 146 53 35 17 123 1234 25 3008
Grand Total 631 121 563 49 4148 467 227 122 40 558 3712 147 10785
Apprch % 48 9.2 42.8 11 88.9 10 58.4 314 10.3 12.6 84 3.3
Total % 5.9 11 5.2 0.5 38.5 4.3 2.1 11 0.4 5.2 34.4 14




CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Shoemaker_Imperial
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/1/2021

Page No :2
Shoemaker Ave Imperial Hwy Shoemaker Ave Imperial Hwy
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound

Start Time Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30 AM

07:30 AM 34 7 28 69 3 309 26 338 18 3 3 24 45 158 7 210 641

07:45 AM 41 10 40 91 4 296 29 329 9 7 1 17 42 154 11 207 644

08:00 AM 38 9 37 84 2 292 30 324 15 10 1 26 40 208 14 262 696

08:15 AM 36 4 20 60 4 266 35 305 6 4 5 15 26 162 10 198 578
Total Volume 149 30 125 304 13 1163 120 1296 48 24 10 82 153 682 42 877 2559
% App. Total 49 99 41.1 1 897 9.3 585 293 12.2 174 778 4.8

PHF| 909 .750 .781 .835| .813 941 .857 959 | .667 .600 .560 .788 .85.0 .820 .750 .837 .919

Shoemaker Ave
Out | Total
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CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM

File Name : Shoemaker_Imperial
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/1/2021
Page No :3
Shoemaker Ave Imperial Hwy Shoemaker Ave Imperial Hwy
Southbound Westbound Northbound Eastbound
Start Time Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total Left \ Thru \ Right \ App. Total | Int. Total \
Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:30 PM
04:30 PM 61 8 43 112 6 241 30 277 18 11 4 33 45 295 4 344 766
04:45 PM 57 8 36 101 3 249 27 279 22 5 0 27 43 294 7 344 751
05:00 PM 41 15 49 105 4 262 45 311 16 7 8 31 30 331 5 366 813
05:15 PM 59 8 43 110 2 280 29 311 9 11 2 22 29 334 1 364 807
Total Volume 218 39 171 428 15 1032 131 1178 65 34 14 113 147 1254 17 1418 3137
% App. Total 50.9 9.1 40 13 876 111 575 30.1 124 104 88.4 1.2
PHF| .893 .650 .872 .955| 625 921 .728 947 | 739 773  .438 .856| .817 939 .607 .969 .965
Shoemaker Ave
Out In Total
312 428 740
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APPENDIX B

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS ICU CALCULATION SHEET



INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Bloomfield Avenue and Florence Avenue City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Base 2021 Traffic Volumes (Count Date: 4/6/2021)
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 50 81 50 81| 0.031 | 0.051 | 0.031 | 0.051
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 428 | 587 428 | 587 | 0.153 | 0.243
N/B Right| - - 60 | 191 60 | 191 | 0.000 | 0.000
S/B Left 11 1,600 27 51 27 51| 0.017 | 0.032
S/BThrul 2| 3,200 | 429 | 604 429 | 604 | 0.178 | 0.237 | 0.178 | 0.237
S/B Right| - - 142 | 155 142 | 155 | 0.000 | 0.000
E/B Left 11 1600 (| 143 | 166 143 | 166 | 0.089 | 0.104 | 0.089
E/BThrul 2| 3,200 | 717 | 991 717 | 991 | 0.224 | 0.310 0.310
E/B Right 11 1600 (| 155| 162 155 | 162 | 0.066 | 0.051
WI/B Left 11 1600 (| 130 | 148 130 | 148 | 0.081 | 0.093 0.093
W/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 932 | 828 932 | 828 | 0.291 | 0.259 | 0.291
W/B Right 11 1,600 65 49 65 49 | 0.024 | 0.031
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.590 | 0.690
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total VIC: 0.690 | 0.790
Level Of Service: B C

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

2021
2021

1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605

0.605 -
0.705 -
0.805 -
0.905 -

Over

0.704
0.804
0.904
1.004
1.005

Mmoo w>

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +



INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Bloomfield Avenue and Florence Avenue City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Base 2021 Traffic Volumes with Project (Count Date: 4/6/2021)
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 50 81 1 4 51 85| 0.032 | 0.053 | 0.032 | 0.053
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 428 | 587 1 3| 429 | 590 | 0.153 | 0.244
N/B Right| - - 60 | 191 60 | 191 | 0.000 | 0.000
S/B Left 11 1,600 27 51 27 51| 0.017 | 0.032
S/BThrul 2| 3,200 | 429 | 604 3 1| 432 | 605 0.179 | 0.238 | 0.179 | 0.238
S/B Right| - - 142 | 155 142 | 155 | 0.000 | 0.000
E/B Left 11 1600 (| 143 | 166 143 | 166 | 0.089 | 0.104 | 0.089
E/BThrul 2| 3,200 | 717 | 991 717 | 991 | 0.224 | 0.310 0.310
E/B Right 11 1600 (| 155| 162 4 2| 159 | 164 | 0.068 | 0.049
WI/B Left 11 1600 (| 130 | 148 130 | 148 | 0.081 | 0.093 0.093
W/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 932 | 828 932 | 828 | 0.291 | 0.259 | 0.291
W/B Right 11 1,600 65 49 65 49 | 0.024 | 0.031
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.592 | 0.693
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total VIC: 0.692 | 0.793
Level Of Service: B C

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2021

1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

0.10 of V/C Ratio

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Bloomfield Avenue and Florence Avenue City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Future 2022 Traffic Volumes & Cumulative Projects without Project
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 50 81 0 0 51 82| 0.032 | 0.051 | 0.032 | 0.051
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 428 | 587 14 6 446 | 599 | 0.160 | 0.248
N/B Right| - - 60| 191 5 2 66 | 195 ( 0.000 | 0.000
S/B Left 11 1,600 27 51 0 0 27 52| 0.017 | 0.032
S/BThrul 2| 3,200 | 429 | 604 4 15 437 | 625 | 0.181 | 0.244 | 0.181 | 0.244
S/B Right| - - 142 | 155 0 0 143 | 157 | 0.000 | 0.000
E/B Left 11 1600 (| 143 | 166 0 0 144 | 168 | 0.090 | 0.105 | 0.090
E/BThrul 2| 3,200 | 717 | 991 8 26 732 | 1027 | 0.229 | 0.321 0.321
E/B Right 11 1600 (| 155| 162 0 0 157 | 164 | 0.066 | 0.051
WI/B Left 11 1600 (| 130 | 148 1 5 132 | 154 | 0.083 | 0.097 0.097
W/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 932 | 828 22 13 963 | 849 | 0.301 | 0.265 | 0.301
WI/B Right 11 1,600 65 49 0 0 66 49 | 0.024 | 0.031
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.604 | 0.713
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.704 | 0.813
Level Of Service: B D

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2022
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

0.10 of V/C Ratio

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Bloomfield Avenue and Florence Avenue City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Future 2022 Traffic Volumes & Cumulative Projects with Project
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing |Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane VIC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 50 81 - - 1 4 52 86 | 0.032 | 0.054 | 0.032 | 0.054
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 428 | 587 14 6 1 3| 447 | 602 | 0.160 | 0.249
N/B Right| - - 60| 191 5 2| - - 66 | 195 | 0.000 | 0.000
S/B Left 11 1,600 27 51 - - - - 27 52 | 0.017 | 0.032
S/BThrul 2| 3,200 | 429 | 604 4 15 3 1| 440 | 626 | 0.182 | 0.245 | 0.182 | 0.245
S/B Right| - - 142 | 155 | - - - - 143 | 157 | 0.000 | 0.000
E/B Left 11 1600 (| 143 | 166 | - - - - 144 | 168 | 0.090 | 0.105 | 0.090
E/BThrul 2| 3,200 | 717 | 991 8 26| - - 732 | 1027 | 0.229 | 0.321 0.321
E/B Right 11 1600 (| 155 | 162 | - - 4 2| 161 | 166 | 0.068 | 0.050
WI/B Left 11 1600 (| 130 | 148 1 5] - - 132 | 154 | 0.083 | 0.097 0.097
W/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 932 | 828 22 13| - - 963 | 849 | 0.301 | 0.265 | 0.301
WI/B Right 11 1,600 65 49| - - - - 66 49 | 0.024 | 0.031
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.606 | 0.716
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.706 | 0.816
Level Of Service: C D

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2022
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Bloomfield Avenue and Lakeland Road City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Base 2021 Traffic Volumes (Count Date: 4/6/2021)
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 40 92 40 92 | 0.025 | 0.058 | 0.025 | 0.058
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 481 | 671 481 | 671 | 0.150 | 0.210
N/B Right 11 1,600 33 60 33 60 | 0.002 | 0.038
S/B Left 11 1,600 89 62 89 62 | 0.056 | 0.039
S/BThru| 2| 3,200 | 595 | 754 595 | 754 | 0.186 | 0.236 | 0.186 | 0.236
S/B Right 11 1,600 56 | 137 56 | 137 | 0.005 | 0.037
E/B Left 11 1,600 48 78 48 78 | 0.030 | 0.049 0.049
E/B Thru 11 1,600 129 | 141 129 | 141 | 0.081 | 0.088 | 0.081
E/B Right 11 1,600 61 71 61 711 0.013 | 0.044
WI/B Left 11 1,600 30 71 30 711 0.019 | 0.044 | 0.019
WI/B Thru 11 1,600 94 | 181 94| 181 | 0.059 | 0.113 0.113
WI/B Right 11 1,600 42 59 42 59 | 0.026 | 0.037
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.310 | 0.455
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.410 | 0.555
Level Of Service: A A

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2021

1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Bloomfield Avenue and Lakeland Road City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Base 2021 Traffic Volumes with Project (Count Date: 4/6/2021)
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 40 92 40 92 | 0.025 | 0.058 | 0.025 | 0.058
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 481 | 671 481 | 671 | 0.150 | 0.210
N/B Right 11 1,600 33 60 6 3 39 63 | 0.004 | 0.039
S/B Left 11 1,600 89 62 7 3 96 65| 0.060 | 0.041
S/BThru| 2| 3,200 | 595 | 754 595 | 754 | 0.186 | 0.236 | 0.186 | 0.236
S/B Right 1] 1,600 56 [ 137 56 | 137 | 0.005 | 0.037
E/B Left 11 1,600 48 78 48 78 | 0.030 | 0.049 0.049
E/B Thru 11 1,600 129 | 141 129 | 141 | 0.081 | 0.088 | 0.081
E/B Right 11 1,600 61 71 61 711 0.013 | 0.044
WI/B Left 11 1,600 30 71 2 7 32 78 | 0.020 | 0.049 | 0.020
WI/B Thru 11 1,600 94 | 181 94| 181 | 0.059 | 0.113 0.113
WI/B Right 11 1,600 42 59 2 7 44 66 | 0.028 | 0.001
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.312 | 0.455
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total VIC: 0.412 | 0.555
Level Of Service: A A

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2021

1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Over

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004

1.005

Mmoo w>

0.10 of V/C Ratio

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Bloomfield Avenue and Lakeland Road City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Future 2022 Traffic Volumes & Cumulative Projects without Project
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 40 92 0 0 40 93 | 0.025 | 0.058 | 0.025 | 0.058
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 481 | 671 19 8 505 | 686 | 0.158 | 0.214
N/B Right 11 1,600 33 60 0 0 33 61| 0.002 | 0.038
S/B Left 11 1,600 89 62 0 0 90 63 | 0.056 | 0.039
S/BThrul 2| 3,200 | 595 | 754 5 20 606 | 782 | 0.189 | 0.244 | 0.189 | 0.244
S/B Right 11 1,600 56 | 137 0 0 57| 138 | 0.005 | 0.037
E/B Left 11 1,600 48 78 0 0 48 79 | 0.030 | 0.049 0.049
E/B Thru 11 1,600 129 | 141 0 0 130 | 142 | 0.081 | 0.089 | 0.081
E/B Right 11 1,600 61 71 0 0 62 72| 0.013 | 0.045
WI/B Left 11 1,600 30 71 0 0 30 72| 0.019 | 0.045 | 0.019
WI/B Thru 11 1,600 94 | 181 0 0 95| 183 | 0.059 | 0.114 0.114
WI/B Right 11 1,600 42 59 0 0 42 60 | 0.027 | 0.037
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.315 | 0.466
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.415 | 0.566
Level Of Service: A A

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2022
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Bloomfield Avenue and Lakeland Road City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Future 2022 Traffic Volumes & Cumulative Projects with Project
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing |Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane VIC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 40 92| - - - - 40 93 | 0.025 | 0.058 0.058
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 481 | 671 19 8| - - 505 | 686 | 0.158 | 0.214 | 0.158
N/B Right 11 1,600 33 60 [ - - 6 3 39 64 | 0.004 | 0.040
S/B Left 11 1,600 89 62| - - 7 3 97 66 | 0.061 | 0.041 | 0.061
S/BThrul 2| 3,200 | 595 | 754 5 20| - - 606 | 782 | 0.189 | 0.244 0.244
S/B Right 11 1,600 56| 137 | - - - - 57| 138 | 0.005 | 0.037
E/B Left 11 1,600 48 78| - - - - 48 79 | 0.030 | 0.049 0.049
E/B Thru 11 1,600 129 | 141 - - - - 130 | 142 | 0.081 | 0.089 | 0.081
E/B Right 11 1,600 61 71 - - - - 62 72| 0.013 | 0.045
WI/B Left 11 1,600 30 71 - - 2 7 32 79| 0.020 | 0.049 | 0.020
WI/B Thru 11 1,600 94 | 181 - - - - 95| 183 | 0.059 | 0.114 0.114
WI/B Right 11 1,600 42 59| - - 2 7 44 67 | 0.028 | 0.001
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.320 | 0.466
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.420 | 0.566
Level Of Service: A A

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2022
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

0.10 of V/C Ratio

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Bloomfield Avenue and Imperial Highway City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Base 2021 Traffic Volumes (Count Date: 4/6/2021)
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 35 39 35 39 | 0.022 | 0.024 0.024
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 573 | 491 573 | 491 | 0179 | 0.153 | 0.179
N/B Right 11 1600 (| 166 | 271 166 | 271 | 0.104 | 0.049
S/B Left 11 1,600 72 | 150 721 150 | 0.045 | 0.094 | 0.045
S/BThru| 2| 3,200 | 416 | 817 416 | 817 | 0.130 | 0.255 0.255
S/B Right 11 1,600 87 | 185 87| 185 | 0.054 | 0.046
E/B Left 11 1,600 147 | 111 147 | 111 | 0.092 | 0.069 | 0.092
E/B Thru 3| 4,800 | 620 | 848 620 | 848 | 0.129 | 0.177 0.177
E/B Right 11 1,600 28 58 28 58 | 0.018 | 0.012
WI/B Left 111600 ( 171 192 171 192 | 0.107 | 0.120 0.120
WI/B Thru 3| 4,800 827 | 707 827 | 707 | 0.184 | 0.152 | 0.184
WI/B Right| - - 58 23 58 23| 0.000 | 0.000
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.500 | 0.576
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.600 | 0.676
Level Of Service: A B

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2021
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Bloomfield Avenue and Imperial Highway City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Base 2021 Traffic Volumes with Project (Count Date: 4/6/2021)
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 35 39 35 39 | 0.022 | 0.024 0.024
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 573 | 491 3 1| 576 | 492 | 0.180 | 0.154 | 0.180
N/B Right 11 1600 (| 166 | 271 166 | 271 | 0.104 | 0.049
S/B Left 11 1,600 72 | 150 721 150 | 0.045 | 0.094 | 0.045
S/BThru| 2| 3,200 | 416 | 817 1 3| 417 | 820 | 0.130 | 0.256 0.256
S/B Right 11 1,600 87 | 185 1 4 88| 189 | 0.055| 0.048
E/B Left 11 1,600 147 | 111 3 2| 150 | 113 | 0.094 | 0.071 | 0.094
E/B Thru 3| 4,800 | 620 | 848 620 | 848 | 0.129 | 0.177 0.177
E/B Right 11 1,600 28 58 28 58 | 0.018 | 0.012
WI/B Left 111600 ( 171 192 171 192 | 0.107 | 0.120 0.120
WI/B Thru 3| 4,800 827 | 707 827 | 707 | 0.184 | 0.152 | 0.184
WI/B Right| - - 58 23 58 23| 0.000 | 0.000
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.503 | 0.577
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.603 | 0.677
Level Of Service: A B

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2021
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Bloomfield Avenue and Imperial Highway City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Future 2022 Traffic Volumes & Cumulative Projects without Project
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 35 39 0 0 35 39| 0.022 | 0.025 0.025
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 573 | 491 19 8 598 | 504 | 0.187 | 0.157 | 0.187
N/B Right 11 1600 (| 166 | 271 0 0 168 | 274 | 0.105 | 0.050
S/B Left 11 1,600 72 | 150 0 0 73| 152 | 0.045| 0.095 | 0.045
S/BThru| 2| 3,200 | 416 | 817 5 20 425 | 845 | 0.133 | 0.264 0.264
S/B Right 11 1,600 87 | 185 0 0 88| 187 | 0.055 | 0.047
E/B Left 11 1,600 147 | 111 0 0 148 | 112 | 0.093 | 0.070 | 0.093
E/B Thru 3| 4,800 | 620 | 848 3 9 629 | 865 | 0.131 | 0.180 0.180
E/B Right 11 1,600 28 58 0 0 28 59| 0.018 | 0.012
WI/B Left 111600 ( 171 192 0 0 173 | 194 | 0.108 | 0.121 0.121
WI/B Thru 3| 4,800 827 | 707 9 4 844 | 718 | 0.188 | 0.154 | 0.188
WI/B Right| - - 58 23 0 0 59 23| 0.000 | 0.000
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.513 | 0.590
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.613 | 0.690
Level Of Service: B B

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2022
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Bloomfield Avenue and Imperial Highway City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Future 2022 Traffic Volumes & Cumulative Projects with Project
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing |Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane VIC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 35 39| - - - - 35 39| 0.022 | 0.025 0.025
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 573 | 491 19 8 3 1|1 601 | 505 | 0.188 | 0.158 | 0.188
N/B Right 11 1600 (| 166 | 271 - - - - 168 | 274 | 0.105 | 0.050
S/B Left 11 1,600 72| 150 | - - - - 73| 152 | 0.045| 0.095 | 0.045
S/BThru| 2| 3,200 | 416 | 817 5 20 1 3| 426 | 848 | 0.133 | 0.265 0.265
S/B Right 11 1,600 87| 185 - - 1 4 89| 191 | 0.056 | 0.048
E/B Left 11 1,600 147 | 111 - - 3 2| 151 | 114 | 0.095 | 0.071 | 0.095
E/B Thru 3| 4,800 | 620 | 848 3 9| - - 629 | 865 | 0.131 | 0.180 0.180
E/B Right 11 1,600 28 58| - - - - 28 59| 0.018 | 0.012
WI/B Left 111600 (| 171 | 192 | - - - - 173 | 194 | 0.108 | 0.121 0.121
WI/B Thru 3| 4,800 827 | 707 9 4| - - 844 | 718 | 0.188 | 0.154 | 0.188
WI/B Right| - - 58 23| - - - - 59 23| 0.000 | 0.000
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.516 | 0.591
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.616 | 0.691
Level Of Service: B B

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2022
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Shoemaker Avenue and Florence Avenue City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Base 2021 Traffic Volumes (Count Date: 4/1/2021)
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 (| 112 99 112 99 | 0.070 | 0.062 | 0.070 | 0.062
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 274 | 372 274 | 372 | 0.086 | 0.116
N/B Right 11 1,600 33 88 33 88 | 0.021 | 0.028
S/B Left 11 1,600 17 41 17 41| 0.011 | 0.026
S/BThru| 2| 3,200 | 255 | 407 255 | 407 | 0.092 | 0.147 | 0.092 | 0.147
S/B Right| - - 38 63 38 63 | 0.000 | 0.000
E/B Left 11 1,600 71 35 71 35| 0.044 | 0.022 | 0.044
E/BThru| 2| 3,200 | 573 | 1037 573 |1 1037 | 0.179 | 0.324 0.324
E/B Right 11 1,600 97 | 104 97 | 104 | 0.061 | 0.003
W/B Left 11 1,600 53 43 53 43 | 0.033 | 0.027 0.027
W/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 913 | 790 913 | 790 | 0.285 | 0.247 | 0.285
WI/B Right 11 1,600 41 19 41 19| 0.015 | 0.012
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.491 | 0.560
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total VIC: 0.591 | 0.660
Level Of Service: A B

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2021
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Shoemaker Avenue and Florence Avenue City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Base 2021 Traffic Volumes with Project (Count Date: 4/6/2021)
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 (| 112 99 112 99 | 0.070 | 0.062 | 0.070 | 0.062
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 274 | 372 1 3| 275| 375| 0.086 | 0.117
N/B Right 11 1,600 33 88 1 3 34 91| 0.021 | 0.029
S/B Left 11 1,600 17 41 17 41| 0.011 | 0.026
S/BThru| 2| 3,200 | 255 | 407 3 1| 258 | 408 | 0.093 | 0.147 | 0.093 | 0.147
S/B Right| - - 38 63 38 63 | 0.000 | 0.000
E/B Left 11 1,600 71 35 71 35| 0.044 | 0.022 | 0.044
E/BThru| 2| 3,200 | 573 | 1037 573 |1 1037 | 0.179 | 0.324 0.324
E/B Right 11 1,600 97 | 104 97 | 104 | 0.061 | 0.003
W/B Left 11 1,600 53 43 3 1 56 44 | 0.035 | 0.028 0.028
W/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 913 | 790 913 | 790 | 0.285| 0.247 | 0.285
WI/B Right 11 1,600 41 19 41 19| 0.015 | 0.012
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.492 | 0.561
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total VIC: 0.592 | 0.661
Level Of Service: A B

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2021
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Shoemaker Avenue and Florence Avenue City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Future 2022 Traffic Volumes & Cumulative Projects without Project
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 (| 112 99 0 0 113 | 100 | 0.071 | 0.062 | 0.071 | 0.062
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 274 | 372 5 2 282 | 378 | 0.088 | 0.118
N/B Right 11 1,600 33 88 0 0 33 89| 0.021 | 0.028
S/B Left 11 1,600 17 41 0 0 17 41| 0.011 | 0.026
S/BThru| 2| 3,200 | 255 | 407 1 5 259 | 416 | 0.093 | 0.151 | 0.093 | 0.151
S/B Right| - - 38 63 1 5 39 69 | 0.000 | 0.000
E/B Left 11 1,600 71 35 5 2 77 37 | 0.048 | 0.023 | 0.048
E/BThru| 2| 3,200 | 573 | 1037 8 26 587 | 1073 | 0.183 | 0.335 0.335
E/B Right 11 1,600 97 | 104 0 0 98 | 105 0.061 | 0.003
WI/B Left 11 1,600 53 43 0 0 54 43 | 0.033 | 0.027 0.027
W/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 913 | 790 22 13 944 | 811 | 0.295 | 0.253 | 0.295
WI/B Right 11 1,600 41 19 0 0 41 19| 0.015 | 0.012
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.507 | 0.577
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.607 | 0.677
Level Of Service: B B

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2022
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

0.10 of V/C Ratio

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Shoemaker Avenue and Florence Avenue City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Future 2022 Traffic Volumes & Cumulative Projects with Project
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing |Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane VIC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 (| 112 9| - - - - 113 | 100 | 0.071 | 0.062 | 0.071 | 0.062
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 274 | 372 5 2 1 3| 283 | 381 | 0.088 | 0.119
N/B Right 11 1,600 33 88| - - 1 3 34 92 | 0.021 | 0.030
S/B Left 11 1,600 17 41 - - - - 17 41| 0.011 | 0.026
S/BThru| 2| 3,200 | 255 | 407 1 5 3 11 262 | 417 | 0.094 [ 0.152 | 0.094 | 0.152
S/B Right| - - 38 63 1 5] - - 39 69 | 0.000 | 0.000
E/B Left 11 1,600 71 35 5 2| - - 77 37 | 0.048 | 0.023 | 0.048
E/BThru| 2| 3,200 | 573 | 1037 8 26 587 | 1073 | 0.183 | 0.335 0.335
E/B Right 11 1,600 97 | 104 | - - - - 98 | 105 0.061 | 0.003
WI/B Left 11 1,600 53 43| - - 3 1 57 44 | 0.035 | 0.028 0.028
W/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 913 | 790 22 13| - - 944 | 811 | 0.295 | 0.253 | 0.295
WI/B Right 11 1,600 41 19| - - - - 41 19| 0.015 | 0.012
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.508 | 0.577
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.608 | 0.677
Level Of Service: B B

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2022
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

0.10 of V/C Ratio

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Shoemaker Avenue and Lakeland Road City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Base 2021 Traffic Volumes (Count Date: 4/1/2021)
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 76 81 76 81| 0.048 | 0.051 | 0.048 | 0.051
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 400 | 441 400 | 441 0.125| 0.138
N/B Right 11 1,600 10 17 10 17 | 0.006 | 0.011
S/B Left 11 1,600 24 25 24 25| 0.015 | 0.016
S/BThrul 2| 3,200 | 340 | 482 340 | 482 | 0.106 | 0.151 | 0.106 | 0.151
S/B Right 1] 1,600 56 55 56 551 0.018 | 0.034
E/B Left 11 1,600 27 58 27 58 | 0.017 | 0.036 | 0.017
E/B Thru 11 1,600 65| 150 65| 150 | 0.041 | 0.094 0.094
E/B Right 11 1,600 39 99 39 99 | 0.024 | 0.011
WI/B Left 11 1,600 13 26 13 26 | 0.008 | 0.016 0.016
WI/B Thru 11 1,600 84 | 111 84| 111 | 0.053 | 0.069 | 0.053
WI/B Right 11 1,600 49 40 49 40 | 0.016 | 0.009
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.223 | 0.311
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.323 | 0.411
Level Of Service: A A

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2021

1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Shoemaker Avenue and Lakeland Road City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Base 2021 Traffic Volumes with Project (Count Date: 4/6/2021)
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 76 81 76 81| 0.048 | 0.051 | 0.048 | 0.051
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 400 | 441 400 | 441 0.125| 0.138
N/B Right 11 1,600 10 17 10 17 | 0.006 | 0.011
S/B Left 11 1,600 24 25 24 25| 0.015 | 0.016
S/BThrul 2| 3,200 | 340 | 482 340 | 482 | 0.106 | 0.151 | 0.106 | 0.151
S/B Right 1] 1,600 56 55 6 2 62 57 | 0.021 | 0.036
E/B Left 11 1,600 27 58 2 6 29 64 | 0.018 | 0.040 | 0.018
E/B Thru 11 1,600 65| 150 65| 150 | 0.041 | 0.094 0.094
E/B Right 11 1,600 39 99 39 99 | 0.024 | 0.011
WI/B Left 11 1,600 13 26 13 26 | 0.008 | 0.016 0.016
WI/B Thru 11 1,600 84 | 111 84| 111 | 0.053 | 0.069 | 0.053
W/B Right 11 1,600 49 40 49 40 | 0.016 | 0.009
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.224 | 0.311
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total VIC: 0.324 | 0.411
Level Of Service: A A

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2021

1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Shoemaker Avenue and Lakeland Road City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Future 2022 Traffic Volumes & Cumulative Projects without Project
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 76 81 0 0 77 82 | 0.048 | 0.051 | 0.048 | 0.051
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 400 | 441 5 2 409 | 447 | 0.128 | 0.140
N/B Right 11 1,600 10 17 0 0 10 17 | 0.006 | 0.011
S/B Left 11 1,600 24 25 0 0 24 25| 0.015 | 0.016
S/BThrul 2| 3,200 | 340 | 482 1 5 344 | 492 | 0.108 | 0.154 | 0.108 | 0.154
S/B Right 11 1,600 56 55 0 0 57 56 | 0.018 | 0.035
E/B Left 11 1,600 27 58 0 0 27 59| 0.017 | 0.037 | 0.017
E/B Thru 11 1,600 65| 150 0 0 66 | 152 | 0.041 | 0.095 0.095
E/B Right 11 1,600 39 99 0 0 39| 100 | 0.025| 0.011
WI/B Left 11 1,600 13 26 0 0 13 26 | 0.008 | 0.016 0.016
WI/B Thru 11 1,600 84 | 111 0 0 85| 112 | 0.053 | 0.070 | 0.053
WI/B Right 11 1,600 49 40 0 0 49 40 | 0.016 | 0.009
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.226 | 0.316
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.326 | 0.416
Level Of Service: A A

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021

2022

1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Over

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004

1.005

Mmoo w>

0.10 of V/C Ratio

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Shoemaker Avenue and Lakeland Road City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Future 2022 Traffic Volumes & Cumulative Projects with Project
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing |Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane VIC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 76 81 - - - - 77 82 | 0.048 | 0.051 | 0.048 | 0.051
N/B Thru| 2| 3,200 | 400 | 441 5 2| - - 409 | 447 | 0.128 | 0.140
N/B Right 11 1,600 10 17 - - - - 10 17 | 0.006 | 0.011
S/B Left 11 1,600 24 25| - - - - 24 25| 0.015 | 0.016
S/BThrul 2| 3,200 | 340 | 482 1 5] - - 344 | 492 | 0.108 | 0.154 | 0.108 | 0.154
S/B Right 1] 1,600 56 551 - - 6 2 63 58 | 0.021 | 0.036
E/B Left 11 1,600 27 58| - - 2 6 29 65| 0.018 | 0.040 | 0.018
E/B Thru 11 1,600 65| 150 - - - - 66 | 152 | 0.041 | 0.095 0.095
E/B Right 11 1,600 39 9| - - - - 39| 100 | 0.025| 0.011
WI/B Left 11 1,600 13 26| - - - - 13 26 | 0.008 | 0.016 0.016
WI/B Thru 11 1,600 84 | 111 - - - - 85| 112 | 0.053 | 0.070 | 0.053
WI/B Right 11 1,600 49 40| - - - - 49 40 | 0.016 | 0.009
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.227 | 0.316
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.327 | 0.416
Level Of Service: A A

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2022
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>

0.10 of V/C Ratio

CROWN CITY ENGINEERS, CALIFORNIA

4/23/2021 - +




INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Shoemaker Avenue and Imperial Highway City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Base 2021 Traffic Volumes (Count Date: 4/1/2021)
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 48 65 48 65| 0.030 | 0.041 | 0.030 | 0.041
N/B Thru 11 1,600 24 34 24 34| 0.015 | 0.021
N/B Right 11 1,600 10 14 10 14 | 0.006 | 0.009
S/B Left 11 1600 (| 149 | 218 149 | 218 | 0.093 | 0.136
S/B Thru 11 1,600 30 39 30 39| 0.097 | 0.131 | 0.097 | 0.131
S/B Right| - - 125 171 125 171 | 0.000 | 0.000
E/B Left 11 1,600 (| 153 | 147 153 | 147 | 0.096 | 0.092 | 0.096 | 0.092
E/B Thru 3| 4,800 | 682 | 1254 682 | 1254 | 0.151 | 0.265
E/B Right| - - 42 17 42 17 | 0.000 | 0.000
WI/B Left 11 1,600 13 15 13 15| 0.008 | 0.009
WI/B Thru 3| 4,800 | 1163 | 1032 1163 | 1032 | 0.267 | 0.242 | 0.267 | 0.242
WI/B Right| - - 120 | 131 120 | 131 | 0.000 | 0.000
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.490 | 0.506
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.590 | 0.606
Level Of Service: A B

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2021
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005
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INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Shoemaker Avenue and Imperial Highway City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Base 2021 Traffic Volumes with Project (Count Date: 4/6/2021)
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 48 65 48 65| 0.030 | 0.041 | 0.030 | 0.041
N/B Thru 11 1,600 24 34 24 34| 0.015 | 0.021
N/B Right 11 1,600 10 14 10 14 | 0.006 | 0.009
S/B Left 11 1600 (| 149 | 218 2 6| 151 | 224 | 0.094 | 0.140
S/B Thru 11 1,600 30 39 30 39| 0.097 | 0.131 | 0.097 | 0.131
S/B Right| - - 125 171 125 171 | 0.000 | 0.000
E/B Left 11 1,600 (| 153 | 147 153 | 147 | 0.096 | 0.092 | 0.096 | 0.092
E/B Thru 3| 4,800 | 682 | 1254 682 | 1254 | 0.151 | 0.265
E/B Right| - - 42 17 42 17 | 0.000 | 0.000
WI/B Left 11 1,600 13 15 13 15| 0.008 | 0.009
WI/B Thru 3| 4,800 | 1163 | 1032 1163 | 1032 | 0.269 | 0.243 | 0.269 | 0.243
WI/B Right| - - 120 | 131 6 2| 126 | 133 | 0.000 | 0.000
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.491 | 0.506
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.591 | 0.606
Level Of Service: A B

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2021
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005

Mmoo w>
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INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Shoemaker Avenue and Imperial Highway City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Future 2022 Traffic Volumes & Cumulative Projects without Project
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane ViC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 48 65 0 0 48 66 | 0.030 | 0.041 | 0.030 | 0.041
N/B Thru 11 1,600 24 34 0 0 24 34| 0.015 | 0.021
N/B Right 11 1,600 10 14 0 0 10 14 | 0.006 | 0.009
S/B Left 11 1600 (| 149 | 218 1 5 151 225 0.095| 0.141
S/B Thru 11 1,600 30 39 0 0 30 39| 0.098 | 0.133 | 0.098 | 0.133
S/B Right| - - 125 171 0 0 126 | 173 | 0.000 | 0.000
E/B Left 11 1,600 (| 153 | 147 0 0 155 | 148 | 0.097 | 0.093 | 0.097 | 0.093
E/B Thru 3| 4,800 | 682 | 1254 3 9 692 | 1276 | 0.153 | 0.269
E/B Right| - - 42 17 0 0 42 17 | 0.000 | 0.000
WI/B Left 11 1,600 13 15 0 0 13 15| 0.008 | 0.009
WI/B Thru 3| 4,800 | 1163 | 1032 9 4 1184 | 1046 | 0.273 | 0.246 | 0.273 | 0.246
WI/B Right| - - 120 | 131 5 2 126 | 134 | 0.000 | 0.000
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.498 | 0.512
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.598 | 0.612
Level Of Service: A B

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021

2022

1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005
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INTERSECTION CAPACITY UTILIZATION ANALYSIS

Location: Shoemaker Avenue and Imperial Highway City: Santa Fe Springs
Project No. CCE2021-01 Analyzed By: PBL File Name: PR1
Problem Condition: Future 2022 Traffic Volumes & Cumulative Projects with Project
Existing Geometric Configuration
Available Peak Hour Volumes Movement V/IC Critical
Movement| Lanes Existing |Cumulative Project Study Vol. Per Lane VIC
No. | Cap. AM | PM | AM | PM AM | PM AM | PM | AM PM AM PM
N/B Left 11 1,600 48 65| - - - - 48 66 | 0.030 | 0.041 | 0.030 | 0.041
N/B Thru 11 1,600 24 34| - - - - 24 34| 0.015 | 0.021
N/B Right 11 1,600 10 14| - - - - 10 14 | 0.006 | 0.009
S/B Left 11 1600 (| 149 | 218 1 5 2 6| 153 | 231 | 0.096 | 0.144
S/B Thru 11 1,600 30 39| - - - - 30 39| 0.098 | 0.133 | 0.098 | 0.133
S/B Right| - - 125 171 - - - - 126 | 173 | 0.000 | 0.000
E/B Left 11 1600 (| 153 | 147 | - - - - 155 | 148 | 0.097 | 0.093 | 0.097 | 0.093
E/B Thru 3| 4,800 | 682 | 1254 3 9| - - 692 | 1276 | 0.153 | 0.269
E/B Right| - - 42 17 - - - - 42 17 | 0.000 | 0.000
WI/B Left 11 1,600 13 15| - - - - 13 15| 0.008 | 0.009
WI/B Thru 3| 4,800 | 1163 | 1032 9 4| - - 1184 | 1046 | 0.274 | 0.246 | 0.274 | 0.246
WI/B Right| - - 120 | 131 5 2 6 2| 132 | 136 | 0.000 | 0.000
Sum Of Critical V/C: 0.499 | 0.513
Lost Time: 0.100 | 0.100
ANALYSIS RESULTS : Total V/C: 0.599 | 0.613
Level Of Service: A B

Existing Counts Year:
Study Volume Year:
Annual Growth Factor:

Lane Capacity

Single Through Lane =
Single Turn Lane =
Dual Turn Lane =

ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

2021
2022
1.00 Percent

1600 Vehicles Per Hour
1600 Vehicles Per Hour
2880 Vehicles Per Hour

Lost time for signal Yellow and All red intervals:

NOTES:

0.10 of V/C Ratio

LOS Definition

Total V/C

Level Of Service

Under 0.605
0.605-0.704
0.705 - 0.804
0.805 - 0.904
0.905 - 1.004
Over 1.005
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Attachment 5: Staff Presentation to the Planning Commission — July 12, 2021

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: March 28, 2022
Planning and Development Department
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Development Plan Approval Case No. 980

11401 Greenstone Avenue

» Land Use Designation: Industrial
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« Zoning: M-2 (Heavy Manufacturing)

'3 . 5 e Ve * Applicant: Greenstone SFS, LLC
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Background

one Variance Case No. 66

r

ge yard on property greater than 1-acre.

'the property has been leased to JB Hunt
open storage of empty truck trailers.



Background

‘property is located with the City’s Methane Zone

R
7/
//

Within 1,000 feet of a former landfill



Existing Conditions - 7/8/2






Request




Site Plan

14’ Screen Wall
10’ Sliding Gate w/ Screen

18 Loading Doors
16 Dock High Doors
-, 2 Grade Level Doors

o e
SETBACK
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Parking (Multi-Tenant):
Required - 205 stalls
Provided - 205 stalls

Landscaping:
Required - 12,145 sq.ft.
Provided - 17,425 sq.ft.




SITE PLAN

SCALE 1™ = 208"
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Floor Plan
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FIRST FLOOR: MEZZANINE:
WAREHOUSE — 154,995 SQ. FT. STORAGE - 4,018 SQ. FT.




Elevations

East

West




Elevations
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GREENSTONE INDUSTRIAL



Environmental Review (CEQA)

* One environmental document was prepared for the project (DPA 980).

 |[S/MND prepared by Blodgett / Baylosis Environmental Planning.

 Total of 4 proposed mitigation measures.
» Cultural Resources, Hazardous Materials, and Tribal Cultural Resources.

» Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) was prepared.
» Emailed to Commissioners on 6/7/2021.

 Traffic Impact Analysis prepared by Crown City Engineers, Inc.



Environmental Review (CEQA

 [S/MND - circulated for required 20-day public review and comment period.

O= Filing #: 2021121967

Project Title: GREENSTONE Submitter: CITY OF SANTAFE ‘ iled: June 1, 2021

 June 1, 2021 through June 21, 2021. o L

4« 1/5 » £ p2 e O D £

o 2021 121067
IIMII\IIIIIIM“IL!I“llﬁﬁHIIIII

- . CITY,0F SANTA FE SPRINGS Aun 01 202t
& Z % % = NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION g sy .
O C O e S ] n q u ] r] e S re C e] Ve O a e ° - - = PROJECTNAME:  Greenstone Avenue Industrial Development.
= SUBJECT: Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration = Environmental

Review (California Environmental Quality Act, CEQA)

LEAD AGI 't City of Santa Fe Springs
Planning and Development Department
11710 Telegraph Road
Santa Fe Springs, California go670

Mr. Bobby Nassir, 1820 San Vicente Boulevard, Santa Monica, California, oo4o2.
Santa Fe Springs, Los Angeles County

11401 Greenstone Avenue, Santa Fe Springs, CA, 90670, Assessor Parcel Number
(APN): 8026-018-023.

DESCRIPTION: it alua e i ital impacts gasociated witl
R te located T the centr:

5,951
would include warehouse
of storage space. A total
fteis b sdonroth

Certified copies of CEQA (California Environmental Quality Act) documents are available in-person at the N

Address
12400 Imperial Highway, 1st floor
Norwalk, CA 90650




Environmental Review (CEQA) - Traffic

 Traffic Impact Study prepared by Crown City Engineers, Inc.
 Studied 6 key signalized intersections in the general vicinity.

* The average weekday net new peak hour passenger car equivalent (PCE) trips
will be approximately 33 PCE trips during the AM peak hour (25 inbound and 8
outll;oung), and 36 PCE trips during the PM peak hour (10 inbound and 26
outbound).

» Based on the results of the traffic impact analysis, the proposed Greenstone
Warehouse project would not significantly impact any of the key intersections
analyzed in the surrounding roadway system.

» Per City’s records, there are six (6) other related projects located within the
one and one half mile radius of the project that will contribute to cumulative
traffic volumes with the development of this project.
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Public Hearing Not

Mailed:
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June 30, 2021

FILE COPY

CITY OF
SANTA'FE SPRINGS

11710 Telegraph Road - CA - 90670-3679 - (562) 868-0511 - Fax (562) 868-711Z ™ Wivwsantafespringsoiy
“A great place to live, work, and play”

CITY OF SANTA FE SPRINGS
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL CASE NO. 980

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Planning Commission of the City of Santa Fe
Springs will hold a Public Hearing to consider the following:

DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL CASE NO. 980 - A request for approval to allow the
construction of a new + 144,434 sq. ft. concrete tilt-up industrial building and related
improvements.

PROJECT SITE: The project site is located at 11401 Greenstone Avenue (APN: 8026-
018-023) within the M-2, Heavy Manufacturing, Zone.

APPLICANT: Bobby Nassir, Greenstone SFS, LLC

THE HEARING will be held before the Planning Commission of the City of Santa Fe
Springs in the Council Chambers of the City Hall, 11710 Telegraph Road, Santa Fe
Springs, on Monday, July 12, 2021 at 6:00 p.m.

CEQA STATUS: Upon review of the proposed project, staff has determined that
additional environmental analysis is required to meet the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The applicant has since retained Marc Blodgett of
Blodgett Baylosis Environmental Planning and Crown City Engineers to prepare the
necessary Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and associated Traffic Study. The
draft CEQA documents are finalized and an NOI (Notice of Intent) to adopt the Mitigated
Negative Declaration was posted in the LA County Recorder's Office to initiate the
mandatory 20-day public review period on June 1, 2021. Additionally, the project site is
not listed on the Hazardous Waste and Substance Site List (Cortese List) as set forth in
Government Code Section 65962.5.

ALL INTERESTED PERSONS are invited to attend the Public Hearing before the
Planning Commission and express their opinion on the subject item(s) listed above. It
should be noted that if you challenge the afore-mentioned item(s) in court, you may be
limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the Public Hearing
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the office of the
Commission at, or prior to, the Public Hearing.

A ,
Ll
n
John M. Mora Mayor »Annette Rodriguez, Mayor Pro Tem " .
“ouncil
Jay Samo » Juanita Trujillo » Joe Angel Zamora I y a
City Manager ) )

Raymond R. Cruz




Public Hearing Notice

Whittier Daily News

Published in
local newspaper:

Advertising Order Confirmation

Ad Number Ad Size Color
0011472797-01 4 X 74 Li

External Ad Number Pick Up

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL CASE NO. 780

NOTICE 15 HEREBY GIVEN fhat the Planning Commission of the
Fll‘rlv of Santa Fe Springs will hold o Public Hearing to consider the
ollowing:

DEVELOPMENT PLAN APPROVAL CASE NO. 980 - A request for
approval to allow the construction of a new + 144,434 sq. f. concrete ftilt-
Up industrial building and related improverments.

PROJECT SITE: The project site is located at 11401 Greenstone Avenue
(APMN: 8026-018-023) within the M-2, Heovy Manufacturing, Zone,

APPLICANT: Bobby Nassir, Greenstone SFS, LLC

THE HEARING will be held before the Planning Commission of the
City of Santa Fe Sprinas in the Council Chambers of the City Hall, 11710
Telegraph Road, Santa Fe Springs, on Monday, July 12, 2021 at 6:00
p.m.

CEQA STATUS: Upon review of the proposed project, stoff hos
determined thoi additional environmental analysis is required fo meet
the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The applicant has since retoined Marc Blodoett of Blodaett Baoylosis
Environmental Planning and Crown City Engineers to prepare the
necessary Initial Study/Mitigated Neoative Declaration and associated
Traffic Study. The droft CEQA documents are finalized and an NOI
(Motice of Intent) to adopt the Mitigoted Megative Declaration was
posted in the LA County Recorder’s Office to initiate the mandatory 20-
day public review period on June 1, 2021, Additionally, the project site is
not listed on the Hozardous Waoste and Substance Site List (Cortese List)
as set forth in Government Code Section 65942.5.

ALL INTERESTED PERSONS are invited to attend the Public
Hearing before the Flanning Commission and express their opinion on
the subiject item(s) listed above. It should be noted that if vou challenge
the afore-mentioned item(s) in court, vou may be limited fo raising only
those issues vou or someone else raised at the Public Hearing described
in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the office of the
Commission af, or prior to, the Public Hearing.

FURTHER INFORMATION on this item may be obtained at the City
of Santa Fe Sprinas Planning Department, 11710 Telearaph Road, Santa
Fe Springs, California 90670 or by telephone or e-mail: (562) B868-0511,
extension 7353, vincevelasco@santafesprings.org.

CITY OF Sﬁﬂﬁ FE SPRINGS

Wavne M. Morrel|
Director of Planning
City of Santa Fe Eprinqs
11710 Telegraph R
) _ Sonta Fe Springs, CA Q0670
Published: July 1, 2021 Whittier Daily News Ad#11472797

Product Reguested Placement
3GV Newspapers:Full Run Legals CLS
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Public Hearing Notice - Comment Received -

i om Supporters Alliance for
ng the proposed development.

ed a response to their statements.



Considerations

» Meets the criteria set forth in Section §155.739 of the Zoning
Regulations for the granting of a Development Plan Approval.

* The project involves the construction of a new attractive industrial
building on a site that is currently underutilized and developed with a
modular office building for a truck trailer storage facility.

* The design of the new concrete tilt-up industrial building provides
guality architectural design, as demonstrated by glazing, pop-outs,
and variations in height, materials, and color.



Staff Recommendations

» Approve and adopt the proposed environmental documents
* |S/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND); and
» Mitigation Monitoring and reporting Program (MMRP).

« Approve DPA 980

» Subject to the conditions as stated within the attached Resolutions.

e Adopt Resolution No. 190-2021, which incorporates the Planning
Commission’s findings and actions regarding this matter.
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Attachment 6: Letter from SAFER — July 12, 2022

Report Submitted By: Vince Velasco Date of Report: March 28, 2022
Planning and Development Department



Affachment No. 6
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510.836.4200

F 510.836.4205

VIA EMAIL AND OVERNIGHT MAIL
July 12, 2021

Ken Arnold, Chairperson

And Honorable Commissioners
Planning Commission

City of Santa Fe Springs
11710 Telegraph Road

Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670
planning@santafesprings.org

Vince Velasco, Associate Planner
Planning Department

City of Santa Fe Springs

11710 Telegraph Road

1939 Harrison Street, Ste. 150

QOakland, CA 94612

Wayne M. Morrell, Director
Planning Department

City of Santa Fe Springs

11710 Telegraph Road

Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670
waynemorrell@santafesprings.org

Janet Martinez, CMC, City Clerk
City of Santa Fe Springs

11710 Telegraph Road

Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670
JanetMartinez@santafesprings.org

Www.loZeaudrury.com
richard@lozeaudrury.com

Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670
vincevelasco@santafesprings.org

Re: CEQA and Land Use Notice Request for DPA 980 (Industrial Building
at 11401 Greenstone Avenue)

Dear Chairperson Arnold, Planning Commissioners, Mr. Velasco, Mr. Morrell, and Ms.
Martinez,

| am writing on behalf of Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility
(“SAFER?”) regarding the proposed development of a 137,000 square foot concrete tilt-
up industrial building at 11401 Greenstone Avenue in Santa Fe Springs (DPA 980),
proposed by applicant CEG Construction (“Project”). The City of Santa Fe Springs
(“City”) has prepared a mitigated negative declaration (“MND?”) for the Project. We
request that the City prepare an environmental impact report (“EIR”) for the Project
because there is a fair argument that the Project may have adverse environmental
impacts.

A. Failure to Provide Notice

On April 1, 2021, we send a written notice request letter requesting notice of any
document released pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA”),
including any MND, EIR or CEQA exemption. (Exhibit A). The April 2 request was filed
pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 21092.2 and 21167(f), and Government
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July 12, 2021
DPA 980 (Industrial Building at 11401 Greenstone Avenue)
Page 2 of 2

Code Section 65092, which require local agencies to mail such notices to any person
who has filed a written request for them with the clerk of the agency’s governing body.
The City released an MND for the Project on May 21, 2021, but it appears from our
records that the City failed to provide us with notice of the MND. As a result, we were
denied our right to have at least 20-days to review and comments on the MND. We
therefore request that the City continue the Planning Commission hearing for at least
20-days to allow us the right to review and comment on the MND. We reserve the right
to file a petition for writ of mandate against the City seeking a writ of mandate to require
the City to comply with CEQA’s notice requirements.

B. There is a Fair Argument that the Project May Have Adverse Environmental
Impacts.

1. Legal Standard.

As the Supreme Court held, “If no EIR has been prepared for a nonexempt
project, but substantial evidence in the record supports a fair argument that the project
may result in significant adverse impacts, the proper remedy is to order preparation of
an EIR.” (Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality
Management Dist. (ConocoPhillips) (2010) 48 Cal. 4th 310, 319-320 (“CBE v.
SCAQMD?”), citing, No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, 13 Cal.3d at pp. 75, 88;
Brentwood Assn. for No Drilling, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1982) 134 Cal. App. 3d
491, 504-505) “The ‘foremost principle’ in interpreting CEQA is that the Legislature
intended the act to be read so as to afford the fullest possible protection to the
environment within the reasonable scope of the statutory language.” (Communities for
a Better Environment v. Calif. Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, 109.)

The EIR is the very heart of CEQA. (Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City
of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1214; Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento
(2004) 124 Cal. App. 4th 903, 927) The EIR is an “environmental ‘alarm bell’ whose
purpose is to alert the public and its responsible officials to environmental changes
before they have reached the ecological points of no return.” Bakersfield Citizens, 124
Cal.App.4th at 1220. The EIR also functions as a “document of accountability,”
intended to “demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has, in fact,
analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its action.” Laurel Heights
Improvements Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392.
The EIR process “protects not only the environment but also informed self-government.”
Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th 927.

An EIR is required if “there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record
before the lead agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the
environment.” Pub. Res. Code § 21080(d) (emphasis added); see also Pocket
Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at 927. In very limited circumstances, an agency may
avoid preparing an EIR by issuing a negative declaration, a written statement briefly
indicating that a project will have no significant impact thus requiring no EIR (CEQA
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Guidelines § 15371), only if there is not even a “fair argument” that the project will have
a significant environmental effect. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21100, 21064. Since “[t]he
adoption of a negative declaration . . . has a terminal effect on the environmental review
process,” by allowing the agency “to dispense with the duty [to prepare an EIR],”
negative declarations are allowed only in cases where “the proposed project will not
affect the environment at all.” Citizens of Lake Murray v. San Diego, 129 Cal.App.3d
436, 440 (1989). CEQA contains a “preference for resolving doubts in favor of
environmental review.” Pocket Protectors, 124 Cal.App.4th at 927 (emphasis in
original).

2. There is a Fair Argument that the Project May Have Significant Greenhouse
Gas Impacts.

There is a fair argument that the Project will have adverse air quality impacts.
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (‘BAAQMD”) has adopted CEQA
screening thresholds. (Exhibit B). Although this Project is located within the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (“SCAQMD?), the thresholds of the two agencies
and similar and SCAQMD has not adopted similar screening thresholds. Therefore, the
exceedance of the BAAQMD thresholds establishes a “fair argument” that the Project
will also exceed SCAQMD thresholds. The BAAQMD thresholds provide that an
industrial building of over 121,000 square feet may have significant greenhouse gas
(“GHG”) impacts. The Project is137,000 square feet, and therefore exceeds this
screening threshold. Therefore, there is a fair argument that the Project will have
significant GHG impacts that should be analyzed and mitigated in an EIR. Feasible
mitigation measures may include installation of solar panels, energy efficiency
measures that exceed Title 24 requirements, requirements for electrified forklifts, trucks
and other equipment, and many other measures, including measures suggested by the
California Attorney General. (Exhibit C).

3. The MND’s Analysis of Energy Impacts is Conclusory and Fails to Provide
Substantial Evidence that the Project’s Energy Impacts will be less than
Significant.

The MND devoted less than two pages to its energy analysis. (MND, pp. 44-45.)
The MND relies on the Project’'s compliance with Title 24 regulations to conclude that
the impact is less than significant. However, compliance with existing standards does
not provide substantial evidence that the Project’s energy impacts are less than
significant.

The standard under CEQA is whether the Project would result in wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. Failing to undertake “an
investigation into renewable energy options that might be available or appropriate for a
project” violates CEQA. (California Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland (2014)
225 Cal.App.4th 173, 213.) Energy conservation under CEQA is defined as the "wise
and efficient use of energy.” (CEQA Guidelines, app. F, § I.) The “wise and efficient use
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of energy” is achieved by “(1) decreasing overall per capita energy consumption, (2)
decreasing reliance on fossil fuels such as coal, natural gas and oil, and (3) increasing
reliance on renewable energy resources.” (/d.)

Simply requiring compliance with the California Building Energy Efficiency
Standards (Cal.Code Regs., tit. 24, part 6 (Title 24) does not constitute an adequate
analysis of energy. (Ukiah Citizens for Safety First v. City of Ukiah (2016) 248
Cal.App.4th 256, 264-65 (Ukiah Citizens).) Similarly, the court in City of Woodland held
unlawful an energy analysis that relied on compliance with Title 24, that failed to assess
transportation energy impacts, and that failed to address renewable energy impacts.
(City of Woodland, supra, 225 Cal.App.4th at pp. 209-13.) As such, the MND’s reliance
on Title 24 compliance does not satisfy the requirements for an adequate discussion of
the Project’s energy impacts.

The MND summarily concludes that the Project would not result in the inefficient,
wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy. There is no discussion of the
Project's cost effectiveness in terms of energy requirements. There is no discussion of
energy consuming equipment and processes that will be used during the construction or
operation of the Project, including the energy necessary to power construction
equipment, forklifts, heating, cooling, truck refrigeration units, etc. The Project's energy
use efficiencies by amount and fuel type for each stage of the project including
construction, operation, and maintenance were not identified. The effect of the Project
on peak and base period demands for electricity has not been addressed. As such, the
MND’s conclusions are unsupported by the necessary discussions of the Project’s
energy impacts under CEQA.

C. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, SAFER requests that the City continue the Planning
Commission hearing for at least 20-days to provide the legally required public comment
period. We also request that the City prepare an environmental impact report (“EIR”) to
analyze and mitigate the Project’s significant adverse environmental impacts. Thank
you.

Sincerely,

A /
N X ‘ S,
— N e o SRS —

Richard Drury
Lozeau | Drury LLP
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F 510.836.4205 Qakland, CA 94612 richard@lozeaudrury.com
VIA EMAIL
April 1, 2021
Vince Velasco, Associate Planner Wayne M. Morrell, Director
Planning Department Planning Department
City of Santa Fe Springs City of Santa Fe Springs
11710 Telegraph Road 11710 Telegraph Road
Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670 Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670
vincevelasco(@santafesprings.org waynemorrell@santafesprings.org

Janet Martinez, CMC, City Clerk
City of Santa Fe Springs

11710 Telegraph Road

Santa Fe Springs, CA 90670
JanetMartinez(@santafesprings.org

Re: CEQA and Land Use Notice Request for DPA 980 (Industrial Building at 11401
Greenstone Avenue)

Dear Mr. Velasco, Mr. Morrell, and Ms. Martinez,

I am writing on behalf of Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (“SAFER”) regarding the

proposed development of a 137,000 square foot concrete tilt-up industrial building at 11401 Greenstone
Avenue in Santa Fe Springs (DPA 980), proposed by applicant CEG Construction (“Project”).

We hereby request that the City of Santa Fe Springs (“City”) send by electronic mail, if possible or U.S.
mail to our firm at the address below notice of any and all actions or hearings related to activities

undertaken, authorized, approved, permitted, licensed, or certified by the City and any of its subdivisions,

and/or supported, in whole or in part, through contracts, grants, subsidies, loans or other forms of
assistance from the City, including, but not limited to the following:

e Notice of any public hearing in connection with the Project as required by California Planning
and Zoning Law pursuant to Government Code Section 65091.

e Any and all notices prepared for the Project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act

(“CEQA”), including, but not limited to:

= Notices of any public hearing held pursuant to CEQA.

* Notices of determination that an Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is required for the

Project, prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.4.

* Notices of any scoping meeting held pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.9.

* Notices of preparation of an EIR or a negative declaration for the Project, prepared
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.



April 1, 2021
CEQA and Land Use Notice Request for DPA 980 (Industrial Building at 11401 Greenstone Avenue)
Page 2 of 2

= Notices of availability of an EIR or a negative declaration for the Project, prepared
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 and Section 15087 of Title 14 of the
California Code of Regulations.

= Notices of approval and/or determination to carry out the Project, prepared pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 21152 or any other provision of law.

= Notices of any addenda prepared to a previously certified or approved EIR.

= Notices of approval or certification of any EIR or negative declaration, prepared pursuant
to Public Resources Code Section 21152 or any other provision of law.

* Notices of determination that the Project is exempt from CEQA, prepared pursuant to
Public Resources Code section 21152 or any other provision of law.

= Notice of any Final EIR prepared pursuant to CEQA.

= Notice of determination, prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21108 or
Section 21152,

Please note that we are requesting notices of CEQA actions and notices of any public hearings to be held
under any provision of Title 7 of the California Government Code governing California Planning and
Zoning Law. This request is filed pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 21092.2 and 21167(f),
and Government Code Section 65092, which require local counties to mail such notices to any person
who has filed a written request for them with the clerk of the agency’s governing body.

Please send notice by electronic mail or U.S. Mail to:

Richard Drury

Komalpreet Toor

Stacey Oborne

Lozeau Drury LLP

1939 Harrison Street, Suite 150
Oakland, CA 94612
richard@lozeaudrury.com
komal@lozeaudrury.com
stacey@lozeaudrury.com

Please call if you have any questions. Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

%//%

Stacey Oborne
Lozeau | Drury LLP
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3. SCREENING CRITERIA

The screening criteria identified in this section are not thresholds of significance. The Air
District developed screening criteria to provide lead agencies and project applicants with a
conservative indication of whether the proposed project could result in potentially significant air
quality impacts. If all of the screening criteria are met by a proposed project, then the lead
agency or applicant would not need to perform a detailed air quality assessment of their project’s
air pollutant emissions. These screening levels are generally representative of new development
on greenfield sites without any form of mitigation measures taken into consideration. In addition,
the screening criteria in this section do not account for project design features, attributes, or local
development requirements that could also result in lower emissions. For projects that are mixed-
use, infill, and/or proximate to transit service and local services, emissions would be less than the
greenfield type project that these screening criteria are based on.

If a project includes emissions from stationary source engines (e.g., back-up generators) and
industrial sources subject to Air District Rules and Regulations, the screening criteria should not
be used. The project’s stationary source emissions should be analyzed separately from the land
use-related indirect mobile- and area-source emissions. Stationary-source emissions are not
included in the screening estimates given below and, for criteria pollutants, must be added to the
indirect mobile- and area-source emissions generated by the land use development and
compared to the appropriate Thresholds of Significance. Greenhouse gas emissions from
permitted stationary sources should not be combined with operational emissions, but compared
to a separate stationary source greenhouse gas threshold.

3.1. OPERATIONAL-RELATED IMPACTS

3.1.1. Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors

The screening criteria developed for criteria pollutants and precursors were derived using the
default assumptions used by the Urban Land Use Emissions Model (URBEMIS). If the project
has sources of emissions not evaluated in the URBEMIS program the screening criteria should
not be used. If the project meets the screening criteria in Table 3-1, the project would not result
in the generation of operational-related criteria air pollutants and/or precursors that exceed the
Thresholds of Significance shown in Table 2-2. Operation of the proposed project would
therefore result in a less-than-significant cumulative impact to air quality from criteria air pollutant
and precursor emissions.

3.1.2. Greenhouse Gases

The screening criteria developed for greenhouse gases were derived using the default emission
assumptions in URBEMIS and using off-model GHG estimates for indirect emissions from
electrical generation, solid waste and water conveyance. If the project has other significant
sources of GHG emissions not accounted for in the methodology described above, then the
screening criteria should not be used. Projects below the applicable screening criteria shown in
Table 3-1 would not exceed the 1,100 MT of CO,e/yr GHG threshold of significance for projects
other than permitted stationary sources.

If a project, including stationary sources, is located in a community with an adopted qualified
GHG Reduction Strategy, the project may be considered less than significant if it is consistent
with the GHG Reduction Strategy. A project must demonstrate its consistency by identifying and
implementing all applicable feasible measures and policies from the GHG Reduction Strategy into
the project.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District Page | 3-1
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Table 3-1

Operational-Related Criteria Air Pollutant and Precursor Screening Level Sizes

Operational Criteria

Operational GHG

Construction-Related

Land Use Type Pollutant Screening Size |  Screening Size Screening Size
Single-family 325 du (NOX) 56 du 114 du (ROG)
Apartment, low-rise 451 du (ROG) 78 du 240 du (ROG)
Apartment, mid-rise 494 du (ROG) 87 du 240 du (ROG)
Apartment, high-rise 510 du (ROG) 91 du 249 du (ROG)
Condo/townhouse, general 451 du (ROG) 78 du 240 du (ROG)
Condo/townhouse, high-rise 511 du (ROG) 92 du 252 du (ROG)
Mobile home park 450 du (ROG) 82 du 114 du (ROG)
Retirement community 487 du (ROG) 94 du 114 du (ROG)
Congregate care facility 657 du (ROG) 143 du 240 du (ROG)
Day-care center 53 ksf (NOX) 11 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Elementary school 271 ksf (NOX) 44 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Elementary school 2747 students (ROG) - 3904 students (ROG)
Junior high school 285 ksf (NOX) - 277 ksf (ROG)
Junior high school 2460 students (NOX) 46 ksf 3261 students (ROG)
High school 311 ksf (NOX) 49 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
High school 2390 students (NOX) - 3012 students (ROG)
Junior college (2 years) 152 ksf (NOX) 28 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Junior college (2 years) 2865 students (ROG) - 3012 students (ROG)
University/college (4 years) 1760 students (NOX) 320 students 3012 students (ROG)
Library 78 ksf (NOX) 15 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Place of worship 439 ksf (NOX) 61 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
City park 2613 acres (ROG) 600 acres 67 acres (PM10)
Racquet club 291 ksf (NOX) 46 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Racquetball/health 128 ksf (NOX) 24 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Quality restaurant 47 ksf (NOX) 9 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
High turnover restaurant 33 ksf (NOX) 7 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Fast food rest. w/ drive thru 6 ksf (NOX) 1 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Fast food rest. w/o drive thru 8 ksf (NOX) 1 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Hotel 489 rooms (NOX) 83 rooms 554 rooms (ROG)
Motel 688 rooms (NOX) 106 rooms 554 rooms (ROG)
Free-standing discount store 76 ksf (NOX) 15 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Free-standing discount superstore 87 ksf (NOX) 17 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Discount club 102 ksf (NOX) 20 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Regional shopping center 99 ksf (NOX) 19 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Electronic Superstore 95 ksf (NOX) 18 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Home improvement superstore 142 ksf (NOX) 26 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Strip mall 99 ksf (NOX) 19 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Hardware/paint store 83 ksf (NOX) 16 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Supermarket 42 ksf (NOX) 8 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Convenience market (24 hour) 5 ksf (NOX) 1 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Convenience market with gas pumps 4 ksf (NOX) 1 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Bank (with drive-through) 17 ksf (NOX) 3 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
General office building 346 ksf (NOX) 53 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
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Table 3-1

Operational-Related Criteria Air Pollutant and Precursor Screening Level Sizes

Operational Criteria

Operational GHG

Construction-Related

Land Use Type Pollutant Screening Size | Screening Size Screening Size
Office park 323 ksf (NOX) 50 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Government office building 61 ksf (NOX) 12 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Government (civic center) 149 ksf (NOX) 27 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Pharmacy/drugstore w/ drive through 49 ksf (NOX) 10 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Pharmacy/drugstore w/o drive through 48 ksf (NOX) 10 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Medical office building 117 ksf (NOX) 22 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Hospital 226 ksf (NOX) 39 ksf 277 ksf (ROG)
Hospital 334 beds (NOX) 84 ksf 337 beds (ROG)
Warehouse 864 ksf (NOX) 64 ksf 259 ksf (NOX)
General light industry 541 ksf (NOX) 121 ksf 259 ksf (NOX)
General light industry 72 acres (NOX) - 11 acres (NOX)
General light industry 1249 employees (NOX) - 540 employees (NOX)
General heavy industry 1899 ksf (ROG) - 259 ksf (NOX)
General heavy industry 281 acres (ROG) - 11 acres (NOX)
Industrial park 553 ksf (NOX) 65 ksf 259 ksf (NOX)
Industrial park 61 acres (NOX) - 11 acres (NOX)
Industrial park 1154 employees (NOX) - 577 employees (NOX)
Manufacturing 992 ksf (NOX) 89 ksf 259 ksf (NOX)

Source: Modeled by EDAW 2009.

Notes: du = dwelling units; ksf = thousand square feet; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; ROG = reactive organic gases.

Screening levels include indirect and area source emissions. Emissions from engines (e.g., back-up generators) and
industrial sources subject to Air District Rules and Regulations embedded in the land uses are not included in the screening
estimates and must be added to the above land uses.
Refer to Appendix D for support documentation.

Please refer to Chapter 5 for discussion of screening criteria for local community risk and hazard

3.2. COMMUNITY RISK AND HAZARD IMPACTS
impacts.
3.3. CARBON MONOXIDE IMPACTS

This preliminary screening methodology provides the Lead Agency with a conservative indication
of whether the implementation of the proposed project would result in CO emissions that exceed
the Thresholds of Significance shown in Table 2-3.

The proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact to localized CO concentrations
if the following screening criteria is met:

1. Project is consistent with an applicable congestion management program established
by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways,
regional transportation plan, and local congestion management agency plans.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
CEQA Guidelines June 2010
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2. The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more
than 44,000 vehicles per hour.

3. The project traffic would not increase traffic volumes at affected intersections to more
than 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or horizontal mixing is substantially
limited (e.g., tunnel, parking garage, bridge underpass, natural or urban street
canyon, below-grade roadway).

3.4. ODOR IMPACTS

Table 3-3 presents odor screening distances recommended by BAAQMD for a variety of land
uses. Projects that would site a new odor source or a new receptor farther than the applicable
screening distance shown in Table 3-3 from an existing receptor or odor source, respectively,
would not likely result in a significant odor impact. The odor screening distances in Table 3-3
should not be used as absolute screening criteria, rather as information to consider along with the
odor parameters and complaint history. Refer to Chapter 7 Assessing and Mitigating Odor
Impacts for comprehensive guidance on significance determination.

Table 3-3
Odor Screening Distances
Land Use/Type of Operation Project Screening Distance

Wastewater Treatment Plant 2 miles
Wastewater Pumping Facilities 1 mile
Sanitary Landfill 2 miles
Transfer Station 1 mile
Composting Facility 1 mile
Petroleum Refinery 2 miles
Asphalt Batch Plant 2 miles
Chemical Manufacturing 2 miles
Fiberglass Manufacturing 1 mile
Painting/Coating Operations 1 mile
Rendering Plant 2 miles
Coffee Roaster 1 mile
Food Processing Facility 1 mile
Confined Animal Facility/Feed Lot/Dairy 1 mile
Green Waste and Recycling Operations 1 mile
Metal Smelting Plants 2 miles
Refer to Appendix D for support documentation.

Facilities that are regulated by CalRecycle (e.g. landfill, composting, etc.) are required to have
Odor Impact Minimization Plans (OIMP) in place and have procedures that establish fence line
odor detection thresholds. The Air District recognizes a Lead Agency’s discretion under CEQA to
use established odor detection thresholds as thresholds of significance for CEQA review for
CalRecycle regulated facilities with an adopted OIMP.
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3.5. CONSTRUCTION-RELATED IMPACTS

3.5.1. Criteria Air Pollutants and Precursors

This preliminary screening provides the Lead Agency with a conservative indication of whether
the proposed project would result in the generation of construction-related criteria air pollutants
and/or precursors that exceed the Thresholds of Significance shown in Table 2-4.

If all of the following Screening Criteria are met, the construction of the proposed project would
result in a less-than-significant impact from criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions.
The project is below the applicable screening level size shown in Table 3-1; and

2. All Basic Construction Mitigation Measures would be included in the project design and
implemented during construction; and

3. Construction-related activities would not include any of the following:
a. Demolition;

b. Simultaneous occurrence of more than two construction phases (e.g., paving and
building construction would occur simultaneously);

c. Simultaneous construction of more than one land use type (e.g., project would
develop residential and commercial uses on the same site) (not applicable to high
density infill development);

d. Extensive site preparation (i.e., greater than default assumptions used by the Urban
Land Use Emissions Model [URBEMIS] for grading, cutffill, or earth movement); or

e. Extensive material transport (e.g., greater than 10,000 cubic yards of soil
import/export) requiring a considerable amount of haul truck activity.

3.5.2. Community Risk and Hazards
Chapter 5, Assessing and Mitigating Local Community Risk and Hazard Impacts, contains
information on screening criteria for local risk and hazards.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District Page | 3-5
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Addressing Climate Change at the Project Level
California Attorney General’s Office

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), local agencies have a very
important role to play in California’s fight against global warming — one of the most
serious environmental effects facing the State today. Local agencies can lead by
example in undertaking their own projects, insuring that sustainability is considered at
the earliest stages. Moreover, they can help shape private development. Where a
project as proposed will have significant global warming related effects, local agencies
can require feasible changes or alternatives, and impose enforceable, verifiable,
feasible mitigation to substantially lessen those effects. By the sum of their actions and
decisions, local agencies will help to move the State away from “business as usual” and
toward a low-carbon future.

Included in this document are various measures that may reduce the global warming
related impacts at the individual project level. (For more information on actions that
local governments can take at the program and general plan level, please visit the
Attorney General’s webpage, “CEQA, Global Warming, and General Plans” at
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/cega/generalplans.php.)

As appropriate, the measures can be included as design features of a project, required
as changes to the project, or imposed as mitigation (whether undertaken directly by the
project proponent or funded by mitigation fees). The measures set forth in this package
are examples; the list is not intended to be exhaustive. Moreover, the measures cited
may not be appropriate for every project. The decision of whether to approve a project
— as proposed or with required changes or mitigation — is for the local agency,
exercising its informed judgment in compliance with the law and balancing a variety of
public objectives.

Mitigation Measures by Category

Energy Efficiency

Incorporate green The California Department of Housing and Community Development’s Green
building practices and Building & Sustainability Resources handbook provides extensive links to
design elements. green building resources. The handbook is available at

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/green_build.pdf.

The American Institute of Architects (AlA) has compiled fifty readily available
strategies for reducing fossil fuel use in buildings by fifty percent. AlA “50 to
50" plan is presented in both guidebook and wiki format at
http://wiki.aia.org/Wiki%20Pages/Home.aspx.

AGO, Project Level Mitigation Measures Page 1
[Rev. 1/6/2010]
Available at http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW _mitigation _measures.pdf
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Meet recognized green | For example, an ENERGY STAR-qualified building uses less energy,
building and energy is less expensive to operate, and causes fewer greenhouse gas
efficiency benchmarks. | emissions than comparable, conventional buildings.
http://www.energystar.gov/index.cfm?c=business.bus_index.

California has over 1600 ENERGY STAR-qualified school, commercial
and industrial buildings. View U.S. EPA’s list of Energy Star non-
residential buildings at
http://www.energystar.gov/index.cfm?fuseaction=labeled buildings.loc
ator. Los Angeles and San Francisco top the list of U.S. cities with the
most ENERGY STAR non-residential buildings.
http://www.energystar.gov/ia/business/downloads/2008 Top 25 cities

_chart.pdf.

Qualified ENERGY STAR homes must surpass the state's Title 24
energy efficiency building code by at least 15%. Los Angeles,
Sacramento, San Diego, and San Francisco-Oakland are among the
top 20 markets for ENERGY STAR homes nationwide.
http://www.energystar.gov/ia/new _homes/mil homes/top 20 markets.
html. Builders of ENERGY STAR homes can be more competitive in a
tight market by providing a higher quality, more desirable product. See
http://www.energystar.gov/ia/partners/manuf res/Horton.pdf.

There are a variety of private and non-profit green building certification
programs in use in the U.S. See U.S. EPA’s Green Building / Frequently
Asked Questions website, http://www.epa.gov/greenbuilding/pubs/fags.htm.

Public-Private Partnership for Advancing Housing Technology maintains a list
of national and state Green Building Certification Programs for housing. See
http://www.pathnet.org/sp.asp?id=20978. These include the national
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) program, and, at the
state level, Build it Green’s GreenPoint Rated system and the California Green
Builder program.

Other organizations may provide other relevant benchmarks.

Install energy efficient Information about ENERGY STAR-certified products in over 60 categories is
lighting (e.g., light available at http://www.energystar.gov/index.cfm?fuseaction=find_a product.
emitting diodes

(LEDs)), heating and The California Energy Commission maintains a database of all appliances
cooling systems, meeting either federal efficiency standards or, where there are no federal
appliances, equipment, | efficiency standards, California's appliance efficiency standards. See

and control systems. http://www.appliances.energy.ca.gov/.

The Electronic Product Environmental Assessment Tool (EPEAT) ranks
computer products based on a set of environmental criteria, including energy
efficiency. See http://www.epeat.net/AboutEPEAT.aspx.

The nonprofit American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy maintains an
Online Guide to Energy Efficient Commercial Equipment, available at
http://www.aceee.org/ogeece/chl index.htm.

Utilities offer many incentives for efficient appliances, lighting, heating and
cooling. To search for available residential and commercial incentives, visit
Flex Your Power’s website at http://www.fypower.org/.

AGO, Project Level Mitigation Measures Page 2
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Use passive solar
design, e.g., orient
buildings and
incorporate landscaping
to maximize passive
solar heating during
cool seasons, minimize
solar heat gain during
hot seasons, and
enhance natural
ventilation. Design
buildings to take
advantage of sunlight.

See U.S. Department of Energy, Passive Solar Design (website)
http://www.energysavers.gov/your home/designing remodeling/index.cfm/myt

opic=10250.

See also California Energy Commission, Consumer Energy Center, Passive
Solar Design (website)
http://www.consumerenergycenter.org/home/construction/solardesign/index.ht
ml.

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratories’ Building Technologies Department
is working to develop innovative building construction and design techniques.
Information and publications on energy efficient buildings, including lighting,
windows, and daylighting strategies, are available at the Department’s website
at http://btech.lbl.gov.

Install light colored
“cool” roofs and cool
pavements.

A white or light colored roof can reduce surface temperatures by up to 100
degrees Fahrenheit, which also reduces the heat transferred into the building
below. This can reduce the building’s cooling costs, save energy and reduce
associated greenhouse gas emissions, and extend the life of the roof. Cool
roofs can also reduce the temperature of surrounding areas, which can
improve local air quality. See California Energy Commission, Consumer
Energy Center, Cool Roofs (webpage) at
http://www.consumerenergycenter.org/coolroof/.

See also Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratories, Heat Island Group
(webpage) at http://eetd.lbl.gov/Heatlsland/.

Install efficient lighting,
(including LEDS) for
traffic, street and other
outdoor lighting.

LED lighting is substantially more energy efficient than conventional lighting
and can save money. See
http://www.energy.ca.gov/efficiency/partnership/case studies/TechAsstCity.pdf
(noting that installing LED traffic signals saved the City of Westlake about
$34,000 per year).

As of 2005, only about a quarter of California’s cities and counties were using
100% LEDs in traffic signals. See California Energy Commission (CEC), Light
Emitting Diode Traffic Signal Survey (2005) at p. 15, available at
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2005publications/CEC 400 2005 003/CEC 400 2005
003.PDF.

The California Energy Commission’s Energy Partnership Program can help
local governments take advantage of energy saving technology, including, but
not limited to, LED traffic signals. See
http://www.energy.ca.gov/efficiency/partnership/.

Reduce unnecessary
outdoor lighting.

See California Energy Commission, Reduction of Outdoor Lighting (webpage)
at http://www.energy.ca.gov/efficiency/lighting/outdoor_reduction.html.

AGO, Project Level Mitigation Measures
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Use automatic covers,
efficient pumps and
motors, and solar
heating for pools and
spas.

During the summer, a traditional backyard California pool can use enough
energy to power an entire home for three months. Efficiency measures can
substantially reduce this waste of energy and money. See California Energy
Commission, Consumer Energy Center, Pools and Spas (webpage) at
http://www.consumerenergycenter.org/home/outside/pools _spas.html.

See also Sacramento Municipal Utilities District, Pool and Spa Efficiency
Program (webpage) at http://www.smud.org/en/residential/saving-
energy/Pages/poolspa.aspx.

Provide education on
energy efficiency to
residents, customers
and/or tenants.

Many cities and counties provide energy efficiency education. See, for
example, the City of Stockton’s Energy Efficiency website at
http://www.stocktongov.com/energysaving/index.cfm. See also “Green County
San Bernardino,” http://www.greencountysb.com at pp. 4-6.

Businesses and development projects may also provide education. For
example, a homeowners’ association (HOA) could provide information to
residents on energy-efficient mortgages and energy saving measures. See
The Villas of Calvera Hills, Easy Energy Saving Tips to Help Save Electricity at
http://www.thevillashoa.org/green/energy/. An HOA might also consider
providing energy audits to its residents on a regular basis.

Renewable Energy and Energy Storage

Meet “reach” goals for
building energy
efficiency and

renewable energy use.

A “zero net energy” building combines building energy efficiency and
renewable energy generation so that, on an annual basis, any
purchases of electricity or natural gas are offset by clean, renewable
energy generation, either on-site or nearby. Both the California Energy
Commission (CEC) and the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC) have stated that residential buildings should be zero net
energy by 2020, and commercial buildings by 2030. See CEC, 2009
Integrated Energy Policy Report (Dec. 2009) at p. 226, available at
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-100-2009-003/CEC-
100-2009-003-CMF.PDF; CPUC, Long Term Energy Efficiency
Strategic Plan (Sept. 2008), available at
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/PUC/energy/Energy+Efficiency/eesp/.

Install solar, wind, and
geothermal power
systems and solar hot
water heaters.

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) approved the California
Solar Initiative on January 12, 2006. The initiative creates a $3.3 billion, ten-
year program to install solar panels on one million roofs in the State. Visit the
one-stop GoSolar website at http://www.gosolarcalifornia.org/. As mitigation, a
developer could, for example, agree to participate in the New Solar Homes
program. See http://www.gosolarcalifornia.org/builders/index.html.

The CPUC is in the process of establishing a program to provide solar
water heating incentives under the California Solar Initiative. For more
information, visit the CPUC’s website at
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/puc/energy/solar/swh.htm.

To search for available residential and commercial renewable energy
incentives, visit Flex Your Power’s website at http://www.fypower.org/.
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Install solar panels on In 2008 Southern California Edison (SCE) launched the nation’s largest
unused roof and ground | installation of photovoltaic power generation modules. The utility plans to cover

space and over 65 million square feet of unused commercial rooftops with 250 megawatts of

carports and parking solar technology — generating enough energy to meet the needs of

areas. approximately 162,000 homes. Learn more about SCE'’s Solar Rooftop
Program at http://www.sce.com/solarleadership/solar-rooftop-program/general-
fag.htm.

In 2009, Walmart announced its commitment to expand the company’s
solar power program in California. The company plans to add solar
panels on 10 to 20 additional Walmart facilities in the near term.

These new systems will be in addition to the 18 solar arrays currently
installed at Walmart facilities in California. See
http://walmartstores.com/FactsNews/NewsRoom/9091.aspx.

Alameda County has installed two solar tracking carports, each generating 250
kilowatts. By 2005, the County had installed eight photovoltaic systems
totaling over 2.3 megawatts. The County is able to meet 6 percent of its
electricity needs through solar power. See
http://www.acgov.org/gsa/Alameda%20County%20-
%20Solar%20Case%20Study.pdf.

In 2007, California State University, Fresno installed at 1.1-megawatt
photovoltaic (PV)-paneled parking installation. The University expects to save
more than $13 million in avoided utility costs over the project’s 30-year
lifespan. http://www.fresnostatenews.com/2007/11/solarwrapup2.htm.

Where solar systems U.S. Department of Energy, A Homebuilder’s Guide to Going Solar (brochure)
cannot feasibly be (2008), available at http://www.eere.energy.gov/solar/pdfs/43076.pdf.
incorporated into the
project at the outset,
build “solar ready”
structures.

Incorporate wind and Wind energy can be a valuable crop for farmers and ranchers. Wind turbines
solar energy systems can generate energy to be used on-site, reducing electricity bills, or they can
into agricultural projects | yield lease revenues (as much as $4000 per turbine per year). Wind turbines
where appropriate. generally are compatible with rural land uses, since crops can be grown and
livestock can be grazed up to the base of the turbine. See National
Renewable Energy Laboratory, Wind Powering America Fact Sheet Series,
Wind Energy Benefits, available at
http://www.nrel.gov/docs/fy050sti/37602.pdf.

Solar PV is not just for urban rooftops. For example, the Scott Brothers’ dairy
in San Jacinto, California, has installed a 55-kilowatt solar array on its
commodity barn, with plans to do more in the coming years. See
http://www.dairyherd.com/directories.asp?pglD=724&ed_id=8409 (additional
California examples are included in article.)
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Include energy storage
where appropriate to
optimize renewable
energy generation
systems and avoid
peak energy use.

See National Renewable Energy Laboratory, Energy Storage Basics
(webpage) at http://www.nrel.gov/learning/eds_energy_storage.html.

California Energy Storage Alliance (webpage) at
http://storagealliance.org/about.html.

Storage is not just for large, utility scale projects, but can be part of smaller
industrial, commercial and residential projects. For example, Ice Storage Air
Conditioning (ISAC) systems, designed for residential and nonresidential
buildings, produce ice at night and use it during peak periods for cooling. See
California Energy Commission, Staff Report, Ice Storage Air Conditioners,
Compliance Options Application (May 2006), available at
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-400-2006-006/CEC-400-
2006-006-SF.PDF.

Use on-site generated
biogas, including
methane, in appropriate
applications.

At the Hilarides Dairy in Lindsay, California, an anaerobic-lagoon digester
processes the run-off of nearly 10,000 cows, generating 226,000 cubic feet of
biogas per day and enough fuel to run two heavy duty trucks. This has reduced
the dairy’s diesel consumption by 650 gallons a day, saving the dairy money
and improving local air quality. See
http://www.arb.ca.gov/newsrel/nr021109b.htm; see also Public Interest Energy
Research Program, Dairy Power Production Program, Dairy Methane Digester
System, 90-Day Evaluation Report, Eden Vale Dairy (Dec. 2006) at
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC 500 2006 083/CEC 500 2006
083.PDF.

Landfill gas is a current and potential source of substantial energy in
California. See Tom Frankiewicz, Program Manager, U.S. EPA
Landfill Methane Outreach Program, Landfill Gas Energy Potential in
California, available at

http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009 energypolicy/documents/2009-04-
21 workshop/presentations/05-SCS_Engineers Presentation.pdf.

There are many current and emerging technologies for converting landfill
methane that would otherwise be released as a greenhouse gas into clean
energy. See California Integrated Waste Management Board, Emerging
Technologies, Landfill Gas-to-Energy (webpage) at
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LEACentral/TechServices/EmergingTech/default.htm.
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Use combined heat and | Many commercial, industrial, and campus-type facilities (such as hospitals,

power (CHP) in universities and prisons) use fuel to produce steam and heat for their own
appropriate operations and processes. Unless captured, much of this heat is wasted.
applications. CHP captures waste heat and re-uses it, e.g., for residential or commercial

space heating or to generate electricity. See U.S. EPA, Catalog of CHP
Technologies at

http://www.epa.gov/chp/documents/catalog_of %20chp _tech entire.pdf and
California Energy Commission, Distributed Energy Resource Guide, Combined
Heat and Power (webpage) at
http://www.energy.ca.gov/distgen/equipment/chp/chp.html.

The average efficiency of fossil-fueled power plants in the United States is 33
percent. By using waste heat recovery technology, CHP systems typically
achieve total system efficiencies of 60 to 80 percent. CHP can also
substantially reduce emissions of carbon dioxide.
http://www.epa.gov/chp/basic/efficiency.html.

Currently, CHP in California has a capacity of over 9 million kilowatts. See list
of California CHP facilities at http://www.eea-inc.com/chpdata/States/CA.html.

The Waste Heat and Carbon Emissions Reduction Act (Assembly Bill 1613
(2007), amended by Assembly Bill 2791 (2008)) is designed to encourage the
development of new CHP systems in California with a generating capacity of
not more than 20 megawatts. Among other things, the Act requires the
California Public Utilities Commission to establish (1) a standard tariff allowing
CHP generators to sell electricity for delivery to the grid and (2) a "pay as you
save" pilot program requiring electricity corporations to finance the installation
of qualifying CHP systems by nonprofit and government entities. For more
information, see http://www.energy.ca.gov/wasteheat/.

Water Conservation and Efficiency

Incorporate water- According to the California Energy Commission, water-related energy use —
reducing features into which includes conveyance, storage, treatment, distribution, wastewater
building and landscape | collection, treatment, and discharge — consumes about 19 percent of the
design. State’s electricity, 30 percent of its natural gas, and 88 billion gallons of diesel
fuel every year. See http://www.energy.ca.gov/2007publications/CEC 999
2007 008/CEC 999 2007 008.PDF. Reducing water use and improving water
efficiency can help reduce energy use and greenhouse gas emissions.

Create water-efficient The California Department of Water Resources’ updated Model Water Efficient
landscapes. Landscape Ordinance (Sept. 2009) is available at
http://www.water.ca.gov/wateruseefficiency/landscapeordinance/technical.cfm.

A landscape can be designed from the beginning to use little or no water, and
to generate little or no waste. See California Integrated Waste Management
Board, Xeriscaping (webpage) at
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/organics/Xeriscaping/.
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Install water-efficient
irrigation systems and
devices, such as soil
moisture-based
irrigation controls and
use water-efficient
irrigation methods.

U.S. Department of Energy, Best Management Practice: Water-Efficient
Irrigation (webpage) at
http://www1.eere.energy.gov/femp/program/waterefficiency bmp5.html.

California Department of Water Resources, Landscape Water Use Efficiency
(webpage) at http://www.water.ca.gov/wateruseefficiency/landscape/.

Pacific Institute, More with Less: Agricultural Water Conservation and
Efficiency in California (2008), available at
http://www.pacinst.org/reports/more_with less_delta/index.htm.

Make effective use of
graywater. (Graywater
is untreated household
waste water from
bathtubs, showers,
bathroom wash basins,
and water from clothes
washing machines.
Graywater to be used
for landscape
irrigation.)

California Building Standards Commission, 2008 California Green Building
Standards Code, Section 604, pp. 31-32, available at
http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/bsc/2009/partll 2008 calgreen_code.pdf.

California Department of Water Resources, Dual Plumbing Code (webpage) at
http://www.water.ca.gov/recycling/DualPlumbingCode/.

See also Ahwahnee Water Principles, Principle 6, at
http://www.lgc.org/ahwahnee/h20_principles.html. The Ahwahnee Water
Principles have been adopted by City of Willits, Town of Windsor, Menlo Park,
Morgan Hill, Palo Alto, Petaluma, Port Hueneme, Richmond, Rohnert Park,
Rolling Hills Estates, San Luis Obispo, Santa Paula, Santa Rosa, City of
Sunnyvale, City of Ukiah, Ventura, Marin County, Marin Municipal Water
District, and Ventura County.

Implement low-impact
development practices
that maintain the
existing hydrology of
the site to manage
storm water and protect
the environment.

Retaining storm water runoff on-site can drastically reduce the need for
energy-intensive imported water at the site. See U.S. EPA, Low Impact
Development (webpage) at http://www.epa.gov/nps/lid/.

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment and the California Water
and Land Use Partnership, Low Impact Development at
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/nps/lid-factsheet.pdf.

Devise a
comprehensive water
conservation strategy
appropriate for the
project and location.

The strategy may include many of the specific items listed above, plus other
innovative measures that are appropriate to the specific project.

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

Department of General Services, Best Practices Manual, Water-Efficient
Fixtures and Appliances (website) at
http://www.green.ca.gov/EPP/building/SaveH20.htm.

Many ENERGY STAR products have achieved their certification because of
water efficiency. See California Energy Commission’s database, available at
http://www.appliances.energy.ca.gov/.

AGO, Project Level Mitigation Measures

[Rev. 1/6/2010]

Page 8

Available at http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation _measures.pdf



http://www1.eere.energy.gov/femp/program/waterefficiency_bmp5.html
http://www.water.ca.gov/wateruseefficiency/landscape/
http://www.pacinst.org/reports/more_with_less_delta/index.htm
http://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/bsc/2009/part11_2008_calgreen_code.pdf
http://www.water.ca.gov/recycling/DualPlumbingCode/
http://www.lgc.org/ahwahnee/h2o_principles.html
http://www.epa.gov/nps/lid/
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/nps/lid-factsheet.pdf
http://www.green.ca.gov/EPP/building/SaveH2O.htm
http://www.appliances.energy.ca.gov/

Offset water demand
from new projects so
that there is no net
increase in water use.

For example, the City of Lompoc has a policy requiring new development to
offset new water demand with savings from existing water users. See
http://www.cityoflompoc.com/utilities/pdf/2005_uwmp_final.pdf at p. 29.

Provide education
about water
conservation and
available programs and
incentives.

See, for example, the City of Santa Cruz, Water Conservation Office at
http://www.ci.santa-cruz.ca.us/index.aspx?page=395; Santa Clara Valley
Water District, Water Conservation at
http://www.valleywater.org/conservation/index.shtm; and Metropolitan Water
District and the Family of Southern California Water Agencies, Be Water Wise
at http://www.bewaterwise.com. Private projects may provide or fund similar
education.

Solid Waste Measures

Reuse and recycle
construction and
demolition waste
(including, but not
limited to, soil,
vegetation, concrete,
lumber, metal, and
cardboard).

Construction and demolition materials account for almost 22 percent of the
waste stream in California. Reusing and recycling these materials not only
conserves natural resources and energy, but can also save money. For a list
of best practices and other resources, see California Integrated Waste
Management Board, Construction and Demolition Debris Recycling (webpage)
at http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/condemo/.

Integrate reuse and
recycling into residential
industrial, institutional
and commercial
projects.

Tips on developing a successful recycling program, and opportunities for cost-
effective recycling, are available on the California Integrated Waste
Management Board’'s Zero Waste California website. See
http://zerowaste.ca.gov/.

The Institute for Local Government’s Waste Reduction & Recycling webpage
contains examples of “best practices” for reducing greenhouse gas emissions,
organized around waste reduction and recycling goals and additional examples
and resources. See http://www.ca-ilg.org/wastereduction.

Provide easy and
convenient recycling
opportunities for
residents, the public,
and tenant businesses.

Tips on developing a successful recycling program, and opportunities for cost
effective recycling, are available on the California Integrated Waste
Management Board’'s Zero Waste California website. See
http://zerowaste.ca.gov/.

Provide education and
publicity about reducing
waste and available
recycling services.

Many cities and counties provide information on waste reduction and recycling.
See, for example, the Butte County Guide to Recycling at
http://www.recyclebutte.net.

The California Integrated Waste Management Board’s website contains
numerous publications on recycling and waste reduction that may be helpful in
devising an education project. See
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Publications/default.asp?cat=13. Private projects
may also provide waste and recycling education directly, or fund education.
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Land Use Measures

Ensure consistency
with “smart growth”
principles —

mixed-use, infill, and
higher density projects
that provide
alternatives to individual
vehicle travel and
promote the efficient
delivery of services and
goods.

U.S. EPA maintains an extensive Smart Growth webpage with links to
examples, literature and technical assistance, and financial resources. See
http://www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/index.htm.

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s webpage provides
smart growth recommendations for communities located near water. See
Coastal & Waterfront Smart Growth (webpage) at
http://coastalsmartgrowth.noaa.gov/. The webpage includes case studies from
California.

The California Energy Commission has recognized the important role that land
use can play in meeting our greenhouse gas and energy efficiency goals. The
agency’s website, Smart Growth & Land Use Planning, contains useful
information and links to relevant studies, reports, and other resources. See
http://www.energy.ca.gov/landuse/.

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s webpage, Smart Growth /
Transportation for Livable Communities, includes resources that may be useful
to communities in the San Francisco Bay Area and beyond. See
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/.

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) has published
examples of smart growth in action in its region. See Examples from the
Sacramento Region of the Seven Principles of Smart Growth / Better Ways to
Grow, available at http://www.sacog.org/regionalfunding/betterways.pdf.

Meet recognized “smart
growth” benchmarks.

For example, the LEED for Neighborhood Development (LEED-ND) rating
system integrates the principles of smart growth, urbanism and green building
into the first national system for neighborhood design. LEED-ND is a
collaboration among the U.S. Green Building Council, Congress for the New
Urbanism, and the Natural Resources Defense Council. For more information,
see http://www.usgbc.org/DisplayPage.aspx?CMSPagelD=148.

Educate the public
about the many benefits
of well-designed, higher
density development.

See, for example, U.S. EPA, Growing Smarter, Living Healthier: A Guide to
Smart Growth and Active Aging (webpage), discussing how compact, walkable
communities can provide benefits to seniors. See
http://www.epa.gov/aging/bhc/guide/index.html.

U.S. EPA, Environmental Benefits of Smart Growth (webpage) at
http://www.epa.gov/dced/topics/eb.htm (noting local air and water quality
improvements).

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), Designing and Building
Healthy Places (webpage), at http://www.cdc.gov/healthyplaces/. The CDC's
website discusses the links between walkable communities and public health
and includes numerous links to educational materials.

California Department of Housing and Community Development, Myths and
Facts About Affordable and High Density Housing (2002), available at
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/mythsnfacts.pdf.
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Incorporate public
transit into the project’s
design.

Federal Transit Administration, Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)
(webpage) at http://www.fta.dot.gov/planning/planning_environment 6932.html
(describing the benefits of TOD as “social, environmental, and fiscal.”)

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Statewide Transit-Oriented
Development Study: Factors for Success in California (2002), available at
http://transitorienteddevelopment.dot.ca.gov/miscellaneous/Statewide TOD.htm

Caltrans, California Transit-Oriented Development Searchable Database
(includes detailed information on numerous TODs), available at
http://transitorienteddevelopment.dot.ca.gov/miscellaneous/NewHome.jsp.

California Department of Housing and Community Development, Transit
Oriented Development (TOD) Resources (Aug. 2009), available at
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/tod.pdf.

Preserve and create
open space and parks.
Preserve existing trees,
and plant replacement
trees at a set ratio.

U.S. EPA, Smart Growth and Open Space Conservation (webpage) at
http://www.epa.gov/dced/openspace.htm.

Develop “brownfields”
and other underused or
defunct properties near
existing public
transportation and jobs.

U.S. EPA, Smart Growth and Brownfields (webpage) at
http://www.epa.gov/dced/brownfields.htm.

For example, as set forth in the Local Government Commission’s case study,
the Town of Hercules, California reclaimed a 426-acre brownfield site,
transforming it into a transit-friendly, walkable neighborhood. See
http://www.lgc.org/freepub/docs/community design/fact sheets/er case studi

es.pdf.

For financial resources that can assist in brownfield development, see Center
for Creative Land Recycling, Financial Resources for California Brownfields
(July 2008), available at http://www.cclr.org/media/publications/8-

Financial Resources 2008.pdf.

Include pedestrian and
bicycle facilities within
projects and ensure
that existing non-
motorized routes are
maintained and
enhanced.

See U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration,
Bicycle and Pedestrian Program (webpage) at
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/.

Caltrans, Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities in California / A Technical
Reference and Technology Transfer Synthesis for

Caltrans Planners and Engineers (July 2005), available at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/survey/pedestrian/TR_MAY0405.pdf. This
reference includes standard and innovative practices for pedestrian facilities
and traffic calming.
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http://www.lgc.org/freepub/docs/community_design/fact_sheets/er_case_studies.pdf
http://www.lgc.org/freepub/docs/community_design/fact_sheets/er_case_studies.pdf
http://www.cclr.org/media/publications/8-Financial_Resources_2008.pdf
http://www.cclr.org/media/publications/8-Financial_Resources_2008.pdf
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/survey/pedestrian/TR_MAY0405.pdf

Transportation and Motor Vehicles

Meet an identified A logical benchmark might be related to vehicles miles traveled (VMT), e.g.,
transportation-related average VMT per capita, per household, or per employee. As the California
benchmark. Energy Commission has noted, VMT by California residents increased “a rate

of more than 3 percent a year between 1975 and 2004, markedly faster than
the population growth rate over the same period, which was less than 2
percent. This increase in VMT correlates to an increase in petroleum use and
GHG production and has led to the transportation sector being responsible for
41 percent of the state’s GHG emissions in 2004.” CEC, The Role of Land
Use in Meeting California’s Energy and Climate Change Goals (Aug. 2007) at
p. 9, available at http://www.energy.ca.gov/2007publications/CEC-600-2007-
008/CEC-600-2007-008-SF.PDF.

Even with regulations designed to increase vehicle efficiency and lower the
carbon content of fuel, “reduced VMT growth will be required to meet GHG
reductions goals.” Id. at p. 18.

Adopt a comprehensive | For example, reduce parking for private vehicles while increasing options for

parking policy that alternative transportation; eliminate minimum parking requirements for new
discourages private buildings; “unbundle” parking (require that parking is paid for separately and is
vehicle use and not included in rent for residential or commercial space); and set appropriate
encourages the use of pricing for parking.

alternative

transportation. See U.S. EPA, Parking Spaces / Community Places, Finding the Balance

Through Smart Growth Solutions (Jan. 2006), available at
http://www.epa.gov/dced/pdf/EPAParkingSpaces06.pdf.

Reforming Parking Policies to Support Smart Growth, Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (June 2007) at
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/smart_growth/parking _seminar/Toolbox

Handbook.pdf.

See also the City of Ventura’s Downtown Parking and Mobility Plan, available
at

http://www.cityofventura.net/community development/resources/mobility parKi
ng_plan.pdf, and Ventura's Downtown Parking Management Program,
available at
http://www.ci.ventura.ca.us/depts/comm_dev/downtownplan/chapters.asp.

Build or fund a major “’Major transit stop’ means a site containing an existing rail transit station, a
transit stop within or ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of
near the development. two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes
or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods.” (Pub. Res.
Code, § 21064.3.)

Transit Oriented Development (TOD) is a moderate to higher density
development located within an easy walk of a major transit stop.
http://transitorienteddevelopment.dot.ca.gov/miscellaneous/NewWhatisTOD.ht
m.

By building or funding a major transit stop, an otherwise ordinary development
can become a TOD.
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Provide public transit
incentives such as free
or low-cost monthly
transit passes to
employees, or free ride
areas to residents and
customers.

See U.S. Department of Transportation and U.S. EPA, Commuter Choice
Primer / An Employer’s Guide to Implementing Effective Commuter Choice
Programs, available at

http://www.its.dot.gov/JPODOCS/REPTS PR/13669.html.

The Emery Go Round shuttle is a private transportation service funded by
commercial property owners in the citywide transportation business
improvement district. The shuttle links a local shopping district to a Bay Area
Rapid Transit stop. See http://www.emerygoround.com/.

Seattle, Washington maintains a public transportation “ride free” zone in its
downtown from 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. daily. See
http://transit.metrokc.gov/tops/accessible/paccessible_map.html#fare.

Promote “least
polluting” ways to
connect people and
goods to their
destinations.

Promoting “least polluting” methods of moving people and goods is part of a
larger, integrated “sustainable streets” strategy now being explored at U.C.
Davis’'s Sustainable Transportation Center. Resources and links are available
at the Center’s website, http://stc.ucdavis.edu/outreach/ssp.php.

Incorporate bicycle
lanes, routes and
facilities into street
systems, new
subdivisions, and large
developments.

Bicycling can have a profound impact on transportation choices and air
pollution reduction. The City of Davis has the highest rate of bicycling in the
nation. Among its 64,000 residents, 17 percent travel to work by bicycle and
41 percent consider the bicycle their primary mode of transportation. See Air
Resources Board, Bicycle Awareness Program, Bicycle Fact Sheet, available
at http://www.arb.ca.gov/planning/tsaq/bicycle/factsht.htm.

For recommendations on best practices, see the many resources listed at the
U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration’s Bicycle
and Pedestrian website at
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/publications.htm.

See also Caltrans Division of Research and Innovation, Designing Highway
Facilities To Encourage Walking, Biking and Transit (Preliminary Investigation)
(March 2009), available at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/research/researchreports/preliminary _investigations/doc
s/pi-design_for_walking %20biking_and_transit%20final.pdf.

Require amenities for
non-motorized
transportation, such as
secure and convenient
bicycle parking.

According to local and national surveys of potential bicycle commuters, secure
bicycle parking and workplace changing facilities are important complements
to safe and convenient routes of travel. See Air Resources Board, Bicycle
Awareness Program, Bicycle Fact Sheet, available at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/planning/tsaqg/bicycle/factsht.htm.
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Ensure that the project
enhances, and does not
disrupt or create
barriers to, non-
motorized
transportation.

See, e.g., U.S. EPA’s list of transit-related “smart growth” publications at
http://www.epa.gov/dced/publications.htm#air, including Pedestrian and

Transit-Friendly Design: A Primer for Smart Growth (1999), available at

www.epa.gov/dced/pdf/ptfd _primer.pdf.

See also Toolkit for Improving Walkability in Alameda County, available at
http://www.acta2002.com/ped toolkit/ped toolkit print.pdf.

Pursuant to the California Complete Streets Act of 2008 (AB 1358, Gov. Code,
88 65040.2 and 65302), commencing January 1, 2011, upon any substantive
revision of the circulation element of the general plan, a city or county will be
required to modify the circulation element to plan for a balanced, multimodal
transportation network that meets the needs of all users.

Connect parks and
open space through
shared pedestrian/bike
paths and trails to
encourage walking and
bicycling.

Create bicycle lanes
and walking paths
directed to the location
of schools, parks and
other destination points.

Walk Score ranks the “walkability” of neighborhoods in the largest 40 U.S.
cities, including seven California cities. Scores are based on the distance to
nearby amenities. Explore Walk Score at http://www.walkscore.com/.

In many markets, homes in walkable neighborhoods are worth more than
similar properties where walking is more difficult. See Hoak, Walk appeal /
Homes in walkable neighborhoods sell for more: study, Wall Street Journal
(Aug. 18, 2009), available at http://www.marketwatch.com/story/homes-in-
walkable-neighborhoods-sell-for-more-2009-08-18.

By creating walkable neighborhoods with more transportation choices,
Californians could save $31 million and cut greenhouse gas emissions by 34
percent, according to a study released by Transform, a coalition of unions and
nonprofits. See Windfall for All / How Connected, Convenient Neighborhoods
Can Protect Our Climate and Safeguard California's Economy (Nov. 2009),
available at http://transformca.org/windfall-for-all#download-report.

Work with the school
districts to improve
pedestrian and bike
access to schools and
to restore or expand
school bus service
using lower-emitting
vehicles.

In some communities, twenty to twenty-five percent of morning traffic is due to
parents driving their children to school. Increased traffic congestion around
schools in tu