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3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.15 Transportation

Senate Bill 375

On September 30, 2008, Governor Schwarzenegger approved SB 375. The purpose of SB 375 is
to coordinate transportation and land use planning to reduce GHG emissions. SB 375 requires
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to adopt Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS)
as part of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to achieve goals for the reduction of GHG
emissions from automobiles and light trucks in the region. SB 375 also requires CARB to work
with MPOs to provide each region with GHG reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 by September
30, 2010. The bill requires transportation planning and programming activities by the MPOs to be
consistent with the SCS. To the extent the SCS is unable to achieve the GHG reduction targets set
by CARB, MPOs are required to prepare an alternative planning strategy to the SCS showing
how the targets would be achieved through alternative development patterns, infrastructure, or
additional transportation measures and policies. CARB is required to review each MPOs SCS and
alternative planning strategy to determine whether the strategy would achieve GHG emission
reduction targets.

Senate Bill 743

On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed SB 743, which became effective on January 1,
2014. The purpose of SB 743 is to streamline the review under the CEQA process for several
categories of development projects including the development of infill projects in transit priority
areas and to balance the needs of congestion management with statewide goals related to infill
development, promotion of public health through active transportation, and reduction of GHG
emissions. SB 743 adds Chapter 2.7: Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit
Oriented Infill Projects to the CEQA Statute (Section 21099). Among other things, SB 743
mandates that alternative metric(s) for determining impacts relative to transportation shall be
developed to replace the use of Level of Service (LOS) in CEQA documents. Previously,
environmental review of transportation impacts focused on the delay that vehicles experience at
intersections and on roadway segments, which is often measured using LOS. Pursuant to SB 743,
the focus of transportation analysis changes from vehicle delay to VMT. The Office of Planning
and Research (OPR) released two rounds of draft proposals for updating the CEQA Guidelines
related to evaluating transportation impacts and, after further study and consideration of public
comment, submitted a final set of revisions to the Natural Resources Agency in November 2017.
This was followed by a rulemaking process that would implement the requirements of the
legislation. The updates to the CEQA Guidelines required under SB 743 were approved on
December 28, 2018. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, statewide application of the new
VMT metric was required beginning on July 1, 2020.

Regional
Southern California Association of Governments

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) leads the development of the RTP,
which presents the vision for transportation throughout most of Southern California. SB 375 was
passed to reduce GHG emissions from both automobiles and light trucks through integrated
transportation, land use, housing, and environmental planning. Under SB 375, SCAG is tasked
with developing the SCS for the Southern California region. The SCS, as a component of the
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RTP, provides a plan for meeting emissions reduction targets set forth by the CARB. The 2020-
2045 RTP/SCS identifies priorities for transportation planning within the Southern California
region, sets goals and policies, and identifies performance measures for transportation
improvements to ensure that future projects are consistent with other planning goals for the
region. The RTP/SCS has numerous goals to increase mobility for the region’s residents and
visitors, and an emphasis on sustainability and integrated planning to collectively improve the
region’s mobility, economy, and sustainability. The RTP/SCS must be approved by federal
agencies in order to receive federal transportation funds. Only projects and programs included in
the RTP are eligible for federal funding. SCAG adopted the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS in June 2020.
The Regional Transportation Improvement Plan (RTIP), also prepared by SCAG and based on the
RTP, lists all of the regional funded/programmed improvements within the next seven years. In
order to qualify for CEQA streamlining benefits under SB 375, a project must be consistent with
the RTP/SCS.

Long Range Transportation Plan

The Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP), prepared by Metro, is the long-range plan that
responds to emerging environmental challenges through the provision of new initiatives and
recommendations that include driving alternatives, mobility improvements, enhanced public
transit, expanded rail, and the development of major corridor projects in Los Angeles County.

SCAG Regional Comprehensive Plan

The Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) is part of an overall regional planning process that is
linked directly to SCAG’s Growth Management Plan, the Housing Allocation Process, and the
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Air Quality Management Plan. The last RCP was
adopted by SCAG in 2008 and includes elements on Land Use and Housing, Open Space and
Habitat, Water, Energy, Air Quality, Solid Waste, Transportation, and Security and Emergency
Preparedness.

Highway Performance Monitoring System

The Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) is a federally mandated inventory system
and planning tool designed to assess the nation’s highway system. HPMS is used as a management
tool by the federal and state governments and local agencies to analyze the system’s condition
and performance. The HPMS data are used for allocation of federal funds, identification of travel
trends and future forecasts, Environmental Protection Agency air quality conformity tracking, and
biennial reports to the United States Congress on the state of the nation’s highways. The HPMS is
administered by Caltrans, with technical data provided by local agencies.

Long Beach Transit

Long Beach Transit, created in 1963, provides bus service in southern Los Angeles County,
particularly in Long Beach and Signal Hill with routes extending into Artesia, Bellflower, Carson,
Cerritos, Compton, Hawaiian Gardens, Lakewood, Los Alamitos, Paramount, and Seal Beach.
The agency is governed by a seven-member Board of Directors appointed by the Mayor of the
city of Long Beach.
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Access Services

Access Services is a state-mandated local governmental agency created by Los Angeles County's
public transit agencies to administer and manage the delivery of regional American with
Disabilities Act (ADA) paratransit service. Access Services was established by 44 public fixed
route transit operators in Los Angeles County. It is governed by a nine-member board appointed
by the Los Angeles County municipal fixed route operators, the City of Los Angeles, the County
of Los Angeles, the Transportation Corridor Representatives of the Los Angeles branch of the
League of Cities, the Los Angeles County Commission on Disabilities, and the Coalition of
Independent Living Centers.

Local
City of Carson Municipal Code

The Carson Municipal Code identifies numerous components affecting the transportation system.
This includes parking requirements and design guidelines that provide detailed design
information for the circulation system of new developments, including parking facilities,
driveways, sidewalks, and pedestrian facilities.

3.15.4 Project Impact Analysis

Thresholds of Significance and Methodology
Thresholds of Significance

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines provides screening questions that address potential
impacts related to several environmental issues. The CEQA guidelines provide that lead agencies
may use the questions set forth in Appendix G to assess the significance of a project’s
environmental effects, and the use of Appendix G as a significance threshold is routinely
sanctioned by the courts (although such use is not mandatory). Based on the Appendix G
guestions regarding transportation, a project would have a significant impact if the project would:

Threshold TR-1: Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities;

Threshold TR-2: Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3,

Subdivision (b);

Threshold TR-3: Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment); or

Threshold TR-4: Result in inadequate emergency access.
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Methodology
VMT Analysis

SB 743 requires that congestion or delay-based metrics, such as roadway capacity and LOS, no
longer be used as performance measures for the determination of the transportation impacts of
projects in studies conducted under CEQA. Instead, new performance measures such as VMT
will be used. Prior CEQA analyses focused on measuring congestion through LOS to provide an
understanding of how the transportation network was functioning and allowed for the movement
of people and goods. While VMT continues to evaluate auto travel, the focus is shifted to the
impact of driving on the environment by setting the goal of a reduction in per capita vehicle travel
as a strategy for improving air quality.

A detailed analysis for the Project was prepared by Fehr & Peers in September 2021. The
methodology for determining VMT transportation impacts in the city of Carson is contained in
the City’s proposed draft Transportation Study Guidelines, which are informed by the guidance
developed by OPR. The Transportation Study Guidelines outline the following process for
performing a VMT analysis:

1. Determine if VMT analysis is necessary by comparing project characteristics for each land
use to the City’s screening criteria.

2. If a project component does not meet any of the screening criteria, perform VMT analysis for
the component(s) that do not meet the screening criteria to determine that component’s VMT
(using the appropriate metric based on land-use type).

3. Compare the project component VMT to the City’s significance criteria to determine if there
is VMT transportation impact.

4. If there is an impact, identify mitigation measures to reduce the project impact.

While SCAG recently adopted the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS, the travel demand forecasting model used
to evaluate the plan is not yet available for use. SCAG’s new RTP/SCS model is expected to be
available for use on land use and transportation planning projects in late 2021. Based on the planned
growth and transportation improvements envisioned in the new RTP/SCS, the VMT trends reported
from the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS model are expected to be like those in the new 2020 model. As such,
the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS model was used for the analysis described in this section.

The SCAG 2016-2040 RTP/SCS model is used to estimate a project’s VMT. VMT can be
presented in several different forms depending on the analysis being conducted. “Home-Based
VMT” per capita is used for residential projects and “Home-Based Work VMT” per employee for
office projects. For land use plans such as General Plans, total VMT per service population? is
also used to determine potential impacts.

Pursuant to OPR and the City of Carson’s draft Transportation Study Guidelines, the VMT
analysis for the Project includes estimates of the “project generated VMT” for the Project’s

1 Total number of residents and employees within the city.
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Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs)?2 and estimates of the ‘project effect on VMT’ under the
following conditions:

The Existing/Baseline (2016) Conditions represent the existing baseline conditions for the
project based on the date that the Notice of Preparation for the EIR was released and
conditions on the ground at the time the project was started;

The Cumulative Base (2040) Conditions (No Project) represent the buildout of the 2016-2040
SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS),
including regional land uses, transportation improvements consistent with the 2016-2040
SCAG RTP/SCS, and continuation of the current General Plan; and

The Cumulative Plus Project (2040) Conditions (Plus Project) represent the proposed General
Plan update scenario. The land use proposed by the Project is represented in the growth of the
future year socioeconomic input data in the SCAG travel demand model for the City’s
Planning Area.

Project-generated VMT was extracted from the SCAG Model. The summarized project-generated
VMT metrics described above are compared against the City of Carson’s significance criteria for
determining VMT impacts. Carson’s draft Transportation Study Guidelines indicate that “Home-
Based VMT” per capita should be evaluated for residential projects and “Home-Based Work
VMT” per employee should be evaluated for office projects. This section presents these two
metrics along with total VMT per service population and total VMT, which are summarized in
Table 3.15-3, VMT Summary by Trip Scenario.

TABLE 3.15-3
VMT SUMMARY BY TRIP SCENARIO

2016 Existing/ Cumulative Cumulative

Baseline Base 2040 Plus Project
SED/VMT Metrics Conditions  Conditions 2040 Conditions
Population 108,569 121,153 143,501
Employment 90,580 100,042 111,629
Service Population 199,149 221,195 255,130
Total VMT (Include Auto and Trucks) 7,867,557 8,405,911 9,505,005
Home-Based VMT (Productions) 1,475,720 1,470,830 1,709,723
Home-Based Work VMT (Attractions) 1,725,203 1,548,271 1,719,621
Total VMT per Service Population 39.5 38.0 37.3
Home-Based VMT per Capita 14.3 12.7 12.4
Home-Based Work VMT per Employee 20.0 16.2 16.0

SOURCE: Prepared by Environmental Science Associates based on Appendix F1.

2

TAZs are geographic polygons similar to Census block groups used to represent areas of homogenous travel
behavior in the SCAG model.
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Project Impact Analysis

Conflict with Adopted Circulation Program, Plan, Ordinance, or Policy

Threshold TR-1: The Project would have a significant impact if future development allowed by
Carson2040 would conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

Impact TR-1: The Project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
(Less than Significant)

The CEQA thresholds of significance for transportation and traffic impacts have shifted in recent
years. In the past, transportation analysis focused on the metric of LOS, which measured
congestion at local intersections and roadway segments. The emphasis of these past studies was
to assure that the street grid network functioned well and allowed for efficient movement of
vehicles. The current focus is to encourage active transportation (e.g., pedestrians, bicyclists, etc.)
and transit, and to limit increases in VMT (see also Impact TR-2 below). An important part of
this analysis is to determine the consistency of proposed projects or programmatic actions with
the Circulation Element of the proposed General Plan update.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan update would improve connections to local and
regional transit service and encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation, including
walking and biking through supportive land use development. The Planning Area contains
existing non-vehicular transportation, such as pedestrian and bicycle facilities and transit services
as detailed above in Section 3.15.2, Environmental Setting.

The roadway network in Carson is considerably built out, such that no roadway capacity
improvements (lane additions, lane widening, medians) are proposed that would change the
functional classification of the roadway network. The proposed General Plan update implements
multi-modal network goals and policies to calm traffic, install and improve bike lanes, and
improve public transportation services.

Implementation of the proposed General Plan update would enable the City to improve bicycling
programs and infrastructure throughout the city, providing connections to the existing and
proposed bicycle network. Implementation of proposed General Plan update would also improve
pedestrian infrastructure by providing existing and planned pedestrian facilities and prioritizing
pedestrian safety.

New trips and increased VMT may affect the operation of existing transit services or routes.
Several policies and goals included in the proposed General Plan update address these impacts by
balancing the multimodal transportation network to provide alternatives to the automaobile,
improving transit service connections, and encouraging the use of alternative modes of
transportation to minimize the potential for negative effects. Based on the availability of non-
vehicular transportation options for the community outlined above and the Circulation Goals and
policies provided in the proposed General Plan update, the proposed plan would not conflict with
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any applicable program, plan, or ordinance on the circulation system, including transit, roadway,
bicycle, and pedestrian facilities and the impact would be less than significant.

Proposed General Plan Policies that Address the Impact

Circulation

Guiding Policies

CIR-G-1 Provide a balanced transportation system of multimodal networks providing a
broad range of travel options to make transportation convenient, comfortable,
and safe for people of all abilities.

CIRG-2 Promote bicycling and walking, and support and improve connections to local

and regional transit service.

Implementing Policies

CIR-P-1 Update the City’s Bicycle Plan, identifying a citywide bicycle network of off-
street bike paths, on-street bike lanes and bike streets. As part of the plan,
consider bicycle lockers, secure bike parking, pavement condition, and access
to transit, parks, and schools throughout the city. The update of the Bicycle
Plan should strategically identify projects that will improve equity, the
environment, reduce trips on the roadway system, and prioritize projects that
align with primary local active transportation grant funding programs including
Metro, SCAG, and Caltrans.

CIR-P-8 Develop and implement street design standards on arterial corridors that are
context sensitive to adjacent land uses or districts, and to all roadway users.
Require large new developments and redevelopment projects to provide
interconnected street networks with small blocks.

CIR-P-10 Direct commuter traffic to move through the city primarily on arterial streets,
and on collector streets as appropriate. Consider traffic calming strategies.

CIR-P-16 Work with Long Beach Transit to serve local neighborhoods and connect
residences with shopping, employment, transit, and recreational opportunities.

CIR-P-17 Participate in and encourage collaboration among adjacent cities to provide a
more reliable public transportation system the area.

CIR-P-18 Work with transit services to provide attractive and convenient bus stops,
including shade/weather protection, seats, transit information, and trash
receptacles.

CIR-P-19 Work with regional transit services to develop an on-demand transportation
system that caters to senior populations and people with disabilities.

CIR-P-20 Evaluate and adjust transit routes to better connect disadvantaged communities
with major transit hubs and key destinations such as parks, schools, and healthy
food opportunities.

CIR-P-22 Develop a transportation demand management (TDM) ordinance. A TDM
ordinance would incorporate strategies appropriate for the local context and
land use as different strategies are more effective at reducing employee
commute trips, while others focus on reducing residential, shopping, or other
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discretionary trips. Strategies will generally focus on land use, parking, transit,
and active transportation.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

Conflict with CEQA Guideline Section 15064.3, Subdivision (b)

Threshold TR-2: The Project would have a significant impact if future development allowed by
Carson2040 would conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3,
Subdivision (b).

Impact TR-2: The Project would conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3, Subdivision (b). (Significant and Unavoidable)

In the past, CEQA analysis for traffic impacts was conducted using the metric of LOS, which
measures congestion at local intersections and roadway segments. The emphasis of past studies
was to ensure that land use development projects would not hinder acceptable operations of the
street network and efficient movement of vehicles. However, in 2013, SB 743 was passed by the
California legislature and signed into law by the governor. SB 743 requires that LOS, which
measures congestion and vehicle delay, no longer be used as the performance measure for the
determination of transportation impacts in studies conducted under CEQA. Instead, VMT is to be
used as the metric for evaluating transportation impacts.

As noted above, the CEQA thresholds of significance for transportation impacts are intended to
encourage the use of active transportation and transit, and to limit increases in VMT. Land
development patterns, including the density and mix of land uses, coupled with the accessibility
of alternative modes of transportation (e.g., presence of pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure,
transit services), have a direct effect on the number, and length, of vehicle trips, which determine
the amount of VMT generated by a project. Efforts to reduce VMT may include TDM strategies
and the implementation of capital improvement projects that improve mobility and accessibility
for active transportation and transit users. The following section describes the VMT analysis that
was conducted.

VMT Modeling

The SCAG Model is a four step, trip-based convergence model covering the entire SCAG six-
county region. The Model is structured geographically into approximately 4,100 tier 1
Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) and 11,267 tier 2 TAZs. Socioeconomic data, the highway
network, and the transit network are the primary inputs to the SCAG Model to estimate trip
generation and assign vehicle trips. The Planning Area for the proposed General Plan update is
represented by 26 tier 1 TAZs and 61 tier 2 TAZs. For the Existing/Baseline scenario, the 2016
base year model was used, and for the Cumulative Base (2040 No Project) scenario, the 2040
base year model was used. Compared to the 2016 base year model, the 2040 base year model uses
the same number of TAZs and corresponding geographic boundaries. However, the 2040 base
year model represents SCAG’s forecast of the buildout of the 2040 RTP/SCS, and reflects the
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socioeconomic and transportation network inputs associated with that buildout. Additionally, the
2040 base year model reflects assumptions about the increasing cost of auto ownership, as well as
the implementation of regional TDM strategies that may affect how people travel.

To model the cumulative plus project scenario (2040 Plus Project”), the 2040 base year model
described above was updated to reflect the buildout of the proposed General Plan update. As
such, the socioeconomic forecasts that were developed for the proposed General Plan update were
input into the SCAG 2040 base year model. However, because the proposed General Plan update
would not result in any significant changes to the circulation system, the default highway and
transit network input assumptions for the 2040 base year model were used in the analysis. In
addition, two spot improvements were reflected in the future modeling: (1) the widening of 223rd
Street to provide access improvements via an additional curb lane for one block and (2) the
widening of the Sepulveda Boulevard bridge between Intermodal Way and the Alameda Street
ramps.

VMT Analysis

Land use and corresponding socioeconomic data forecasts were developed for the proposed
General Plan update, and the SCAG model was subsequently updated to reflect Project
assumptions and run to develop VMT estimates for the buildout of proposed General Plan update.
Under Existing/Baseline Conditions (2016), the Planning Area comprises a service population of
199,149 (total number of residents and employees) and generates 7,867,557 daily total VMT,
including private automobiles and trucks. This results in Baseline VMT metrics of 39.5 VMT per
service population, 14.3 Home-Based VMT per capita for residential land uses, and 20 Home-
Based Work VMT per employee for employment-generating land uses.

Under Cumulative Base (2040 No Project) Conditions, the Planning Area is estimated to
comprise a service population of 221,195 and generate 8,405,911 daily total VMT. This results in
estimates of 38 VMT per service population, 12.7 Home-Based VMT per capita for residential
land uses, and 16.2 Home-Based Work VMT per employee for employment-generating land uses.

Under Cumulative Plus Project (2040) Conditions, total VMT increases are compared to the
‘Without Project’ scenario to reflect additional development in the city of Carson. The Planning
Area is estimated to comprise a service population of 255,130 and generate 9,505,005 total daily
VMT, which results in estimates of 37.3 VMT per service population, 12.4 Home-Based VMT
per capita for residential land uses, and 16.0 Home-Based Work VMT per employee for
employment-generating land uses, as shown in Table 3.15-3.

VMT Impact Thresholds

The City has established the following significance threshold for VMT transportation impacts for
land use plans:

e Plan exceeds 15 percent below City + SOI Baseline VMT for total VMT per service
population, Residential VMT per resident, and Employee VMT per employee
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To determine if Project would result in a transportation impact, the following steps were taken:

e The proposed General Plan update was compared with the SCAG RTP/SCS for consistency.

< If consistent, that may support a finding of less than significant if the change from the
existing baseline VMT to the Plus Project VMT demonstrates a 15 percent reduction in total
daily VMT per service population, a 15 percent reduction in daily Home-Based VMT per
capita, and a 15 percent reduction in Home-Based Work VMT per employee. Therefore,

these metrics were estimated and compared.

< Forinformational purposes, a comparison of 2040 No Project and 2040 Plus Project is also
provided to help the public and stakeholders understand how development under the
proposed General Plan update would affect travel patterns relative to the currently adopted

plan.

As shown below in Table 3.15-4, Baseline VMT and Significance Thresholds, and Table 3.15-5,
2040 Plus Project VMT Compared to Existing Baseline VMT, the Home-Based Work VMT per
employee is estimated to be 15 percent or more below the Baseline VMT and would therefore not
result in a significant impact. However, total VMT per service population and Home-Based VMT
per Capita are not 15 percent or more below the Baseline VMT, indicating a significant impact

for these metrics.

TABLE 3.15-4

BASELINE VMT AND SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

Average VMT Threshold
VMT Metrics (2016 Baseline) (15% reduction)
Total VMT per Service Population 39.5 33.6
Home-Based VMT per Capita 14.3 12.2
Home-Based Work VMT per Employee 20.0 17.0

SOURCE: Prepared by Environmental Science Associates based on Appendix F1.

TABLE 3.15-5
2040 PLus PROJECT VMT COMPARED TO EXISTING BASELINE VMT

Average VMT
VMT Metrics (2016 Baseline) 2040 Plus Project Percent Difference
Total VMT per Service Population 39.5 37.3 -5.7%
Home-Based VMT per Capita 14.3 12.4 -13.3%
Home-Based Work VMT per Employee 20.0 16.0 -19.7%

SOURCE: Prepared by Environmental Science Associates based on Appendix F1.
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For informational purposes, Table 3.15-6, 2040 Plus Project VMT Compared to 2040 No Project
VMT, shows the comparison between the 2040 No Project and 2040 Plus Project scenarios and
suggests that the buildout of the proposed General Plan update would result in nominal decreases
in the three VMT metrics.

TABLE 3.15-6
2040 PLus PROJECT VMT COMPARED TO 2040 No PROJECT VMT

VMT Metrics 2040 Base 2040 Plus Project Percent Difference
Total VMT per Service Population 38.0 37.3 -2.0%
Home-Based VMT per Capita 12.7 12.4 -2.6%
Home-Based Work VMT per Employee 16.2 16.0 -0.9%

This information is provided for informational purposes only.

SOURCE: Prepared by Environmental Science Associates based on Appendix F1.

As shown in Table 3.15-6, all three VMT metrics perform better than the City’s Baseline
(approximately 6 percent to 20 percent better). However, the state’s guidance and the City’s VMT
significance thresholds require the VMT metrics to perform at least 15 percent better than the
City’s baseline average in order to result in a less than significant impact. As such, the following
project features were evaluated to assess their potential benefits for reducing total VMT per
service population:

1. Implementation of Bike Improvements: The City of Carson is expanding its bicycle and
pedestrian networks as proposed in the City’s Master Plan of Bikeways and the existing
General Plan. Fehr & Peers examined these bike improvements since VMT reduction benefits
are likely to accrue once the supporting infrastructure is available. As discussed in its latest
handbook for analyzing GHG emission reductions,? the California Air Pollution Control
Officer’s Association (CAPCOA) found that strategies involving bikeway improvements or
installations can achieve from 0.2 percent to 0.8 percent VMT reduction based on how
extensive the improvements are. The City is already designing or implementing the bikeway
improvements listed in the Table 3.15-7, Bike Projects Currently under Design, below.
Using guidance provided by CAPCOA, the implementation of these improvements was
estimated to result in a 0.35 percent VMT reduction. This percent reduction can be applied at
the community-level to all trips as per CAPCOA guidance based on the projects in
Table 3.15-7.

2. Bikeshare program: After the bicycle improvement projects discussed above are
implemented, a bikeshare system could be promoted. VMT reduction benefits from bikeshare
available from CAPCOA are estimated to provide about 0.02 percent to 0.06 percent VMT
reduction benefits for pedal and electric bikeshare programs, respectively. Since potential
reductions are relatively small, no VMT reductions are being applied for this feature.

3 california Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association, 2021. Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission
Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity.
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BIKE PROJECTS CURRENTLY UNDER DESIGN

# of
Name of Project Street Segment Miles Components
Bike Lane Installation Carson St 1-405 NB On/Off Ramp — 14.6 Installation of Signs, Striping and
Santa Fe Ave Pavement Markings for Bike Lanes along
Figueroa St Lomita Blvd -- Victoria St
Main St Lomita Blvd -- Alondra
Blvd
Victoria St Avalon Blvd --
Wilmington Ave
Bike Lane Installation 223rd St 1-110 NB/SB On/Off 17.7  Installation of Signs, Striping and
Ramp -- Wilmington Ave Pavement Markings for Bike Lanes
Avalon Blvd Bonds St -- Victoria St
Central Ave Del Amo Blvd --
Greenleaf Blvd
Del Amo Blvd  Figueroa St -- Susana
Rd
University Dr  Avalon Blvd --
Wilmington Ave
Dominguez Channel  Main St Dominguez Channel — 2.4 Installation of Bike Path, Signs, Striping
Bike Path Phase 1 MLK Jr. St MLK Jr. St and Pavement Markings for Bike Path
Avalon Blvd Main St — Avalon Blvd and Lanes
MLK Jr. St — Dominguez
Channel
Dominguez Channel  Dominguez Avalon Blvd -- Carson St 0.8 Installation of Bike Path, Signs, Striping
Bike Path Phase 2 Channel and Pavement Markings for Bike Path
and Lanes
Santa Ana Ave Bike  Santa Fe Ave  Del Amo Blvd -- Warnock 15 Installation of Signs, Striping and

Lane Installation

Way

Pavement Markings for Bike Lanes

3. Telecommuting Options: Potential VMT reductions could result from the encouragement of

telecommuting and alternative work schedules in Carson.

In the CAPCOA handbook, these reductions are available through trip reduction programs
and are typically led by employers and could be achieved through a variety of approaches,

such as strategies or mandates implemented by local authorities. Flexible work policies that
allow employees to work part-time or full-time from home are becoming more common due
to a variety of factors such as COVID-19, access to childcare, advances in technology, and
more employers offering this option.

Prior to the COVID-19 lockdown, national trends in working from home showed a mixed
picture that varied depending on the survey and measures used. The annual U.S. Census
Bureau American Community Survey presents patterns of full-time work at home only,
which has increased at a gradual pace from 3.6 percent in 2005 to 4.3 percent in 2010, and
5.2 percent in 2017 for the nation. The same picture is present in our region of focus.
Between 2013 and 2016, Los Angeles County full-time rates remained at 5.6 percent. The
decennial National Household Transportation Survey (NHTS) provides more detail on both
part- and full-time flexible workplace practices, including work at home, flexible start times,
self-employment, and work locations. According to NHTS data, the percentage of workers
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who indicated they were eligible to work from home has increased over time from 10 percent
in 2001, to 13 percent in 2009, and to 18 percent in 2017. The increase is more pronounced in
Los Angeles, where 16 percent of workers had the option in 2009 and around 40 percent had
the option in 2017.

World Economic Forum documents numerous studies, both academic and corporate, that
establish the prevalence of flexible work policies today and its popularity and value to the
workforce going forward.# A recent University of California, Davis study on effects of
COVID-19 on mobility in the SCAG region documents that *“the percentage of hybrid
workers continually increased, from 14.4 percent of all respondents pre-pandemic to 29.6
percent in summer 2021, and is expected by respondents to continue increasing through
summer 2022.”° The study authors also hint at the future of telework by stating that
“sustained high adoption rates and frequency of remote work, and the expectation among
respondents that they would be able to continue to work from home (including partial
telework) in the future, highlight the current (and potential future) persistence of hybrid forms
of work.” This persistence in flexible work practices is also documented in a recent study in
the South Bay cities region.®

Since telecommuting trends are more pronounced for certain jobs, Fehr & Peers examined the
potential VMT reductions by examining the city’s employment mix. According to 2021 data
from the U.S. Census Bureau, more than 16 percent of Carson’s population is employed in
employment categories that are amenable to telecommuting, including Management,
Business and Finance, Computer and Mathematical, and Architecture and Engineering.

The SCAG 2040 baseline model includes an assumed TDM factor’ of 17 percent for the
SCAG region. To provide a more conservative analysis, Fehr & Peers adjusted this factor
downward to 12 percent. Given the persistent trends in flexible work and improvements in
transit alternatives, a TDM factor of 12 percent was applied. This VMT reduction can be
applied at the community-level.

Based on the analysis described above, the City is estimated to mitigate its total VMT by
244,490, Home-Based VMT by 43,978, and home-based work VMT by 44,232 miles. This would
result in 36.3 total VMT per service population, 12.1 Home-Based VMT per capita, and 15.6
Home-Based work VMT per employee. With implementation of the measures described above,
VMT impact associated with Home-Based VMT per capita can be mitigated as 12.1 is lower than
the threshold value of 12.2 Home-Based VMT per capita. The impact associated with total VMT
per service population will remain, thus resulting in a conflict with CEQA Guideline Section
15064.3, Subdivision (b). This impact would be significant.

Proposed General Plan Goals and Policies that Address the Impact
Implementing Policy CIR-P-22 as discussed under Impact TR-1, in addition to the following:

World Economic Forum, 2021. Hybrid working is here to stay. But what does that mean in your office? Accessed
at https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2021/05/hybrid-working-your-office-future/. Accessed Jan 30, 2022.

Circella, G. et al. Unpublished. Investigating the Temporary and Longer-term Impacts of the COVID-19 Pandemic
on Mobility in the SCAG Region.

Prager, Fynnwin, Mohja Rhoads, and Jose N. Martinez, 2022. The COVID-19 economic shutdown and the future
of flexible workplace practices in the South Bay region of Los Angeles County. Transport Policy 125:241-255.
The TDM factor accounts for the future implementation of transportation demand management measures—such as
telecommuting—that would reduce the total number of vehicle trips across the region.
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Circulation
Guiding Policies
CIR G-3

3.15 Transportation

Manage the transportation network to minimize roadway congestion, while
balancing traffic Level of Service (LOS) objectives with promoting reduction
in vehicle miles traveled and considerations of community character and
design.

Implementing Policies

CIR-P-2

CIR-P-3

CIR-P-21

CIR-P-23

CIR-P-24

CIR-P-25

CIR-P-26

Develop a First Last Mile Plan to improve walking and biking connections to
future and existing transportation hubs.

Establish bike hubs (centralized locations with convenient bike parking for trip
destinations or transfer to other transportation modes), at key transit nodes or
commercial nodes.

Work with transit providers in the city to implement public transportation
improvements and enhance first-last mile connections at highly utilized transit
stops.

Pursue the implementation of TDM strategies through application of the City’s
Transportation Study Guidelines and compliance with Senate Bill 743 that
seeks to reduce per capita VMT for residential, retail, and office trips.

Encourage local public agencies and employers to implement TDM policies
that promote VMT reductions. The research in this area is regularly evolving
and can help identify viable and defensible VMT reduction strategies.

Evaluate the potential for strategies that can reduce VMT such as citywide
bike-sharing, promote car-sharing and other electrified modes as options to
reduce traffic congestion.

Prioritize and identify disadvantaged community locations to develop
sustainable mobility hubs that include car-sharing, bike-sharing and public EV
charging infrastructure to minimize traffic and air quality effects.

Mitigation Measures

No feasible mitigation measures are available.

Significance After Mitigation

The proposed General Plan update does not meet the total service area VMT reduction goal of 15
percent, as established in the Circulation Element. As no feasible mitigation measures are
available to reduce total VMT per service population, this impact would be significant and

unavoidable.
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Substantially Increase Hazards Due to Geometric Design Feature or Introduce
Incompatible Uses

Threshold TR-3: The Project would have a significant impact if future development allowed by
Carson2040 would substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).

Impact TR-3: The Project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment). (Less than Significant)

The proposed General Plan update does not specify design features for the transportation system
in the Planning Area and would thus not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature.
Impacts regarding the potential increase of hazards due to a geometric design feature generally
relates to the design of access points to and from the Planning Area and may include safety,
operational, or capacity impacts that must be assessed. Given the programmatic nature of the
proposed General Plan update, these are evaluated at the program/citywide level.

The land use diagram and policies contained in the proposed General Plan update emphasize
transition areas and buffers between land uses of varying intensity, which would serve to reduce
potential conflicts between users of the transportation system connected with each land use,
including commercial and industrial truck traffic, commute traffic, pedestrians, and cyclists. The
specific design and operations of individual future development projects are unknown at this
time; however, policies included in the proposed General Plan update would serve to reduce
potential impacts from future development.

Access locations for development allowed under the proposed General Plan update would be
designed to the City’s standards and would provide adequate sight distance, sidewalks,
crosswalks, and pedestrian movement controls to meet the City’s requirements to protect
pedestrian safety. The installation of street trees and other potential impediments to adequate
driver and pedestrian visibility in the public right-of-way would require review for sight distance
and be designed to City standards and best practices to avoid obstructions. Pedestrian entrances
separated from vehicular driveways would provide access from the adjacent streets. The proposed
General Plan update has been developed with an emphasis on multi-modal street networks, which
would improve compatibility between different transportations modes and between the
transportation system and adjacent land uses. Proposed policies that promote bicycle and
pedestrian safety would help identify and address potential safety concerns.

As a result, the proposed General Plan update would not substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature or incompatible use, and this impact is considered less than significant.

Proposed General Plan Goals and Policies that Address the Impact

Guiding Policy CIR-G-1 and Implementing Policy CIR-P-8 as discussed under Impact TR-1, in
addition to the following:
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3.15 Transportation

Circulation
Guiding Policies
CIR-G-4 Encourage the development of a multimodal freight transportation system that

balances the need for effective and efficient transportation of goods with the
health and wellbeing of the community.

Implementing Policies

CIR-P-5 Work with the school district and private schools to improve pedestrian and
bicycle routing and safety around schools. Focus pedestrian access to the
elementary schools and bicycle and pedestrian access to the middle and high
schools.

CIR-P-7 Create and update a Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP) which Caltrans offers
grants to develop, create, and administer Vision Zero policies to prioritize
safety of all roadway users.

CIR-P-28 Focus truck traffic onto appropriate arterial corridors in the city by clearly
marking truck routes and posting appropriate signage to provide for the
effective transport of goods while minimizing negative impacts on local
circulation and noise-sensitive land uses. While the City has identified truck
routes (Fig 3-8), the designation of truck routes does not prevent trucks from
using other roads or streets to make deliveries to individual addresses. Seeking
community input around the issue and general observation of traffic patterns as
online shopping and associated deliveries increase in the future will help in
developing strategies to reduce use of non-designated corridors and limit
disruption and potentially regulate truck movement.

CIR-P-29 Retain and strengthen ordinances restricting trucks from residential
neighborhoods, using strategies such as time-of-day restrictions.

CIR-P-30 Develop curb management strategies to accommodate growing loading needs
of on-demand food and goods delivery services.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

Result in Inadequate Emergency Access

Threshold TR-4: The Project would have a significant impact if future development allowed by
Carson2040 would result in inadequate emergency access.

Impact TR-4: The Project would not result in inadequate emergency access. (Less than
Significant)

The proposed General Plan update is presented at a programmatic level. Emergency accessibility
is typically assessed at a project level. Project level review required by the City includes site
access review for emergency vehicles and traffic control plans that account for emergency
vehicles. As stated above, future development under the proposed General Plan update would be
compliant with the City’s design guidelines that incorporate safety and emergency access needs,
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3.15 Transportation

where applicable. The City’s development review process would assure that future development
under the proposed General Plan update would be consistent with these policies and not hinder
emergency access for individual sites. For these reasons, the proposed General Plan update would
not result in inadequate emergency access, and this impact is considered less than significant.

Proposed General Plan Goals and Policies that Address the Impact
There are no applicable proposed General Plan policies that relate to emergency access.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

3.15.5 Cumulative Impact Analysis

By its nature, the transportation analysis presented in this section represents a cumulative analysis
of transportation conditions through 2040. As a result of the amount of development anticipated
by the proposed General Plan update, it was determined that the city will achieve greater than a
15 percent reduction for cumulative Home-Based VMT per Capita (-15.5 percent) and Home-
Based Work VMT per Employee (-21.8 percent) by 2040. However, the City will not achieve a
reduction of 15 percent or more in total VMT per service population (-8.1 percent) by 2040).
Therefore, the proposed General Plan update would make an incremental but significant
contribution to a cumulative regional VMT impact.

It is possible that traffic generated by future development in the region could conflict with a
program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, thus resulting in a
potentially significant cumulative impact. However, given the consistency of the proposed
General Plan update with the various local, regional, and state regulatory frameworks that are in
place, the contribution of the proposed General Plan update to this cumulative impact would not
be cumulatively considerable.

Additionally, it is possible that traffic generated by future development in the region could
substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use, thus
resulting in a potentially significant cumulative impact. The proposed General Plan update
includes multiple policies to improve the multi-modal network, expand pedestrian and bicycle
facilities, and enhance public transportation services. These policies would improve compatibility
between different transportations modes and between the transportation system and adjacent land
uses, and therefore the proposed General Plan update would not substantially increase hazards
due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use. As described above, future development
under the proposed General Plan update would be compliant with the City’s design guidelines
that incorporate safety and emergency access needs, where applicable. For these reasons, the
contribution of the proposed General Plan update to this impact would not be cumulatively
considerable.
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3.16 Tribal Cultual Resoures
3.16.1 Introduction

This section provides an analysis of potential impacts on tribal cultural resources from future
development allowed under the Project. The analysis is based on a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search
conducted by the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and consultations
between the City of Carson (City) and Native American tribes pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 52.
Native American consultation documentation is provided in Appendix G of this Draft EIR. Tribal
cultural resources are defined by the California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21074 as
sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe that are either included or determined to be eligible for inclusion
in the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register) or included in a local
register of historical resources, or a resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant. A cultural landscape that meets these criteria
is a tribal cultural resource to the extent that the landscape is geographically defined in terms of the
size and scope of the landscape. Historical resources, unique archaeological resources, or non-
unigue archaeological resources, which are defined in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, of this
Draft EIR, may also be tribal cultural resources if they meet these criteria.

No comments were received for this topic in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and
Recirculated NOP.

3.16.2 Environmental Setting
Ethnographic Setting — The Gabrielino

The city is located within Gabrielino (Gabrielefio, Tongva, or Kizh) territory. According to Bean
and Smith, the Gabrielino, with the exception of the Chumash to the north, “were the wealthiest,
most populous, and most powerful ethnic nationality in aboriginal Southern California.” Named
after the San Gabriel Mission, the Gabrielino occupied sections of Los Angeles, Orange, and San
Bernardino counties, and the islands of San Nicolas, Santa Catalina, and San Clemente. The
Gabrielino subsisted on a variety of resources in several ecological zones. Acorns, sage, and
yucca were gathered throughout the inland areas whereas shellfish, fish, as well as a variety of
plants and animals were exploited within the marshes and along the coast. Deer and various kinds
of small mammals were hunted on an opportunistic basis. Their material culture reflected
subsistence technology. Lithic tools such as arrow points and modified flakes were used to hunt
and process animals. A variety of ground stone grinding implements, such as the mortar, pestle,
mano, and metate, were used to process both plant and animal remains for food?.

The settlement patterns of the Gabrielino, and other nearby groups such as the Juanefio and
Luisefio, were similar and they often interacted through marriage, trade and warfare. The seasonal
availability of water and floral and faunal resources dictated seasonal migration rounds with more

1 Bean, L. J., and C. R. Smith, 1978. Gabrielino. In: Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, California. Robert
F. Heizer, ed., pp. 538-549. Smithsonian Institution, Washington.
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permanent villages and base camps being occupied primarily during winter and spring months. In
the summer months, the village populations divided into smaller units that occupied seasonal food
procurement areas. The more permanent settlements tended to be near major waterways and food
sources and various secular and sacred activities, such as food production and storage and tool
manufacturing, were conducted at these areas 2.

Sacred Lands File Search

The NAHC maintains a confidential SLF which contains sites of traditional, cultural, or religious
value to the Native American community. The NAHC was contacted on August 2, 2021, to
request a search of the SLF. The NAHC responded to the request in a letter dated August 30,
2021, indicating that the results were negative. However, the NAHC indicated that the absence of
“specific site information in the SLF does not indicate the absence of cultural resources in any
project area”3 (see Appendix G).

Native American Consultation
Assembly Bill 52 and Senate Bill 18

On March 29, 2021, the City submitted notification and request to consult letters to five (5)
individuals and organizations pursuant to AB 52. On March 29, 2021, the City also submitted
notification and request to consult letters to seven (7) individuals and organizations pursuant to
SB 18. In particular, AB 52 letters were sent via certified mail to the following California Native
American tribes and individuals:

e Sandonne Goad, Gabrielino/Tongva Nation

e Charles Alvarez, Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe

* Andrew Salas, Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians—Kizh Nation

* Robert Dorame, Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council

* Anthony Morales, Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians

SB 18 letters were sent via certified mail to the following California Native American tribes and
individuals:

e Sandonne Goad, Gabrielino/Tongva Nation

e Charles Alvarez, Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe

* Andrew Salas, Gabrielefio Band of Mission Indians - Kizh Nation

* Robert Dorame, Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council

e Anthony Morales, Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians

2 Bean, L. J., and C. R. Smith, 1978. Gabrielino. In: Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, California. Robert
F. Heizer, ed., pp. 538-549. Smithsonian Institution, Washington.

3 Green, Andrew, 2021. Sacred Lands File search results from the NAHC, Re: Carson General Plan Update Project,
Los Angeles County.
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e Scott Cozart, Soboba Band of Luisefio Indians

* Lovina Redner, Santa Rosa Band of Cahuilla Indians

On April 5, 2021, the City received a response from Chairman Andrew Salas of the Gabrielefio
Band of Mission Indians — Kizh Nation (Gabrielefio Band). Chairman Salas requested consultation
for the Project pursuant to AB 52 and SB 18. The City set up a consultation call for October 7,
2021; however, the Gabrielefio reached out to the City via email prior to the meeting and indicated
that since the Project is a General Plan update with no ground disturbance proposed, they do not
need to consult. To date, no other responses from the Native American community have been
received as part of the AB 52 nor SB 18 tribal consultation effort. The AB 52 and SB 18 Native
American consultation documentation is provided in Appendix G of this Draft EIR.

3.16.3 Regulatory Framework

This section provides the relevant state regulations applicable to the Project.

State
Assembly Bill 52

AB 52 was approved by California State Governor Edmund Gerry “Jerry” Brown, Jr. on
September 25, 2014. The act amended California PRC Section 5097.94, and added PRC Sections
21073, 21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3, 21083.09, 21084.2, and 21084.3. AB 52 applies
specifically to projects for which a Notice of Preparation (NOP) or a Notice of Intent to Adopt a
Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) will be filed on or after July 1,
2015. The primary intent of AB 52 was to include California Native American Tribes early in the
environmental review process and to establish a new category of resources related to Native
Americans that require consideration under CEQA, known as tribal cultural resources. PRC
Section 21074(a)(1) and (2) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places, cultural
landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American Tribe”
that are either included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register or
included in a local register of historical resources, or a resource that is determined to be a tribal
cultural resource by a lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence. On
July 30, 2016, the California Natural Resources Agency adopted the final text for tribal cultural
resources update to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which was approved by the
Office of Administrative Law on September 27, 2016.

PRC Section 21080.3.1 requires that within 14 days of a lead agency determining that an
application for a project is complete, or a decision by a public agency to undertake a project, the
lead agency provide formal notification to the designated contact, or a tribal representative, of
California Native American Tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the
geographic area of the project (as defined in PRC Section 21073) and who have requested in
writing to be informed by the lead agency (PRC Section 21080.3.1(b)). Tribes interested in
consultation must respond in writing within 30 days from receipt of the lead agency’s formal
notification and the lead agency must begin consultation within 30 days of receiving the tribe’s
request for consultation (PRC Sections 21080.3.1(d) and 21080.3.1(e)).
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PRC Section 21080.3.2(a) identifies the following as potential consultation discussion topics: the
type of environmental review necessary; the significance of tribal cultural resources; the
significance of the project’s impacts on the tribal cultural resources; project alternatives or
appropriate measures for preservation; and mitigation measures. Consultation is considered
concluded when either: (1) the parties agree to measures to mitigate or avoid a significant effect,
if a significant effect exists, on a tribal cultural resource; or (2) a party, acting in good faith and
after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement cannot be reached (PRC Section
21080.3.2(b)).

If a California Native American tribe has requested consultation pursuant to Section 21080.3.1
and has failed to provide comments to the lead agency, or otherwise failed to engage in the
consultation process, or if the lead agency has complied with Section 21080.3.1(d) and the
California Native American tribe has failed to request consultation within 30 days, the lead
agency may certify an EIR or adopt an MND (PRC Section 21082.3(d)(2) and (3)).

PRC Section 21082.3(c)(1) states that any information, including, but not limited to, the location,
description, and use of the tribal cultural resources, that is submitted by a California Native
American tribe during the environmental review process shall not be included in the
environmental document or otherwise disclosed by the lead agency or any other public agency to
the public without the prior consent of the tribe that provided the information. If the lead agency
publishes any information submitted by a California Native American tribe during the
consultation or environmental review process, that information shall be published in a
confidential appendix to the environmental document unless the tribe that provided the
information consents, in writing, to the disclosure of some or all of the information to the public.

Senate Bill 18

Senate Bill (SB) 18 (Statutes of 2004, Chapter 905), which went into effect January 1, 2005,
requires local governments (city and county) to consult with Native American tribes before
making certain planning decisions and to provide notice to tribes at certain key points in the
planning process. The intent is to “provide California Native American tribes an opportunity to
participate in local land use decisions at an early planning stage, for the purpose of protecting, or
mitigating impacts to, cultural places.”4

The purpose of involving tribes at these early planning stages is to allow consideration of cultural
places in the context of broad local land use policy, before individual site-specific, project-level,
land use designations are made by a local government. The consultation requirements of SB 18
apply to general plan or specific plan processes proposed on or after March 1, 2005.>

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 2005. Tribal Consultation Guidelines: Supplement to General Plan
Guidelines.

As noted under Section 3.16.2, Environmental Setting, under the subheading, Native American Consultation, the
City submitted a request for consultation pursuant to SB 18 on October 9, 2020. As a General Plan Amendment is
not requested as part of the Project, no further consultation is required pursuant to SB 18.
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According to the Tribal Consultation Guidelines: Supplement to General Plan Guidelines, the
following are the contact and notification responsibilities of local governments:®

e Prior to the adoption or any amendment of a general plan or specific plan, a local government
must notify the appropriate tribes (on the contact list maintained by the NAHC) of the
opportunity to conduct consultations for the purpose of preserving, or mitigating impacts to,
cultural places located on land within the local government’s jurisdiction that is affected by
the proposed plan adoption or amendment. Tribes have 90 days from the date on which they
receive notification to request consultation, unless a shorter timeframe has been agreed to by
the tribe (Government Code Section 65352.3).

= Prior to the adoption or substantial amendment of a general plan or specific plan, a local
government must refer the proposed action to those tribes that are on the NAHC contact list
and have traditional lands located within the city or county’s jurisdiction. The referral must
allow a 45-day comment period (Government Code Section 65352). Notice must be sent
regardless of whether prior consultation has taken place. Such notice does not initiate a new
consultation process.

e Local government must send a notice of a public hearing, at least 10 days prior to the hearing,
to tribes who have filed a written request for such notice (Government Code Section 65092).

3.16.4 Project Impact Analysis
Thresholds of Significance and Methodology

Thresholds of Significance

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines provides screening questions that address potential
impacts related to a number of environmental issues. The CEQA guidelines provides that lead
agencies may use the questions set forth in the Appendix G to assess the significance of a project’s
environmental effects, and the use of Appendix G as a significance threshold is routinely sanctioned
by the courts (although such use is not mandatory). Based on the Appendix G questions regarding
tribal cultural resources, a project would have a significant impact if the project would:

Threshold TCR-1: 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:

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in the local register of historical resources as defined
in Public Resources. Code Section 5020.1(k), or

ii. 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 Resources Code Section
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public

6 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, 2005. Tribal Consultation Guidelines: Supplement to General Plan
Guidelines.
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Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.

Methodology

The analysis is based on a SLF search conducted by the NAHC and consultation between the City
and Native American tribes pursuant to AB 52 and SB 18. Specifically, the City submitted
notification and request to consult letters to Native American individuals and organizations and
conducted follow-up Native American consultation.

Project Impact Analysis

Tribal Cultural Resource Significance

Threshold TCR-1: The Project would have a significant impact if future development allowed by
Carson2040 would 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: (i) Listed or
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in the local register of
historical resources as defined in Public Resources. Code Section 5020.1(k), or (ii) 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 Resources 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.

Impact TCR-1: The Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource. (Less then Significant)

Future development proposals initiated under the proposed General Plan update that include
ground-disturbance activities (e.g., excavation, trenching, boring, grading, drilling, demolition,
clearing/grubbing, etc.) have the potential to cause a substantial adverse change to tribal cultural
resources as defined by Public Resources Code Section 21074. Specifically, anticipated
development in the Planning Area would occur through infill development on vacant property,
and through redevelopment or revitalization of underutilized properties, which could result in
damage to tribal cultural resources as a result of construction-related ground disturbance. In
addition, infrastructure and other improvements requiring ground disturbance could result in
damage to or destruction of tribal cultural resources buried below the ground surface. Future
development that results in changes to the setting through incompatible adjacent construction or
facilitates public access to culturally significant sites could result in additional impacts to tribal
cultural resources.

Future development that does not require ground-disturbing activities would cause no impacts on
tribal cultural resources.

The NAHC SLF search for the city yielded negative results. The City submitted notification and
request to consult letters to five (5) Native American individuals and organizations on March 29,
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2021, pursuant to AB 52 and to seven (7) Native American individuals and organizations on
March 29, 2021, pursuant to SB 18. On April 5, 2021, the City received a letter from Chairman
Salas of the Gabrielefio Band requesting consultation. The City set up a consultation call for
October 7, 2021; however, the Gabrielefio Band reached out to the City via email prior to the
meeting and indicated that since the Project is a General Plan update with no ground disturbance
proposed, they do not need to consult. To date, no other responses from the Native American
community have been received as part of the AB 52 nor SB 18 tribal consultation effort.

In summary, no tribal cultural resources were identified within or adjacent to the Planning Area.
However, there are unevaluated prehistoric resources within the Planning Area that could be
potential tribal cultural resources and, given the historic occupation of the area, it is possible that
future development within the Planning Area may result in the identification of unrecorded tribal
cultural resources. However, future projects would be required to comply with the provisions of
SB 18 and AB 52 to incorporate tribal consultation into the CEQA process to ensure that tribal
cultural resources are properly identified and that mitigation measures are identified to reduce
impacts on these resources. Additionally, the proposed General Plan policies listed below would
help address impacts to tribal cultural resources by requiring project-specific tribal consultation
and the preparation of an assessment for the potential to encounter tribal cultural resources.
Adherence to existing regulations and proposed General Plan policies would ensure that the
Project’s impact with respect to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant.

Proposed General Plan Policies that Address the Impact
Open Space and Environmental Conservation
Guiding Policies

OSEC-G-6 Identify, protect, and preserve important archaeological, paleontological, tribal,
and historic resources for their aesthetic, scientific, educational, and cultural
values.

OSEC-G-8 Recognize the Tribal Nations who first lived in the Carson area and preserve

their identity, culture, and artifacts. Consistent with state law, consult with
local Tribal Nations and the Native American Heritage Commission to protect
tribal cultural resources including sites, features, places, cultural landscapes,
sacred places, or objects with cultural value to the tribes that is on or eligible
for inclusion in the California Register of Historic Resources or a local historic
register.

The State of California has adopted regulations that establish guidance and
clear procedures for contacting and consulting with local tribes regarding
proposed land use decisions for the purpose of protecting tribal cultural
resources. Senate Bill 18 (SB 18) requires local governments to notify and
consult with Native American tribes regarding tribal cultural places (otherwise
known as sacred sites) prior to adopting or amending a General Plan or
designating land as open space. Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52) requires that Native
American tribes be offered the opportunity to consult on CEQA documents and
take an active role in the CEQA process.
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Implementing Policies

OSEC-P-9

OSEC-P-11

For development and redevelopment proposals in archaeologically-or
culturally-sensitive areas of Carson, require an assessment of the potential
presence of archaeological and tribal cultural resources, including a site survey
and a records search of the California Historical Resources Information System
at the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC). As warranted by the
results of the assessment, require additional studies to identify and address
project-specific impacts on archaeological and tribal cultural resources.

The City should incorporate the study recommendations as project conditions
of approval to ensure that impacts on archaeological and/or tribal cultural
resources are mitigated to the extent possible. Studies should be prepared
according to National Register Bulletin 24: Guidelines for Local Surveys: A
Basis for Preservation Planning and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation.

Proactively coordinate with the area’s native tribes in the review and protection
of any tribal cultural resources discovered at development sites.

Mitigation Measures

None required.

3.16.5 Cumulative Impact Analysis

Future development in the Los Angeles Basin, including growth anticipated under the proposed
General Plan update, could result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of tribal
cultural resources, thus resulting in a potentially significant cumulative impact. All future
development would be required to comply with SB 18 and AB 52 consultation, which would
ensure that tribal cultural resources are properly identified and that mitigation measures are
identified to reduce impacts on these resources. For this reason, the Project’s contribution to this
potentially significant cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable.
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3.17 Utilities and Service Systems
3.17.1 Introduction

This section provides an analysis of potential environmental impacts from future development
allowed under the Project related to public utilities, including water, wastewater, stormwater
systems, and solid waste services. This section also evaluates the existing water, wastewater,
stormwater, and solid waste infrastructure and services in the Planning Area, as well as relevant
federal, state, and local regulations and programs.

No comments were received in response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Recirculated
NOP regarding utilities and service systems.

3.17.2 Environmental Setting
Water System

Water service in the City of Carson’s Planning Area is provided by the California Water Service
Company’s Dominguez District (Cal Water) and the Golden State Water Company (GSW)
Southwest Service Area.

Cal Water serves most of Carson through a combination of local groundwater and surface water
purchased from Metropolitan Water District (MWD), as well as recycled water obtained from the
West Basin Municipal Water District (WBMWD). The Dominguez District covers approximately
35 square miles in Los Angeles County and includes 374 miles of pipeline, nine active wells, 12
storage tanks and seven MWD connections. In 2020, the Rancho Dominquez District supplied
4,271 acre-feet (AF) of groundwater, 438 AF of desalinated water, 23,673 AF of imported water,
and 4,587 AF of recycled water to 32,997 municipal connections.!

GSW serves portions of Carson, primarily the northwest corner of the Planning Area, through a
combination of local groundwater and imported water purchased from MWD, as well as recycled
water from WBMWND.2 The Southwest Service Area covers approximately 25.2 square miles in
Los Angeles County and owns and operates 13 active wells with a combined capacity of 13,400
gallons per minute. In 2020, GSW’s Southwest Service Area supplied 7,172 AF of groundwater,
19,055 AF of imported water, and 409 AF of recycled water to 51,764 municipal connections.3

Water Supply

Imported Water

MWD imports surface water from the Colorado River and State Water Project in Northern
California via the Colorado River and the California Aqueduct, respectively. The Dominguez
District purchases imported water from MWD through two member agencies, the WBMWD and
the city of Torrance,* while GSW purchases imported water from MWD through the WBMWD,

California Water Service, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (Dominguez District). June 2021.
Golden State Water Company, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Southwest Service Area. July 2021.
Golden State Water Company, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Southwest Service Area. July 2021.
California Water Service, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (Dominguez District). June 2021.

A W N P

Carson2040 3.17-1 SCH No. 2001091120
City of Carson September 2022



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.17 Utilities and Service Systems

and another member agency, the Central Basin Municipal Water District (CBMWD). MWD
treats the surface water provided to WBMWD and CBMWD at the F.E. Weymouth treatment
plant located in La Verne, CA. The Weymouth facility has a capacity of 520 million gallons per
day (MGD) and is currently treating an average of 224 MGD.

Groundwater

Both Cal Water’s Dominguez District and GSW’s Southwest Service Area obtain groundwater
from the West Coast and Central basins of the Los Angeles Coastal Plain. Most of the city of
Carson is located within the West Coast Basin, with a small portion of the city (northeastern
corner of the Planning Area) located in the Central Basin. A detailed description of these basins is
provided in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Draft EIR.

Both the West Coast Basin and the Central Basin are adjudicated, which limits the amount of
water that can be extracted each year by a court decision. As a result, the Dominguez District is
limited to an allowable pumping allocation (APA) of 10,417 AF per year of adjudicated rights in
the West Coast Basin and an APA of 640 AF year of adjudicated rights in the Central Basin,>
while the Southwest Service Area is limited to an APA of 7,502 AF per year of adjudicated rights
in the West Coast Basin and an APA of 16,439 AF year of adjudicated rights in the Central
Basin.®

Recycled Water

WBMWD is the recycled water distributor to Cal Water’s Dominguez District and the GSW’s
Southwest Service Area. WBMWD acquires, controls, distributes, and sells recycled water to
several cities, agencies, and customers in the greater Los Angeles area. The WBMWD receives
secondary effluent from the City of Los Angeles’ Hyperion Wastewater Treatment Plant
(WWTP), which is further treated at the Edward C. Little Water Recycling Facility (ELWRF)
before delivery to Dominguez District and Southwest Service Area customers. Over the past five
years, the WBMWD has received an average of approximately 39,600 AF of water per year from
the Hyperion WWTP for further treatment at ELWRF, which has a current annual capacity of
62,700 AF.7 In 2020, the Dominguez District and Southwest Service Area utilized 4,587 AF8 and
409 AF9 of recycled water, respectively.

Desalinated Water

Cal Water’s Dominguez District is producing desalinated water through the Dominguez
Desalination Demonstration Project, also known as the C. Marvin Brewer Desalter. Potable water
is produced from brackish groundwater from the nearby Silverado aquifer. In 2020, the C. Marvin
Brewer Desalter produced 438 AF of potable water.10 GSW does not produce desalinated water
and does not incorporate any projected desalinated water supplies into its water supply portfolio.

California Water Service, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (Dominguez District). June 2021.
Golden State Water Company, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Southwest Service Area. July 2021.
West Basin Municipal Water District, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. June 2021

California Water Service, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (Dominguez District). June 2021.
Golden State Water Company, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Southwest Service Area. July 2021.
10 california Water Service, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (Dominguez District). June 2021.
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Water Demand

Cal Water’s projected demands for potable and non-potable use within the Dominguez District
are shown in Table 3.17-1, California Water Service Dominguez District Total Retail Water
Demand.! In general, Cal Water has forecasted a modest increase in demand proportional with
population growth, though a small amount of water conservation reduction has also been
accounted for to reflect improved plumbing and design standards.

TABLE 3.17-1
CALIFORNIA WATER SERVICE DOMINGUEZ DISTRICT TOTAL RETAIL WATER DEMAND

Projected Water Use (AF)

Use Type 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
Single Family 8,298 8,281 8,353 8,414 8,551
Multi-Family 2,477 2,468 2,482 2,502 2,533
Commercial 5,548 5,417 5,356 5,311 5,275
Industrial 9,350 9,350 9,350 9,350 9,350
Institutional/Government 1,064 1,045 1,037 1,030 1,024
Other Potable 21 21 21 21 21
Landscape 0 0 0 0 0
Losses 1,613 1,528 1,550 1,573 1,595
Total 28,371 28,110 28,149 28,200 28,349

NOTES: AF = acre-feet
Volume of potable demands are net of indirect potable reuse for groundwater recharge.
SOURCE: California Water Service, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (Dominguez District). June 2021.

As a wholesale water supplier, Cal Water is not required to establish and meet baselines and
targets for daily per capita water use. However, they can support retail water suppliers by
adopting policies and programs that encourage demand reduction in their areas. The Dominguez
District has coordinated its demand reduction policies and programs with both the WBMWD and
CBMWD.

GSW’s projected demands for potable and non-potable use within the Southwest Service Area are
shown in Table 3.17-2, Golden State Water Company Southwest Service Area Total Retail Water
Demand. Water demand is expected to increase due to population and employment growth within
the Southwest Service Area.

11 california Water Service, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (Dominguez District). June 2021.
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TABLE 3.17-2
GOLDEN STATE WATER COMPANY SOUTHWEST SERVICE AREA TOTAL RETAIL WATER DEMAND

Projected Water Use (AF)

Use Type 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045
Single Family 9,427 9,570 9,715 9,862 10,011
Multi-Family 8,738 8,870 9,005 9,141 9,279
Commercial/Institutional 6,763 6,866 6,970 7,075 7,182
Industrial 404 410 416 422 429
Landscape 422 428 435 442 448
Other 0 0 0 0 0
Water Loss 1,185 1,203 1,221 1,239 1,258
Total 26,939 27,347 27,761 28,181 28,608

NOTE: AF = acre-feet
SOURCE: Golden State Water Company, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Southwest Service Area. July 2021.

Water Infrastructure

Water infrastructure in the city consists of a combined domestic and fire water supply system that
is an integrated network of pipelines located in city streets. The larger mains range in size from
12 to 42 inches in diameter. Several residential areas have mains less than 6 inches in diameter.
However, these mains provide sufficient flow for both normal use and Fire Department fire flow
requirements.

Wastewater Collection, Treatment, and Disposal

In 2006, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) adopted Statewide General Waste
Discharge Requirements (WDRs) and a Monitoring and Reporting Program for sanitary sewer
systems in response to growing public concern about the water quality impacts of sanitary sewer
overflows (SSOs), particularly those that cause beach closures, adversely affect other bodies of
water, or pose serious health and safety or nuisance problems. In compliance with the
requirements of the WDRs, the City of Carson (City) prepared its Sewer System Management
Plan (SSMP), which was last updated in 2015.

The City’s Public Works Department manages the sanitary sewer collection system, which
consists of 181.73 miles of gravity sewer lines and three pump stations operated and maintained
by the County of Los Angeles Consolidated Sewer Management District (CSMD). The city’s
local sewers discharge into larger facilities owned and maintained by the Los Angeles County
Sanitation Districts (LACSD) for conveyance, treatment, and disposal.

According to the 2018 SSMP Audit, Carson has not experienced SSOs since the last audit was
performed in 2015. During this period, approximately 9,000 feet of defective sewer pipes were
identified and rehabilitated using pipe lining material, and several pump station repair/upgrade
projects were completed. There were no sewer-capacity issues identified in the city’s system
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during this audit period, and CSMD and the city have maintained a Very Good to Excellent rating
in the overall effectiveness rating of the certified SSMP. Recertification of the SSMP was due in
2020 but has not yet occurred to date. However, a comprehensive, citywide sewer and storm drain
line evaluation has been proposed as a project component of the City Utilities Master Plan,
identified in the City’s 5-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for the fiscal years 2021-
2026, to determine capacity for future development.12

Wastewater is treated at the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant, which is located in Carson and
operated by LACSD. The plant treats an average of 260 MGD of wastewater, with a design
capacity of 400 MGD, and serves over 4.8 million residents, businesses, and industries. The
treatment process allows the plant to be energy self-sufficient with all solids from the plant
processed and anaerobically digested to produce methane gas, which is burned in the Total
Energy Facility to produce enough electrical power to run the entire plant. After treatment, the
effluent (wastewater) is chlorinated and discharged through two ocean outfalls a mile and a half
offshore.13

Stormwater

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACPWD) is the agency responsible for
flood control protection within Los Angeles County. Drainage in the city of Carson includes
storm drains that lead to the various flood control channels, including the Dominguez Channel,
Torrance Lateral, Wilmington Drain, McKinley Avenue Drain, Del Amo Channel, and Compton
Creek,14 which are used exclusively for flood control and storm runoff.

Solid Waste Disposal

Residential and commercial solid waste collection in Carson is provided by Waste Resources.
Waste Resources collects trash, recycling, and yard waste on a weekly basis, as well as bulky
items, used motor oil and filters, manure, and sharp items upon request. Planning Area residents
are encouraged to drop off hazardous household waste at a collection center operated by the City
of Los Angeles in San Pedro. The City of Carson also offers senior citizens meeting certain
criteria discounts for trash collection services. Commercial recycling is provided by EDCO
Disposal and Waste Management Services on a weekly basis.

In 2020, about 38 percent of the solid waste generated in Carson went to the H.M. Holloway Inc.
Landfill in Lost Hills, about 29 percent of Carson’s solid waste went to the EI Sobrante Landfill
in Corona, 21 percent went to Chiquita Canyon Sanitary Landfill in Castaic, and the remaining

12 City of Carson Public Works Department, 2022. Overview and Capital Improvement Projects: Effective Dates: July
1, 2021 - June 30, 2022, https://ci.carson.ca.us/content/files/pdfs/publicworks/Public%20Works%205%20Y ear%
20CIP%20Summary%20FY%2021-26.pdf, accessed April 20, 2022.

13 Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts, 2021. Wastewater Treatment Process at the JWPCP. Online.
https://www.lacsd.org/services/wastewater/wwfacilities/wwtreatmentplant/jwpcp/wwtreatmentprocessjwpcp.asp.
Accessed June 2021.

14 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 2017. Los Angeles County Storm Drain System. Online.
http://dpw.lacounty.gov/fcd/stormdrain/index.cfm. Accessed December 2017.
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12 percent went to 17 other landfills throughout the Los Angeles area.1> According to California
Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), the H.M. Holloway Inc.
Landfill has a remaining capacity of about seven million tons and is expected to remain in
operation until 2030, 16 the EI Sobrante Landfill has a remaining capacity of about 144 million
tons and is expected to remain in operation until 2051,17 and the Chiquita Canyon Sanitary
Landfill has a remaining capacity of 60 million tons and is expected remain in operation until
2047.18 In 2019, the most recent year data was available, Carson disposed about 14.1 pounds per
resident per day (PPD) of waste to landfills. Although the annual per capital disposal rate has
been increasing since 2014, both the per resident and per employee disposal rates are less than
their respective targets calculated by CalRecycle (19.3 and 37.3, respectively, as of June 2021).19

Electricity

Carson is part of the 50,000-square-mile Southern California Edison (SCE) Service Area for
electric utilities. The SCE grid is powered by a mix of different energy sources, the largest
proportion of which comes from eligible renewable resources including solar, wind, geothermal,
eligible hydroelectric, and biomass/biowaste. The second largest contributing category is
unspecified sources of power which includes electricity that has been purchased through open
market transactions and is not traceable to a specific generation source. Natural gas, nuclear, and
large hydroelectric are other significant energy resources.20

The total electric usage in 2020 for the five zip codes in Carson—90220, 90248, 90745, 90746,
and 90810—uwas about 1.3 billion kilowatt-hours (kWh), of which commercial and industrial
customers were the largest users (43 and 35 percent, respectively). Industrial customers had the
highest monthly average of electric usage (about 821,950 kWh) than any other category, and
commercial customers had an average of about 6,140 kWh. Residential customers account for
about 20 percent of the city’s energy usage and have an average of about 480 kWh per month.21

There are three major substations within the city’s boundaries: 1) Carson Substation at Alameda
Street and Johns Manville Street, 2) Nola Substation at South Broadway and Victoria Street, and
3) Neptune Station at 213th Street and Grace Avenue. There are approximately one dozen
transmission facilities (66 kV) that extend along Wilmington Avenue and Alameda Street that

15 california Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), 2021a. Jurisdiction Disposal By
Facility. Online. https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/
DisposalReporting/Destination/DisposalByFacility. Accessed June 2021.

16 CalRecycle, 2021b. SWIS Facility/Site Activity Details: H.M. Holloway Inc. (15-AA-0308). Available at
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/3947?siteID=758, accessed May 2021.

17" calRecycle, 2021c. SWIS Facility/Site Activity Details: EI Sobrante Landfill (33-AA-0217). Available at
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/22807siteD=2402, accessed May 2021.

18 CalRecycle, 2021d. SWIS Facility/Site Activity Details: Chiquita Canyon Sanitary Landfill (19-AA-0052).
Available at https://www?2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/SiteActivity/Details/3574?sitelD=1037, accessed May
2021.

19 calRecycle, 2021e. Jurisdiction Diversion/Disposal Rate Summary, 2007-Current. Available at https://www2.
calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/DiversionProgram/JurisdictionDiversionPost2006. Accessed June 2021.

20 southern California Edison, 2020b. 2019 Power Content Label. Online.
https://www.sce.com/sites/default/files/inline-files/SCE_2019PowerContentLabel.pdf. Accessed June 2021.

21 southern California Edison, 2020b. Quarterly Customer Data Reports, Electric Usage by Zip Code, 2020.
https://www.sce.com/regulatory/energy-data---reports-and-compliances. Accessed June 2021.
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feed the SCE service area or distribute directly to select high voltage customers. There are also
numerous high voltage easements, ranging from 120 kV to 500 kV, which traverse the city of
Carson.

Although wildfire hazard safety concerns and extreme heat days have led to power outages or
service reductions in past years, SCE is dedicated to maintaining a high level of reliability
through demand-response programs and energy efficiency programs. These conservation
strategies, in combination with SCE’s continued advances in technology and renewable sources
ensure safe, quality services in the SCE service area.

Natural Gas

Natural Gas service in Carson is provided by the Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas).
SoCalGas is the principal distributor of natural gas in Southern California and serves residential,
commercial, and industrial markets. Gas supply comes from several sedimentary basins in the
western U.S. and Canada which are stored in four natural gas storage facilities throughout
Southern California that are owned and operated by SoCalGas.

In 2019, residential demand for gas totaled 237.5 billion cubic feet (Bcf) in the SoCalGas service
area, servicing 5.61 million active meters. On average, single-family customers used about 468
therms per meter, and multi-family customers used 292 therms. Commercial market demand
totaled 101.1 Bcf, of which restaurant businesses are the largest category (24.5 percent), followed
by health services (12.4 percent). Industrial demand was 164.0 Bcf. Based on the 2020 California
Gas Report, SoCalGas projects total gas demand to decline one percent annually from 2020-2035
due to modest economic growth, state energy efficiency standards and programs, renewable
electricity goals, decline in core commercial and industrial demand, and other regulatory factors.
Overall, all markets are projected to decline in demand, despite modest growth in meters.22

Telecommunications

Cable operators serving Los Angeles County include Spectrum, AT&T U-verse, and Verizon.
Federal laws provide oversight of the cable industry.

While the County continues to serve as the local franchise authority and will respond to every
community inquiry that it receives, it is important for residents to understand the extent of the
County’s authority. Under current federal law, the County does not have any legal ability to
dictate what cable companies charge for their services or how they set its channel lineup. As
currently written, federal law allows all cable providers to operate in a deregulated manner when
it comes to issues concerning pricing or channel lineup.

22 gouthern California Gas Company, 2020. 2020 California Gas Report. https://www.socalgas.com/sites/default/
files/2020-10/2020_California_Gas_Report_Joint_Utility_Biennial_Comprehensive_Filing.pdf. Accessed June
2021.
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3.17.3 Regulatory Framework

This section provides the relevant federal, state, regional, and local regulations applicable to the
Project.

Federal
Federal Safe Drinking Water Act

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (USEPA) in coordination with the states, is the main federal law that ensures the quality
of drinking water. Under the SDWA, the USEPA sets standards for drinking water quality and
oversees the states localities, and water suppliers who implement those standards. The California
Department of Public Health administers the regulations contained in the SDWA in the State of
California.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

The 1986 amendments to the SDWA and the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act (CWA)
established the USEPA as the primary authority for water programs. The USEPA is the federal
agency responsible for providing clean and safe surface water, groundwater, and drinking water,
and protecting and restoring aquatic ecosystems. The city of Carson is located within EPA
Region 9 (Pacific Southwest), which includes Arizona, California, Hawaii, Nevada, Pacific
Islands and Tribal Nations.

Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 (Clean Water Act)

The CWA establishes the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into the “waters
of the United States.” The Act specifies a variety of regulatory and non-regulatory tools to
sharply reduce direct pollutant discharges into waterways, finance municipal wastewater
treatment facilities, and manage polluted runoff.

Section 303(d) of the CWA requires states, territories, and authorized tribes to develop a list of
water quality limited segments of rivers and other water bodies under their jurisdiction. These
waters on the list do not meet water quality standards, even after point sources of pollution have
installed the minimum required levels of pollution control technology. The law requires that these
jurisdictions establish priority rankings for waters on the list and develop action plans, called
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL), to improve water quality. These are action plans designed
to improve the quality of water resources. As part of the TDML process, municipalities must
examine the water quality problems and identify sources of pollutants in order to create specific
actions designed to improve water quality.

Section 402 of the CWA regulates point-source discharges to surface waters through the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. In California, the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) oversees the program which is administered by Regional
Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBSs). The NPDES program provides for both general
permits (those that cover a number of similar or related activities) and individual permits. The
NPDES program covers municipalities, industrial activities, and construction activities. The
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NPDES program includes an industrial stormwater permitting component that covers ten
categories of industrial activity that require authorization under a NPDES industrial stormwater
permit for stormwater discharges. Construction activities, also administered by the SWRCB, are
discussed below. Section 402(p) of the CWA, as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987,
requires NPDES permits for stormwater discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems
(MS4s), stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity, and designated stormwater
discharges, which are considered significant contributors of pollutants to waters of the United
States. On November 16, 1990, the USEPA published regulations (40 CFR Part 122), which
prescribe permit application requirements for MS4s pursuant to CWA 402(p). On May 17, 1996,
the USEPA published an Interpretive Policy Memorandum on Reapplication Requirements for
MS4s, which provided guidance on permit application requirements for regulated MS4s. MS4
permits include requirements for post-construction control of stormwater runoff in what is known
as Provision C.3. The goal of Provision C.3 is for the Permittees to use their planning authorities
to include appropriate source control, site design, and stormwater treatment measures in new
development and redevelopment projects to address both soluble and insoluble storm water runoff
pollutant discharges and prevent increases in runoff flows from new development and
redevelopment projects. This goal is to be accomplished primarily through the implementation of
low impact development (LID) techniques.

Section 404 establishes a permit program, administered by United States Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE), to regulate the discharge of dredge or fill materials into waters of the U.S.,
including wetlands. Activities in waters of the U.S. that are regulated under this program include
fills for development, water resource projects (such as dams and levees), infrastructure
development (such as highways and airports), and conversion of wetlands to uplands for farming
and forestry. CWA Section 404 permits are issued by USACE.

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

The Clean Water Act was amended in 1987 to include urban and stormwater runoff, which
required many cities to obtain an NPDES permit for stormwater conveyance system discharges.
Section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act prohibits discharges of pollutants contained in storm water
runoff, except in compliance with a NPDES permit.

State
California Department of Public Health

The Drinking Water Program, which regulates public water supply systems, is a major
component of the California Department of Public Health Division of Drinking Water and
Environmental Management. Regulatory responsibilities include the enforcement of the federal
and State Safe Drinking Water Acts, the regulatory oversight of public water systems, issuance of
water treatment permits, and certification of drinking water treatment and distribution operators.
State regulations for potable water are contained primarily within the Food and Agricultural
Code, the Government Code, the Health and Safety Code, the Public Resources Code, and the
Water Code. Regulations are from Title 17 and Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations.
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The regulations governing recycled water are found in a combination of sources including the
Health and Safety Code, Water Code, and Titles 22 and 17 of the California Code of Regulations.
Issues related to treatment and distribution of recycled water are generally under the influence of
the RWQCB, while issues related to use and quality of recycled water are the responsibility of the
California Department of Public Health.

California State Water Resources Control Board

The SWRCB and nine RWQCBSs address water quality and rights regulation. Created by the
California Legislature in 1967, the five-member SWRCB protects water quality by setting
statewide policy, coordinating and supporting the RWQCB efforts, and reviewing petitions that
contest RWQCB actions. The SWRCB s also solely responsible for allocating surface water
rights. Each RWQCB makes critical water quality decisions for its region, including setting
standards, issuing waste discharge requirements, determining compliance with those
requirements, and taking appropriate enforcement actions.

California Department of Water Resources

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) is responsible for the operation and
maintenance of the California State Water Project. DWR is also responsible for overseeing the
statewide process of developing and updating the California Water Plan (Bulletin 160 series);
protecting and restoring the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta; regulating dams, providing flood
protection, and assisting in emergency management; educating the public about the importance of
water and its proper use; and providing technical assistance to service local water needs.

California Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act established the SWRCB and divided the state into
nine regional basins, each with a RWQCB. The SWRCB is the primary state agency responsible
for protecting the quality of the state's surface and groundwater supplies, while the regional
boards are responsible for developing and enforcing water quality objectives and implementation
plans. The Planning Area is located within the jurisdiction of Santa Ana RWQCB.

The Act authorizes the SWRCB to enact state policies regarding water quality in accordance with
CWA Section 303. In addition, the act authorizes the SWRCB to issue WDRs for projects that
would discharge into state waters. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act requires that
the SWRCB or the Santa Ana RWQCB adopt water quality control plans (basin plans) for the
protection of water quality. A basin plan must:

< ldentify beneficial uses of waters to be protected,;

e Establish water quality objectives for the reasonable protection of the beneficial uses; and

e Establish a program of implementation of achieving the water quality objectives.

Basin plans also provide the technical basis for determining waste discharge requirements, taking

enforcement actions, and evaluating clean water grant proposals. Basin plans are updated and
reviewed every three years in accordance with Article 3 of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality
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Control Act and Section 303(c) of the CWA. The local basin plans are described under Local
Regulations, below.

The Water Conservation Act of 2009 (SB X7-7)

California legislation enacted in 2009, as SB 7 of the 7th Special Legislative Session (SB X7-7)
instituted a new set of urban water conservation requirements known as “20 Percent by 2020”.
These requirements stipulate that urban water agencies reduce per-capita water use within their
service areas by 20 percent relative to their use over the previous 10-15 years.

The City, via WBMWD and CBMWD, plans to comply with the SB X7-7 requirements through a
combination of on-going water conservation measures and additional recycled water
development. The 2020 UWMP for WBMWD determined that as of 2020, investments made in
water conservation have helped its retailers to meet their individual SB X7-7 targets. The 2020
UWMP for CBMWD shows that SB X7-7 targets have been met as of 2020.

State Updated Model Landscape Ordinance (AB 1881)

The state’s updated Model Landscape Ordinance requires cities and counties to adopt landscape
water conservation ordinances by January 31, 2010. In 2015, Executive Order B-29-15 tasked the
California Department of Water Resources (DWR) with revising the 2010 Model Water Efficient
Landscaping Ordinance to increase water efficiency standards for new and retrofitted landscapes.
Increased water efficiency can be achieved through efficient irrigation systems, graywater usage,
and onsite storm water capture, and by limiting the portion of landscapes that can be covered in
turf. Projects in the city that are subject to the Model Water Efficient Landscaping Ordinance
requirements must submit a Landscape Documentation Package as part of the plan check
submittal process with the City.23

California Urban Water Management Planning Act

The California Legislature enacted the Urban Water Management Planning Act of 1983
(California Water Code Sections 10610 through 10656), which is intended to support
conservation and efficient use of urban water supplies at the local level. The act required that
every urban water supplier that provides water to 3,000 or more customers, or over 3,000 AF of
water annually, to make every effort to ensure the appropriate level of reliability in its water
service to meet the needs of its customers during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. The act
requires that total projected water use be compared to water supply sources over the next 20 years
in five-year increments, that planning occur for single- and multiple-dry water years, and that
plans include a water recycling analysis that incorporates a description of the wastewater
collection and treatment system within the agency's service area along with current and potential
recycled water uses.

Applicable urban water suppliers within California are required by the Water Code to prepare and
adopt an Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) and update it every five years. A UWMP is
required in order for a water supplier to be eligible for DWR-administered state grants, loans, and

23 City of Carson, 2021. CARSONSCAPE: Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. Available at:
https://ci.carson.ca.us/communitydevelopment/MWELO.aspx, Accessed October 2021.

Carson2040 3.17-11 SCH No. 2001091120
City of Carson September 2022


https://ci.carson.ca.us/communitydevelopment/MWELO.aspx

3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.17 Utilities and Service Systems

drought assistance. A UWMP provides information on water use, water resources, recycled water,
water quality, reliability planning, demand management measures, best management practices
(BMPs), and water shortage contingency planning for a specified service area or territory. The
UWMPs for Cal Water and GSW were adopted in June 2021 and July 2021, respectively.

California Emergency Graywater Regulations

In 2009, as part of the Governor's declared State of Emergency, Chapter 16A "Non-potable Water
Reuse Systems™ was incorporated into the 2007 California Plumbing Code. Chapter 16A
establishes minimum requirements for the installation of graywater systems in residential
occupancies regulated by the California Department of Housing and Community Development,
providing guidance and flexibility designed to encourage the use of graywater. The standards
allow small graywater systems to be installed in homes without a construction permit,
substantially reducing the barriers to installing small residential graywater systems in California.
The purpose of the regulations is to conserve water by facilitating greater reuse of laundry,
shower, sink, and similar sources of discharge for irrigation and/or indoor use; to reduce the
number of noncompliant graywater systems by making legal compliance easily achievable; to
provide guidance for avoiding potentially unhealthful conditions; and to provide an alternative
way to relieve stress on private sewage disposal systems.

State Water Resources Control Board

On May 2, 2006, the SWRCB adopted a General Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) (Order
No. 2006-0003) for all publicly-owned sanitary sewer collection systems in California with more
than one mile of sewer pipe. The order provides a consistent statewide approach to reducing
SSOs by requiring public sewer system operators to take all feasible steps to control the volume
of waste discharged into the system, to prevent sanitary sewer waste from entering the storm
sewer system, and to develop a sewer system management plan. The City's SSMP was approved
by City Council in 2015 and includes an overflow emergency response plan; operation and
maintenance program; fats, oils, and grease plan; design and performance standards; system
capacity plan; and communications program.24

California's Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery

CalRecycle is the state’s leading authority on recycling, waste reduction, and product reuse.
CalRecycle plays an important role in the stewardship of California's vast resources and promotes
innovation in technology to encourage economic and environmental sustainability. CalRecycle
brings together the state’s recycling and waste management programs and continues a tradition of
environmental stewardship. Mandated responsibilities of CalRecycle are to reduce waste,
promote the management of all materials to their highest and best use, and protect public health
and safety and the environment.

California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939)

AB 939, California's Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, mandated that 50 percent of
solid waste be diverted by the year 2000 through source reduction, recycling, and composting.

24 City of Carson. 2015. Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP). Adopted 2015.
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AB 939 also established a goal for all California counties to provide at least 15 years of ongoing
landfill capacity. This requires each region to prepare a source reduction and recycling element to
be submitted to CalRecycle, which administers programs formerly managed by the state's
Integrated Waste Management Board and Division of Recycling.

California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991 (AB 1327)

AB 1327 was established in 1991, which required CalRecycle to develop a model ordinance for
the adoption of recyclable materials in development projects. Local agencies were then required
to adopt the model, or an ordinance of their own, governing adequate areas for collection and
loading of recyclable materials in development projects. Article V, Sanitation and Health,
Chapter 2, Collection of Solid Waste and Recyclable Materials, of the Carson Municipal Code,
addresses the collection of recyclable materials.

Disposal Measurement System Act of 2008 (SB 1016)

SB 1016 maintains the 50 percent diversion rate requirement established by AB 939, while
establishing revised calculations for those entitles who did not meet the 50 percent diversion rate.
SB 1016 also established a per capita disposal measurement system to make the process of goal
measurement, as established by AB 939, simpler, timelier, and more accurate. The new disposal
based indicator—the per capita disposal rate—uses only two factors: a jurisdiction's population
(or in some cases employment) and its disposal as reported by disposal facilities.

Solid Waste Diversion (AB 341)

Effective July 1, 2012, AB 341 requires that commercial enterprises that generate four cubic
yards or more of solid waste weekly participate in recycling programs. This requirement also
includes multifamily housing complexes of five units or more, regardless of the amount of solid
waste generated each week. AB 341 is designed to reach California's recycling goal of 75 percent
by the year 2020.

Organic Waste Reduction (SB 1383)

Effective September 2016, SB 1383 established two organic waste disposal reduction targets tied
to the 2014 baseline of 23 million tons of organic waste disposal and must be achieved by 2020
and 2025. The target is set for 2020 at 50 percent organic waste reduction from 2014 baseline
(11.5 million tons allowed landfill disposal of organic waste), and for 2025 at 75 percent organic
waste reduction from 2014 baseline (5.75 million tons allowed landfill disposal of organic waste).
The law grants CalRecycle the regulatory authority required to achieve the organic waste disposal
reduction targets and establishes an additional target that not less than 20 percent of currently
disposed edible food is recovered for human consumption by 2025.

California Public Utilities Commission

CPUC General Order 112E, which is based upon the Federal Department of Transportation
Guidelines contained in Part 192 of the Federal Code of Regulations, specifies a variety of
design, construction, inspection and notification requirements. The CPUC conducts annual audits
of pipeline operations to ensure compliance with these safety standards. In addition, the
SoCalGas has a safety program which has reduced the risk of gas distribution fires by improving
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welds on the larger diameter (24- to 30-inch) pipelines and by replacing old distribution pipes
with flexible plastic pipes. According to SoCalGas staff, high-pressure gas mains are common in
developed areas throughout the country, and SoCalGas lines are inspected regularly and must
comply with CPUC mandated safety requirements.

California Energy Commission

The California Energy Commission (CEC) was created as the state’s principal energy planning
organization in 1974, in order to meet the energy challenges facing the state in response to the
1973 oil embargo. The CEC is charged with six basic responsibilities when designing state
energy policy:

e Forecasting statewide electricity needs;

e Licensing power plants to meet those needs;

e Promoting energy conservation and efficiency measures;

< Developing renewable energy resources and alternative energy technologies;
e Promoting research, development, and demonstration; and

< Planning for and directing state response to energy emergencies.

Title 24, California Code of Regulations, Part 6: Energy Efficiency Standards for
Buildings

Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations contains the CEC’s Energy Efficiency
Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings. Title 24 was first established in 1978, in
response to a legislative mandate to reduce California’s energy consumption. Since that time,
Title 24 has been updated periodically to allow for consideration and possible incorporation of
new energy efficiency technologies and methods.

Title 20, California Code of Regulations, Sections 1601 et seq: Appliance Efficiency
Regulations

The 2012 Appliance Efficiency Regulations (Title 20, CCR Sections 1601 through 1608) took
effect February 13, 2013. The regulations include standards for both federally regulated
appliances and non-federally regulated appliances.

Assembly Bill 1890

The CPUC regulates investor-owned electric power and natural gas utility companies in the State
of California. Assembly Bill 1890, enacted in 1996, deregulated the power generation industry,
allowing customers to purchase electricity on the open market. Under deregulation, the
production and distribution of power that was under the control of investor-owned utilities (e.g.,
Southern California Edison) was decoupled. All new construction in the State of California is
subject to the energy conservation standards set forth in Title 24, Part 6, Article 2 of the
California Administrative Code. These are prescriptive standards that establish maximum energy
consumption levels for the heating and cooling of new buildings. The utilization of alternative
energy applications in development projects, while encouraged, is not required as a development
condition. Such applications may include installation of photovoltaic solar panels, active solar
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water heating systems, or integrated pool deck water heating systems, all of which serve to
displace consumption of conventional energy sources (i.e., electricity and natural gas). Incentives,
primarily in the form of state and federal tax credits, as well as reduced energy bills, provide a
favorable basis.

Senate Bills 610 and 221

Enacted in 2002, SB 610, which was codified in the Water Code beginning with Section 10910,
requires the preparation of a water supply assessment (WSA) for projects within cities and
counties that propose to construct 500 or more residential units or the equivalent. SB 610
stipulates that when environmental review of certain large development projects is required, the
water agency that is to serve the development must complete a WSA to evaluate water supplies
that are or will be available during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years during a 20-year
projection to meet existing and planned future demands, including the demand associated with
Carson2040.

Enacted in 2001, SB 221, which was codified in the Water Code beginning with Section 10910,
requires that the legislative body of a city or county, which is empowered to approve, disapprove,
or conditionally approve a subdivision map, must condition such approval upon proof of
sufficient water supply. The term "sufficient water supply" is defined in SB 221 as the total water
supplies available during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years within a 20-year projection
that would meet the projected demand associated with the proposed subdivision. The definition of
sufficient water supply also includes the requirement that sufficient water encompass not only the
proposed subdivision, but also existing and planned future uses, including agricultural and
industrial uses.

Regional

Los Angeles County Code
Sewer

As previously discussed, the CSMD owns and maintains the local sanitary sewers within the city.
As required under the County Code, a sewer area study must be prepared for all private contract
sewer projects. As stipulated in the County Code, no sewer construction permit shall be issued
until the County Engineer (Section 20.32.040) and the Public Works Director (Section 20.32.420)
have approved the project’s final sewer plans.

Drainage

The Los Angeles County Code contains specific provisions to regulate drainage discharge and
storm water runoff quality from unincorporated areas, which do not apply directly to Carson as a
city. However, management of the regional drainage system does involve requirements
established by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) and by the MS4 permit
discussed above and in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Draft EIR. These
requirements are implemented through provisions in the Carson Municipal Code.
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Solid Waste

The LACPWD coordinates solid waste planning in the region through administration of the
Integrated Waste Management Plan. In accordance with state requirements, this plan and its
components establishes source reduction, recycling, and other programs necessary to achieve the
reductions in per capita waste generation for disposal set in the Public Resources Code.

Greater Los Angeles County Region Integrated Regional Water Management
Plan

The Greater Los Angeles County Region Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (GLACR
IRWM) was updated in 2014. The IRWM Plan is a regional plan designed to improve
collaboration in water resources management. The first IRWM Plan for GLACR IRWM was
published in 2006 following a multi-year effort among water retailers, wastewater agencies,
stormwater and flood managers, watershed groups, the business community, tribes, agriculture,
and non-profit stakeholders to improve water resources planning in the Los Angeles Basin. It
provides a mechanism for: 1) coordinating, refining, and integrating existing planning efforts
within a comprehensive, regional context; 2) identifying specific regional and watershed-based
priorities for implementation projects; and 3) providing funding support for the plans, programs,
projects, and priorities of existing agencies and stakeholders.

Local

Water

As part of state and regional efforts towards water conservation, Article V, Sanitation and Health,
Chapter 10, Water Conservation and Sustainability Measure, of the Carson Municipal Code
includes requirements for water conservation and sustainability. The code requires recirculating
water required for water fountains and decorative water features and commercial conveyor
carwashes and the use of recycled or approved non-potable water for construction purposes. It is
recommended that large, landscaped areas such as parks, cemeteries, golf courses, school
grounds, and playing fields use irrigation systems with rain sensors that automatically shut off
such systems during periods of rain or irrigation timers which automatically use information such
as evapotranspiration sensors to set an efficient water schedule.

Sewer

Article VII1, Building Regulations — Sewage and Waste, Chapter 5, Sewage and Industrial Waste,
of the Carson Municipal Code adopts Title 20, Utilities, Division 2, Sanitary Sewers and Industrial
Waste, of the Los Angeles County Code, as amended. As stipulated in Section 20.32.040, Plan
Approval Prerequisite to Issuance, no sewer construction permit shall be issued until the County
Engineer has checked and approved the plans in accordance with Section 20.32.420 and the other
applicable provisions of Division 2 of the County Code.

Drainage

Avrticle V, Sanitation and Health, Chapter 8, Storm Water and Urban Runoff Pollution Control, of
the Carson Municipal Code addresses storm water management and discharge control. This
section incorporates at the city level, the storm water management practices that are required by
federal and state law, and by the Los Angeles County Code requirements. Good housekeeping

Carson2040 3.17-16 SCH No. 2001091120
City of Carson September 2022



3. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

3.17 Utilities and Service Systems

provisions, requirements for industrial/commercial and construction activities, and storm water
pollution control measures for new development and redevelopment projects are all addressed in
this chapter. All new development and redevelopment projects are required to comply with the
following conditions: (1) LID structural and nonstructural BMPs; (2) source control BMPs; and
(3) structural and nonstructural BMPs for specific types of uses.

Solid Waste

Avrticle V, Sanitation and Health, Chapter 2, Collection of Solid Waste and Recyclable Materials,
of the Carson Municipal Code contains provisions that implement the source reduction and
recycling programs and other measures to achieve per capita waste generation for disposal in
accordance with state and County programs. The City requires all collectors operating under a
collection franchise within the city to comply with applicable resource recovery and diversion
programs to minimize solid waste disposal at landfills.

3.17.4 Project Impact Analysis
Thresholds of Significance and Methodology

Thresholds of Significance

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines provides screening questions that address potential
impacts related to a number of environmental issues. The CEQA guidelines provides that lead
agencies may use the questions set forth in the Appendix G to assess the significance of a
project’s environmental effects, and the use of Appendix G as a significance threshold is
routinely sanctioned by the courts (although such use is not mandatory). Based on the Appendix
G questions regarding utilities/service systems, a project would have a significant impact if the
project would:

Threshold UTL-1: Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded
water, wastewater treatment, stormwater drainage, electric power, natural
gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction of relocation of
which could cause significant environmental effects;

Threshold UTL-2: Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and
multiple dry years;

Threshold UTL-3: 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;

Threshold UTL-4: 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; or

Threshold UTL-5: Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes
and regulations related to solid waste.
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Methodology

The analysis in this section addresses impacts on public utilities and City infrastructure due to
projected population growth that would result from the proposed General Plan update.
Subsequent environmental review at the project level may be required to determine whether a
specific development project would result in a significant environmental effect regarding the
capacity for utility and service systems to adequately serve the future project, including such
impacts from the construction of water distribution lines, wastewater collect system components,
storm drainage conveyance pipes or facilities, or disposal of solid waste. Project-level review will
occur when proposed development plans are prepared. This analysis is based on a review of
relevant local and regional plans and background information.

Project Impact Analysis

Require New or Expanded Facilities

Threshold UTL-1: The Project would have a significant impact if future development allowed by
Carson2040 would require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment, stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects.

Impact UTL-1 While the Project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of
new or expanded water and wastewater treatment facilities, it could require or result in the
relocation or construction of new or expanded stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas,
and telecommunications facilities. However, the construction or relocation of these facilities
would not cause significant environmental effects. (Less than Significant)

Implementation of the proposed General Plan update would allow for the potential development
of future residential, commercial, office, and industrial land uses in the city of Carson. Additional
population and employment growth would generate additional demand for water and wastewater
services, and therefore, a potential increased demand for water provision and wastewater
collection, conveyance, and treatment services over currently established levels. Additionally,
potential future development could require upgrades to existing storm water, electric power,
natural gas, and telecommunication facilities. As discussed below, existing facilities would be
adequate to serve the projected buildout population, therefore impacts resulting from the
proposed General Plan update would be less than significant.

Construction of Water Treatment Facilities

The MWD treats the surface water provided to the WBMWD and CBMWD at the F.E. Weymouth
treatment plant located in La Verne. The facility has a capacity of 520 MGD and is currently
treating an average of 224 MGD. As discussed below under Impact UTL-2, growth anticipated
under the proposed General Plan update is expected to result in an increase of approximately 6.8
MGD of water over existing conditions. With an excess treatment capacity of 296 MGD, the F.E.
Weymouth has sufficient remaining capacity to treat the full increase in water attributable to growth
anticipated under the proposed General Plan update. Additionally, policies in the proposed General
Plan update aim to conserve water through public education programs and the promotion of water-
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conserving devices and practices in both new construction and major alterations as well as additions
to existing buildings. Such policies would help to reduce the demand on existing water treatment
infrastructure and allow for meaningful consideration of potential impacts of any future decisions
regarding the provision of new infrastructure. For these reasons, growth under the proposed General
Plan update is not expected to require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded
water treatment facilities, and this impact would be less than significant.

Construction of Wastewater Treatment Facilities

Wastewater generated in the city of Carson is treated at the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant,
which is located in Carson and operated by the LACSD. As discussed below under Impact UTL-
3, the facility has sufficient remaining capacity to treat the full increase in sewage attributable to
growth anticipated under the General Plan. Additionally, policies in the proposed General Plan
update aim to conserve water by curbing demand for domestic and commercial purposes and
promoting water conservation strategies, thus reducing demand for water, and in turn, the
generation of wastewater. Therefore, growth under the General Plan is not expected to require or
result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water treatment facilities, and this
impact would be less than significant.

Construction of Storm Drainage Facilities

As previously described, the LACFCD owns and maintains all major flood control channels. In
addition, a majority of the storm drain system within the city was formally transferred through
resolution to LACFCD, which maintains complete ownership and maintenance of the system.
However, storm water quality is the responsibility of the City; see Section 3.9, Hydrology and
Water Quality, of this Draft EIR, for additional information.

Storm water runoff may mobilize pollutants (e.g., trash, oil) and sediments, which contribute to
pollution in rivers, lakes, and the ocean. Conversely, storm water runoff can be seen as a resource
for recharging groundwater supplies. The state regulates storm water discharges through the
NPDES program. The NPDES program was established to ensure storm water is used as a
resource, while reducing any harmful pollutants to the greatest extent possible to maintain the
beneficial uses of our rivers, lakes and ocean.

The RWQCBs have adopted NPDES permits to regulate storm water for municipalities. Under
that permit is the Municipal Storm Water Program, which regulates storm water discharges from
MS4s throughout California. An MS4 is defined as a conveyance or system of conveyances
(including roads with drainage systems, municipal streets, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches,
human-made channels, or storm drains) owned or operated by a local agency. In this area, the Los
Angeles RWQCB holds the NPDES permit and Los Angeles County holds the MS4 permit.
Carson is a co-permittee under the County’s MS4 permit. The County’s MS4 permit was last
amended in November 2016. The permit details discharge prohibitions (i.e., monitoring and
reporting, watershed management programs, control measures, and total maximum daily loads).
In addition, the City of Carson has joined the Dominguez Channel Watershed Management
Group, which was developed to implement the NPDES requirements on a watershed scale.

A key provision of these regulations requires that the initial (or “first flush”) storm water runoff is
detained and treated on-site prior to entering the County’s storm drain system. First flush is the
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initial surface runoff during a storm event that typically contain higher concentrations of pollutants
compared to the remainder of the storm. Specifically, the County requires that projects mitigate the
first three-quarter inch of rainfall for each storm event and be designed to minimize the
introduction of pollutants from the site runoff into the storm water conveyance system. Any new
development and/or significant redevelopment in the city will be subject to these requirements.

From a storm drain infrastructure perspective, these regulations restrict increases in storm water
runoff from any new development and/or significant redevelopment. Therefore, existing storm drain
conveyance systems will likely not require upsizing, regardless of changes to land use types. Should
new storm drain conveyance infrastructure be required, construction of those facilities could result in
adverse environmental effects. As all new storm drain conveyance infrastructure could be provided
within and immediately surrounding the Planning Area, the potential impacts of these improvements
are considered throughout the technical sections of this Draft EIR. In addition, future facilities would
be required to comply with the City’s requirements for construction projects, including but not
limited to, grading permits and encroachment permits. Therefore, storm water generated by
development allowed under the proposed General Plan update would not result in additional impacts
related to the provision of storm drain infrastructure, and this impact would be less than significant.

Construction of Electrical Facilities

It is possible that development proposed under the General Plan could result in the provision of new
electrical power facilities, including new or upgraded substations and/or transmission lines.
However, all new development would be subject to the CALGreen code, which establishes
mandatory energy efficiency measures for new residential and non-residential buildings. Compliance
with current CALGreen requirements and proposed General Plan policies that promote renewable
energy generation and energy efficiency would ensure that new development associated with the
implementation of the proposed General Plan update would be energy efficient, thus reducing the
need for new electrical power infrastructure. Should upgrades to new facilities be required,
construction of those facilities could result in adverse environmental effects. As all new electrical
power infrastructure could be provided within and immediately surrounding the Planning Area, the
potential impacts of these improvements are considered throughout the technical sections of this
Draft EIR. In addition, future facilities would be required to comply with the City’s requirements for
construction projects, including but not limited to, grading permits and encroachment permits.
Therefore, project-related electricity demand would not result in additional impacts related to the
provision of electrical power infrastructure, and this impact would be less than significant.

Construction of Natural Gas Facilities

It is possible that development proposed under the General Plan could result in the provision of new
natural gas facilities, including new and/or upgraded pipelines. SoCalGas projects that total gas
demand in its service area would decline at an annual rate of 1 percent from 2020-2035 due to
modest economic growth and CPUC-mandated energy efficiency standards and projects,2°
Additionally, all new development would be subject to energy efficiency standards contained in the

25 california Gas and Electric Utilities, 2020. 2020 California Gas Report. Available at: https://www.socalgas.com/
sites/default/files/2020-10/2020_California_Gas_Report_Joint_Utility_Biennial_Comprehensive_Filing.pdf,
Accessed October 2021.
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CALGreen code, thus reducing the need for new natural gas infrastructure. Should upgrades be
required, construction of those facilities could result in adverse environmental effects. As all new
natural gas infrastructure could be provided within and immediately surrounding the Planning Area,
the potential impacts of these improvements are considered throughout the technical sections of this
Draft EIR. In addition, future facilities would be required to comply with the City’s requirements
for construction projects, including but not limited to, grading permits and encroachment permits.
Therefore, project-related natural gas demand would not result in additional impacts related to the
provision of natural gas infrastructure, and this impact would be less than significant.

Construction of Telecommunications Facilities

It is possible that development proposed under the General Plan could result in the provision of
new telecommunication facilities. Should upgrades to telecommunication infrastructure be
required, construction of those facilities could result in adverse environmental effects. As all new
telecommunication infrastructure could be provided within and immediately surrounding the
Planning Area, the potential impacts of these improvements are considered throughout the
technical sections of this Draft EIR. In addition, future facilities would be required to comply
with the City’s requirements for construction projects, including but not limited to, grading
permits and encroachment permits. Therefore, project related demand for new
telecommunications services would not result in additional impacts related to the provision of
telecommunication infrastructure, and this impact would be less than significant.

Proposed General Plan Policies that Address the Impact

Open Space and Environmental Conservation

Guiding Policies

OSEC-G-10 Provide for utilities and infrastructure to deliver safe, reliable services for
current and future residents and businesses.

OSEC-G-12 Promote water conservation strategies in the community by increasing
awareness and expanding access to programs.

OSEC-G-13 Encourage integration of water conservation measures for both existing and new
development, and promote utilization of recycled water for appropriate uses.

OSEC-G-14 Promote sustainable energy generation practices to support energy security that
is resilient to blackouts and other climate or anthropogenic disasters.

OSEC-G-15 Implement programs and work with jurisdictional partners to increase
sustainable energy production and energy security.

OSEC-G-25 Demonstrate leadership by reducing the use of energy and fossil fuel
consumption in municipal operations, including transportation, waste and water
reduction, recycling, and by promoting efficient building design and use.

Implementing Policies
OSEC-P-23 Safely manage the water supply and services, wastewater, sewer, recycled

water, and storm drain infrastructure in a manner that provides for future
growth of the city.
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OSEC-P-24 Prepare an updated Sewer System Management Plan that meets Statewide
General Waste Discharge Requirements and qualifies as a Monitoring and
Reporting Program for sanitary sewer systems. Conduct audits every three
years and update the plan every five years or as necessary.

OSEC-P-27 Promote education for residents and businesses on the benefits of conserving
water and explore incentives for lowering water usage.

OSEC-P-28 Establish guidelines and standards for water conservation and actively promote
the use of water-conserving devices and practices in both new construction and
major alterations as well as additions to existing buildings. Strategies include:
e Requiring water-conserving design and equipment in new construction
« Encouraging retrofitting with water-conserving devices
e Requiring Low Impact Development principles and guidelines during site

design

< Promoting the use of greywater in large developments for non-potable
water uses

OSEC-P-29 Promote renewable energy generation and storage to decrease reliance on
outside sources and minimize impacts from blackouts.

Potential strategies include:

e Incentivize solar panel deployment beyond state’s mandates and pursue
state, regional, and federal funding programs designed to reduce energy
demand through conservation and efficiency. Establish guidance on
placement of solar panels to minimize impacts to aesthetic resources.

e Promote renewable energy generation on City-owned sites and deployment
of micro-grids for energy independence and lifeline operations in the event
of power shutdowns.

« Reduce reliance on backup generators that rely on fossil fuels by
establishing citywide program to transition to more climate friendly
options including battery storage, solar-powered generators, and small-
scale wind turbines in appropriate areas.

« Promote alternative modes of electricity generation—such as wind, solar,
biomass, geothermal, and hydroelectric—and invest in electric storage
infrastructure at the city-wide level.

< Increase installation of electric vehicle charging stations with funding
from state and federal sources.

e Convert street lighting, water pumping, water treatment, and other energy-
intensive operations to more efficient technologies.

OSEC-P-41 Encourage efficient, clean energy and fuel use through collaborative programs,
award programs, and incentives, while also removing barriers to the expansion
of alternative fuel facilities and infrastructure.
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OSEC-P-51 Use the CAP as the City’s primary strategy to reduce GHG emissions,
including strategies related to land use and transportation, energy efficiency,
solid waste, urban greening, and energy generation and storage.

OSEC-P-57 Facilitate energy efficiency in building regulations, providing flexibility to
achieve specified energy performance levels and requiring energy efficiency
measures as appropriate.

OSEC-P-58 Support sustainability measures to reduce and conserve municipal and private
energy uses, especially from commercial and industrial uses which consume 78
percent of the city’s total electric usage.

OSEC-P-59 Coordinate with the business and industrial community to encourage energy
efficiency in the city’s largest energy users while supporting economic growth
objectives.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

Water Supply

Threshold UTL-2: The Project would have a significant impact if sufficient water supplies were
not available to serve future development allowed by Carson2040 and reasonably foreseeable
future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years.

Impact UTL-2: Sufficient water supplies are available to serve future development allowed by
the Project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years. (Less than Significant)

As discussed above, the city of Carson is served by two water service providers, Cal Water and
GSW. Cal Water Dominguez District serves most of Carson through a combination of local
groundwater and surface water purchased from MWD. The anticipated water demand changes
rely on per capita water consumption. As presented in Cal Water’s 2020 Urban Water
Management Plan, the Cal Water Dominguez District service area is currently using 157 gallons
of water per capita per day (GPCD).26

GSW serves the northwest corner of Carson and also provides its customers with a combination
of local groundwater and surface water purchased from the MWD.27 As presented in GSW’s
2020 Urban Water Management Plan, the service population was 278,787 in the year 2020. With
a demand for potable and non-potable water in the year 2020 of 26,228 AF per year (23,414,849
gallons per day), the GSW service area is currently using 84 gallons of water per GPCD.28

Cal Water serves the majority of the city and has a higher per capita water use estimate than
GSW. Therefore, based on estimated population increase of 43,600 residents due to

26 California Water Service, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (Dominguez District). June 2021.
27 Golden State Water Company, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Southwest Service Area. July 2021.
28 Golden State Water Company, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Southwest Service Area. July 2021.
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implementation of the proposed General Plan update and a water use rate of 157 GPCD, water
demand within the Planning Area would increase by approximately 6.8 MGD.

As stated in the 2020 UWMP for Cal Water, purchased water is 100 percent reliable and would
make up the differences between demand and other projected supplies (groundwater and recycled
water). As a result, Cal Water has adequate supplies to meet demand under normal, single dry
year, and five consecutive dry year conditions through the year 2045, which is five years beyond
the horizon year of the proposed General Plan update in 2040. In addition, as stated in the GSW
2020 UWMP, GSW also has reliable supplies to meet demand under normal, single dry year, and
five consecutive dry year conditions through the year 2045. While it is expected that there will be
sufficient water supplies available to serve the development associated with the proposed General
Plan update from existing entitlements and resources, growth under the proposed update was not
specifically accounted for in the UWMP for each local water provider. However, as UWMPs are
based on adopted land use forecasts and plans, Cal Water and GSW would be required to account
for this growth during the next UWMP update cycle in 2025, and thus they would have sufficient
time to account for future development in the city in their planning process prior to the proposed
General Plan update’s horizon year of 2040. In addition, individual development proposals that
meet the definition of a project under CEQA would be required to address water supply as part of
the CEQA process, and for qualifying projects, a WSA would be required pursuant to SB 610 for
inclusion in the project’s CEQA analysis. The WSA discerns whether the expected demand from
the development being proposed has been accounted for in the forecasted demands in the most
recent UWMP. A Written Verification of Supply per SB 221 is prepared as a condition of
approval for a subdivision map of 500 units or more. Considered a fail-safe mechanism to provide
sufficient evidence that adequate water supplies are available before construction begins, the
Written Verification of Supply is also prepared/adopted by the water supplier and approved by
the land use authority. Depending on the project, one or both of these analyses may be required.

In addition, the City is taking several steps to decrease its reliance on imported water and overall
water demand. For example, the City partners with the WBMWD to encourage residents to
conserve water through programs such as the Water for Tomorrow Program, which seeks to
protect the district’s existing water supply as well as diversify and augment its sources. The City
also requires projects to comply with CARSONSCAPE, the City’s Model Water Efficient
Landscape Ordinance (MWELO), which promotes the values and benefits of landscaping
practices that integrate conservation and efficient use of water through planning, design,
installation, maintenance, and management of water-efficient landscapes in new construction and
rehabilitated projects.29

Next, water providers in Carson such as Cal Water promote water conservation through rebates,
conservation Kits (which include high-efficiency showerheads, hose nozzles, faucet aerators, and
toilet leak tablets), the Smart Landscape Tune-Up Program, and the H20O Challenge educational
program.

29 City of Carson, 2021. CARSONSCAPE: Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. Available at:
https://ci.carson.ca.us/communitydevelopment/MWELO.aspx, Accessed October 2021.
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Furthermore, all new development would also be subject to water conservation standards
contained in the CALGreen code. Compliance with current CALGreen requirements would
ensure that new development associated with the implementation of the proposed General Plan
update would establish water conservation features.

Equally important, implementation of policies in the proposed General Plan update would reduce
the overall existing and future water usage in the city by curbing demand for domestic and
commercial purposes and promoting water conservation strategies. Proposed policies also seek to
ensure the long-term quality and maintenance of water supplies by requiring the City to work
with Cal Water, GSW and MWD to ensure adequate availability of water to meet future needs.

Finally, in the event of a water shortage, Cal Water and GSW would rely on their Water Shortage
Contingency Plans (WSCP), which are to be engaged in the case of a water shortage event, such
as a drought or supply interruption. The WSCPs for both Cal Water and GSW include six levels
to address shortage conditions ranging from up to 10 percent to greater than 50 percent shortage,
identifies a suite of demand mitigation measures to implement at each level, and identifies
procedures to annually assess whether or not a water shortage is likely to occur in the coming
year.30, 31

For these reasons, sufficient water supply would be available to serve future development allowed
under the proposed General Plan update during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. Therefore,
the impact with respect to water supply would be less than significant.

Proposed General Plan Policies that Address the Impact

Guiding Policies OSEC-10, OSEC-G-12 and OSEC-G-13, and Implementing Policies OSEC-P-
23, OSEC-P-27 and OSEC-P-28, as discussed under Impact UTL-1, in addition to the following:

Open Space and Environmental Conservation
Implementing Policies

OSEC-P-25 Through partnership with the Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts,
promote utilization of recycled water created under the RRWP for non-potable
water needs.

OSEC-P-26 Work with California Water Service Company, Golden State Water Company,
and Metropolitan Water District to ensure adequate availability of water to
meet future needs.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

30 Golden State Water Company, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan Southwest Service Area. July 2021.
31 california Water Service, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (Dominguez District). June 2021.
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Wastewater Service Capacity

Threshold UTL-3: The Project would have a significant impact if future development allowed by
Carson2040 would result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or
may serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in
addition to the provider’s existing commitments.

Impact UTL-3: The Project would not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the
Project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments. (Less than
Significant)

Growth anticipated under the proposed General Plan update would generate additional
wastewater. It is estimated that about 90 percent of the per capita water consumption becomes
wastewater flows. As a result, it is estimated that growth anticipated under the proposed General
Plan update would result in an increase of approximately 6.1 MGD (i.e., expected water use times
wastewater generation factor) of wastewater over existing conditions.

Wastewater generated in the city of Carson is treated at the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant,
which is located in Carson and operated by the LACSD. The plant has a design capacity of 400
MGD and currently treats an average of 260 MGD. Based on current treatment levels at the Joint
Water Pollution Control Plant and the design capacity, the facility has sufficient remaining
capacity to treat the full increase in sewage attributable to growth anticipated under the General
Plan.

Additionally, policies in the proposed General Plan update aim to conserve water by curbing
demand for domestic and commercial purposes and promoting water conservation strategies, thus
reducing demand for water, and in turn, the generation of wastewater. Furthermore, current
regulations would not allow development without adequate utility capacity, including wastewater
treatment capacity. Potential future development projects would be reviewed by the City and
LACSD to determine that sufficient capacity exists to serve the development.

For the reasons stated above, adequate wastewater treatment capacity would exist to treat growth
anticipated under the proposed General Plan update in addition to LACSD’s existing
commitments. Therefore, the impact with respect to wastewater treatment capacity would be less
than significant.

Proposed General Plan Policies that Address the Impact

Guiding Policies OSEC-G-10, OSEC-G-12, and OSEC-G-13, and Implementing Policies OSEC-
P-23, OSEC-P-27, and OSEC-P-28, as discussed under Impact UTL-1.

Mitigation Measures
None required.
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Solid Waste

Threshold UTL-4: The Project would have a significant impact if future development allowed by
Carson2040 would 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.

Impact UTL-4: The Project would not 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. (Less than Significant)

As described above, the city receives refuse pickup and disposal service from Waste Resources
and EDCO Disposal and Waste Management Services. Once collected from areas within the city,
the majority of refuse (88 percent) is delivered to H.M Holloway Inc., El Sobrante, and Chiquita
Canyon landfills. According to CalRecycle, the H.M. Holloway Inc. Landfill has a remaining
capacity of approximately seven million tons, and is expected to remain in operation until 2030,
the El Sobrante Landfill has a remaining capacity of about 144 million tons, and it is expected to
remain in operation until 2051, and the Chiquita Canyon Sanitary landfill has a remaining
capacity of 60 million tons, and is expected to remain in operation until 2047.

In 2019, the most recent year data was available, Carson disposed about 14.1 pounds per resident
per day (PPD) of waste to landfills. Although the annual per capital disposal rate has been
increasing since 2014, both the per resident and per employee disposal rates are less than their
respective targets calculated by CalRecycle (19.3 and 37.3, respectively, as of June 2021)

Using a PPD disposal rate of 14.1 and a projected increase in population of 43,600, it is estimated
that a total increase of 614,760 PPD or 112,194 tons per year would be disposed of at buildout of
the proposed General Plan update. Therefore, although H.M. Holloway Inc. Landfill is expected
to remain open until 2030 and would close prior to the anticipated buildout of the proposed
General Plan update, solid waste generated under the update would reasonably be within the
capacity of other facilities serving the city. For example, the 112,194 tons per day generated by
the increase in population under the proposed General Plan update represents 0.1 and 0.2 percent
of remaining capacity of the El Sobrante and Chiquita Canyon landfills, respectively.

As indicated above, the LACPWD prepares and administers the Countywide Integrated Waste
Management Plan (IWMP). For the current planning period from 2017 to 2032, the IWMP
Annual Report estimates that a shortfall in permitted solid waste disposal capacity is not
anticipated for the County. The IWMP also states that the cumulative need at the County level for
Class Il landfill disposal capacity, approximately 126.4 million tons in 2032, will not exceed the
2017 remaining permitted Class 111 landfill capacity of 167.6 million tons.

Given the remaining capacity at currently landfills serving the city and the County’s ability to
meet its disposal targets, meeting the collection, transfer, recycling, and disposal needs of the
proposed General Plan update would not result in adverse impacts on landfill facilities. It is also
likely that changes in regulations will occur that will decrease the need for landfill capacity
through new recycling measures (e.g., conversion technology facilities, material recovery
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facilities, waste resource projects). Compliance with solid waste regulations and proposed
General Plan policies that promote recycling would further address potential impacts.

For the reasons stated above, growth anticipated under the proposed General Plan update would
not 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. Therefore, the
impact with respect to solid waste disposal capacity would be less than significant.

Proposed General Plan Policies that Address the Impact

Open Space and Environmental Conservation

Guiding Policies

OSEC-G-16 Reduce the generation of solid waste, including hazardous waste, and promote

recycling of materials to reduce waste accumulation slow in local and regional
landfills.

Implementing Policies

OSEC-P-30 Continue to work toward reducing solid waste, increasing recycling, and
complying with the Los Angeles County Integrated Waste Management Plan.

OSEC-P-31 Expand educational outreach about solid waste reduction and recycling
programs and work to provide programs and informational materials in
multiple languages.

OSEC-P-32 Further the City’s goals to promote recycling, composting, and source
reduction services for residential and commercial uses to divert 75% (or more)
of waste from landfills by 2022 and maintain diversion at 75% or greater
through 2040. See Assembly Bill No. 341 for additional information regarding
waste diversion.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

Solid Waste Regulations

Threshold UTL-5: The Project would have a potentially significant impact if future development
allowed by Carson2040 would not comply with federal, state, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

Impact UTL-5: The Project would comply with federal, state, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste. (Less than Significant)

AB 939 mandated that California generate a 25 percent diversion rate by 1995 and a 50 percent
diversion rate by 2000. AB 341, adopted in 2012, requires that commercial enterprises that
generate four cubic yards or more of solid waste and multi-family housing complexes of five
units or more weekly participate in recycling programs in order to meet California’s goal to
recycle 75 percent of its solid waste by 2020. SB 1383, adopted in 2016, establishes goals of 50
percent organics waste reduction by 2020 and 75 percent reduction by 2025.
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Development under the proposed General Plan update would be required to comply with federal,
state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Furthermore, the policies provided
in the proposed General Plan update require the City to expand educational outreach about solid
waste reduction and recycling programs and to divert 75 percent (or more) of waste from landfills
by 2022 and maintain a diversion rate of 75 percent or greater through 2040. For these reasons,
growth anticipated under the proposed General Plan update would comply with federal, state, and
local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, the
impact with respect to solid waste regulations would be less than significant.

Proposed General Plan Policies that Address the Impact

Guiding Policy OSEC-G-16 and Implementing Policies OSEC-P-30, OSEC-P-31, and OSEC-P-
32 as discussed under Impact UTL-4.

Mitigation Measures
None required.

3.17.5 Cumulative Impact Analysis
Water

Water Treatment

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with water treatment
infrastructure would be the service area of the F.E Weymouth Treatment Plant. Past cumulative
development in the service area of the facility has resulted in increased demand for water
treatment as growth occurs. The F.E Weymouth Treatment Plant is currently operating below its
design capacity. However, while not likely, given that the plant has a remaining capacity of
approximately 57 percent, future development in the area, including growth anticipated under the
proposed General Plan update, could result in the plant nearing capacity if upgrades are not
planned, thus resulting in a potential cumulative impact with respect to wastewater capacity.
However, the project’s contribution to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable as
policies in the proposed General Plan update aim to conserve water by curbing demand for
domestic and commercial purposes and promoting water conservation strategies, thus reducing
demand for water, and in turn, demand for water treatment.

Water Supply

The geographic context for the evaluation of cumulative impacts with regard to water supply
would be the service areas of the MWD, which supplies surface water to the WBMWD and
CBMWD. Past cumulative development in MWD’s service area has required additional water
entitlements to accommodate the increased water demand. However, the MWD has consistently
stated that its water supplies are fully reliable to meet the demands of its customers, in all
hydrologic conditions through at least 2045.32

Future development under the proposed General Plan update be evaluated by the City on a
project-by-project basis to determine potential impacts to water supplies. The continued

32 Metropolitan Water District of South California, 2021. 2020 Urban Water Management Plan. June 2021.
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assessment of individual projects for impacts to water supply would assure projects would only
be approved if adequate water supplies exist at the time of their implementation. All future
development would be subject to all applicable federal, state, and local laws, ordinances, and
regulations in place for water supply. Therefore, the project’s contribution to any potential water
supply impact would not be cumulatively considerable.

Wastewater Capacity

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with sewage treatment
systems would be the service area of the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant. While not likely,
given that the plant has a remaining capacity of 35 percent, future development in the area,
including growth anticipated under the proposed General Plan update, could result in the plant
nearing capacity if upgrades are not planned, thus resulting in a potential cumulative impact with
respect to wastewater capacity. However, the project’s contribution to this impact would not be
cumulatively considerable as policies in the proposed General Plan update aim to conserve water
by curbing demand for domestic and commercial purposes and promoting water conservation
strategies, thus reducing demand for water, and in turn, the generation of wastewater.

Solid Waste

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with solid waste would
be the service area of the landfills that receive solid waste from the city of Carson, which is
mainly Los Angeles County. Although the landfills serving the city are expected to have
sufficient capacity to serve existing and planned development in the future, any existing capacity
that currently exists within the landfill’s boundaries is finite. Thus, solid waste generation from
future development in the County, including anticipated growth under the proposed General Plan
update, could exacerbate regional landfill capacity issues in the future, thus resulting in a
potential cumulative impact with respect to solid waste disposal capacity. However, the project’s
contribution to this impact would not be cumulatively considerable as compliance with solid
waste regulations and proposed General Plan policies would reduce the amount of solid waste
generated in the city.
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Alternatives

4.1 Introduction

This chapter of the EIR evaluates alternatives to the Carson 2040 General Plan Update (“Project”)
and analyzes the comparative environmental impacts associated with each alternative. Under
CEQA, and as indicated in California Public Resources Code Section 21002.1(a), the
identification and analysis of alternatives to a project is a fundamental aspect of the
environmental review process intended to consider ways to mitigate or avoid the significant
environmental effects of a project.

Guidance regarding the definition of project alternatives is provided in State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(a) as follows:

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of
the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.

The State CEQA Guidelines emphasize that the selection of project alternatives be based
primarily on the ability to reduce significant impacts relative to the proposed project, “even if
these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would
be more costly.” (Section 15126.6(b)) The State CEQA Guidelines further direct that the range of
alternatives be guided by a “rule of reason,” such that only those alternatives necessary to permit
a reasoned choice are analyzed. (Section 15126.6(f)).

In selecting project alternatives for analysis, potential alternatives should be feasible. The State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) explains that:

Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility
of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of
infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations,
jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should
consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably
acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site.

The State CEQA Guidelines require the analysis of a “no project” alternative and, depending on
the circumstances, evaluation of alternative location(s) for the project, if feasible. Based on the
alternatives analysis, an environmentally superior alternative is to be designated. In general, the
environmentally superior alternative is the alternative with the least adverse impacts on the
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environment. If the environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR
shall also identify another environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.
(Section 15126.6(¢)(2))

Section 15126.6(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that alternatives analysis need not be
presented in the same level of detail as the assessment of the proposed project. Rather, the EIR is
required to provide sufficient information to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and
comparison with the proposed project. If an alternative would cause one or more significant
impacts in addition to those of the proposed project, analysis of those impacts is to be discussed,
but in less detail than for the proposed project.

4.2 Objectives of the Project

The Project will establish the course for the next two decades for the city to foster a vibrant and
sustainable community, respond to an increasingly diverse and aging population, and addresses the
myriad of physical, environmental, and other challenges that the city faces. The policies included
the proposed General Plan update are intended to respond to these challenges. At the outset of the
General Plan update process, the following specific objectives were established for the Project:

 Work with the community to articulate a vision for the city, and translating this vision into a
viable implementation program;

e Ensure balanced land use development that benefits residents and businesses;

< Foster transportation improvements that allow people to easily and safely get around the city
by driving, walking, biking, and/or taking transit;

< Enhance quality of life and community character;
< Improve the City’s fiscal and economic health;
» Revitalize the community for a diverse, aging, and changing population;

e Coordinate with regional planning initiatives and state mandates regarding sustainability,
greenhouse gas emissions, and environmental justice;

e Establish a long-range vision that reflects the aspirations of the community and outlines steps
to achieve this vision;

e Establish long-range development policies that will guide City departments, as well as
Planning Commission, City Council, and City department decision-making;

e Provide a basis for judging whether specific development proposals and public projects are in
harmony with plan policies;

e Plan in a manner that meets future needs based on the projected population and job growth:

< Allow City departments, other public agencies, and private developers to design projects that will
preserve and enhance community character and environmental resources, and minimize hazards;

< Provide the basis for establishing and setting priorities for detailed plans and implementing
programs, such as the zoning ordinance, subdivision regulations, specific and master plans, the
Capital Improvement Program, the Housing Element, and the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan; and

e Reduce community-wide GHG emissions consistent with statewide targets.
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4.3 Alternatives Considered and Rejected

As discussed above, the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) recommends that an EIR
identify alternatives that were considered for analysis but rejected as infeasible and briefly
explain the reasons for their rejection. According to the State CEQA Guidelines, the following
factors may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration: the alternative’s failure
to meet most of the basic project objectives, the alternative’s infeasibility, or the alternative’s
inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.

The following is a discussion of the land use alternatives considered during the scoping and
planning process and the reasons why they were not selected for detailed analysis in this Draft
EIR. Three alternatives (Core, Centers, and Corridors) were developed during the third phase of
the General Plan planning process and input on these were collected from community members
through an online survey, community workshops, decision-maker meetings, and General Plan
Advisory Committee meetings.

The alternatives represented different scenarios for accommodating the city’s growth needs and
accomplishing the vision established in the first phase of the planning process. There are three
basic distinctions between the alternatives: (1) the overall amount of growth and the balance
between various uses; (2) the geographic strategy for this growth; and (3) the variation in density
and intensity of growth. While each alternative is unique, all three share several common
characteristics that are meant to act as guiding principles throughout the alternatives process:

e Enhance neighborhood connectivity, including pedestrian and bicycle networks;

e Create a continuous park/trail along the Dominguez Channel that serves as a “green spine”
throughout the city;

< Continue the energy and design of Carson Street into other parts of the city;
e Create land use buffers between residential and industrial uses;

e Create neighborhood-serving retail near California State University, Dominguez Hills, and in
the southern part of the city;

» Preserve existing single-family neighborhoods; and

e Retain and expand key industrial areas.

Ultimately, the Project is a combination of key elements from all three (Core, Centers, and
Corridors) in regard to land use and approach.

4.3.1 Core Alternative

The Core Alternative seeks to concentrate new development in a central area in the city,
expanding on the energy and success of recent development along Carson Street. New
development would be concentrated in approximately a 1.5-mile radius from Carson Street and
Avalon Boulevard, resulting in a vibrant, connected core area with a diverse mix of uses.
Streetscape, pedestrian, and bicycle-way improvements would be focused in this core area to
promote active, walkable environments, with easy access to stores, services, parks, and other
public uses. Additional development would occur in select focus areas outside of this core.
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The mixed-use pattern of new development along Carson Street is envisioned to expand along the
portion of the corridor between [1-110 and Wilmington Avenue. A density increase overlay would
be located on the blocks north and south of Carson Street to provide additional housing that
would reflect a density more similar to a “downtown.” Avalon Boulevard would connect the
inner core area to key large-scale development opportunities along Interstate 405 (1-405),
including the 157-acre opportunity site where The District at South Bay project is proposed, as
well as the South Bay Pavilion Mall.

Victoria Golf Course would be redeveloped as an “innovation center” that would provide
contemporary office buildings and workplaces, with higher density development than found
elsewhere in Carson. This area would be designed from the ground up to accommodate a variety
of businesses—including, for example, financial and technology offices—in an integrated,
walkable setting, connected with the other parts of the community by a “green spine” along the
Dominguez Channel. As this area was formerly used as a landfill, higher development intensities,
including buildings ranging from six to 12 stories tall, may have been necessary to justify
remediation or working within the environmental constraints.

The Core Alternative would include a large, central city park with portions of research and
development (R&D) uses on the Shell site. The area north of 1-405, between Dominguez Channel
and SR-91, would be a transitional area between the core and industrial uses near the city’s northern
border. This transition zone would create a buffer between residential and industrial uses, providing
live-work units, light industrial and manufacturing uses (e.g., breweries or coffee roasteries), R&D
office parks, and neighborhood commercial uses in close proximity to California State University,
Dominguez Hills. Overall, the Core Alternative emphasizes Carson Street and Avalon Boulevard,
including potential redevelopment of City Hall, as connectors to new regional centers.

The Core Alternative was not considered for further analysis since it would not meet the basic
project objectives of revitalizing other portions of the city, including underutilized commercial
properties along the corridors and locating additional services near existing residential areas. This
alternative envisions the Victoria Golf Course as an “innovation center” with office building six to
twelve stories tall. Development of the Victoria Golf Course at the scale envisioned was found to be
infeasible due to the hazardous conditions of the closed landfill. In addition, Los Angeles County
owns and maintains the course and is proposing redevelopment of the site as The Creek at
Dominguez Hills, a recreation complex that would include a multi-use indoor sports complex, youth
learning experience facility, indoor skydiving facility, marketplace, clubhouse, recreation and
dining center, restaurant uses, and a sports wellness center. The Core Alternative was also not
considered further since new development to be built on the Core was incorporated into the Project.

4.3.2 Centers Alternative

The Centers Alternative focuses on nodal development throughout the city. Each node or center
would contain a different mix of uses, depending on location and available opportunity sites, with
each node containing various housing, employment, and commercial uses in a walkable, higher-
density pattern. These centers would not only accommodate new projected growth in the
community, but would also act as focus areas for the surrounding neighborhoods, providing
stores and services to existing neighborhoods that lack such uses and an improved pedestrian-
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scaled public realm with cafés, restaurants, and public gathering places. The radius around each
node would be approximately one-half mile, or a ten-minute walking distance, in order to keep
development walkable.

Carson Street redevelopment was envisioned to expand, though concentrated around the
intersections of Carson and Main streets, along Carson Street and Avalon Boulevard, and at
densities somewhat lower than envisioned in the Core Alternative. Additional centers would
occur in the vicinity of Main Street and Del Amo Boulevard, which complements development of
The District at South Bay and would take advantage of proximity to major highways. The South
Bay Pavilion would be another center, which would provide retail and visitor commercial (i.e.,
hotels, entertainment) uses close to the major thoroughfares and transitions into mixed-use,
office, and industrial flex uses further from the highway. In another center, industrial flex and
intensification of underutilized industrial parcels would create an employment-centered mixed-
use area in proximity to the Del Amo Blue Line Station. Other centers would provide more
housing and commercial near California State University, Dominguez Hills, and in the southern
portion of the city around Main Street and Sepulveda Boulevard.

The centers would be connected via arterial streets redeveloped as greenways that would improve
mobility and provide a consistent, welcoming image for the city of Carson. Additional density would
occur in the city’s industrial areas. While some of the opportunity sites identified in this alternative
were similar to the Core Alternative, they were proposed at different densities and with different uses.

The Centers Alternative focused on development of central “nodes”, which contains various
housing, employment, and commercial uses in a walkable, higher-density pattern, to help enliven
certain portions of the city. While this planning intention is good in theory, this alternative was
not considered for further analysis since the sites that were chosen for land use changes were
ultimately determined to be infeasible due to existing land use limitations and the City’s desire to
retain some of these areas as industrial. Furthermore, this alternative largely focused development
only within these certain nodes and does not meet the basic project objective of revitalizing other
portions of the city, particularly along major corridors and other key opportunity sites. The
Centers Alternative was also not considered further since the Project incorporates a similar
concept, called Neighborhood Villages, which seeks to achieve the same planning outcome of
walkable, mix-use centers throughout the city.

4.4 Alternatives Selected for Analysis

As described above, according to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (a) the purpose of analyzing
project alternatives is to identify alternatives that “...would avoid or substantially lessen any of
the significant effects of the project.” According to Section 15126.6(¢) an EIR alternatives
analysis should include the analysis of a No Project Alternative to allow decision makers to
compare the impacts of approving a proposed project with the impacts and foreseeable future of
not approving that project.

As indicated in Chapter 3.0, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, of this
EIR, Project impacts would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation
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incorporated for the majority of the environmental topics evaluated. The Project would however
have significant unavoidable impacts associated with air quality, historical resources, and
transportation (VMT). The alternatives evaluated in this chapter have been formulated to reduce
the magnitude of the Project’s environmental impacts, to consider suggested alternatives provided
by the public in the scoping process, and to inform the decision-making process. The alternatives
analyzed include:

e Alternative 1 — No Project Alternative

e Alternative 2 — Corridors Alternative

Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, is required pursuant to Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA
Guidelines and represents a scenario where the Project is not implemented and the existing
General Plan remains in effect. Table 4-1, Comparison of Key Projected Characteristics,
compares key projected characteristics for each alternative.

TABLE 4-1
COMPARISON OF KEY PROJECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Alternative 1:

Existing Project No Project Alternative 2: Corridors
Baseline isti isti
2001) Change from Existing Change from Existing Change from Existing
(2021-2040) (2021-2040) (2021-2040)
Population 98,100 43,600 18,953 34,106
Housing Units 28,410 13,730 5,223 9,880
Employment 77,561 18,904 18,140 19,222
Retail Jobs 21,107 4,504 -823 -1,251
Office Jobs 25,799 8,740 9,590 7,510
Industrial Jobs 26,693 5,092 9,294 12,387
Public/Institutional/ 3.962 568 79 576

Other Jobs

1 Existing (2021) numbers are derived from Project buildout calculations for the entire Planning Area.
2 Calculations in this table are for the entire Planning Area and include the sphere of influence.

SOURCE: City of Carson, 2022. Carson2040 General Plan. Prepared by Dyett and Bhatia.

4.4.1 Alternative 1 — No Project

Consistent with Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the No Project Alternative
represents what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the Project
were not adopted and the City’s current General Plan was left unchanged. This alternative would
retain all current land use designations and definitions from the current General Plan as amended
to date, and future development in the Planning Area would continue to be subject to existing
policies, regulations, development standards, and land use designations of the existing Carson
General Plan. Specifically, the area around the Core would not be designated as Downtown
Mixed Use nor would the corridors have the Corridor Mixed Use designation, both of which
allows for greater development within these areas. Further, there would be no new Flex District
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or Business Residential Mixed Use land use designations which allow for a greater variety and
intensity of uses.

All change areas as identified in the Project would retain their existing 2004 General Plan
designations. Policies concerning topics such as transportation, economic development, parks,
open space, the environment, climate change, environmental justice, health, and housing would
also remain unchanged.

As shown in Table 4-1, the No Project Alternative is projected to result in approximately 18,953
more residents, 5,223 new housing units, and 18,140 new jobs in Carson by 2040. The No Project
Alternative is depicted in Figure 4-1, Alternative 1 — Existing General Plan.

4.4.2 Alternative 2 — Corridors Alternative

The Corridors Alternative clusters new development around major thoroughfares throughout the
city, with an increased focus on corridors with the greatest development opportunities. The
overall scale and density of development would vary somewhat throughout the city; however,
overall, the density of development would be lower than in the Core or Centers Alternatives and
would be more evenly spread throughout the city. Generally, mixed-use development would
occur along major streets, with supporting retail, housing, office, and employment uses around
the periphery of the mixed-use areas. Main Street, Figueroa Street, and Broadway would be
revitalized from nearly the southern border to the northern border of Carson. The Carson Street
redevelopment would be extended from the city’s western border to Wilmington Avenue, with
some additional commercial redevelopment envisioned along Carson Street in the Lincoln
Village neighborhood. Additional development would occur along Alameda Street, Sepulveda
Boulevard, Del Amo Boulevard, and Avalon Boulevard.

While this alternative concentrates on development along major corridors, other large sites
throughout the city would support surrounding neighborhoods. The Shell site would be
redeveloped as a new, state-of-the-art R&D campus, bringing more jobs to Carson. A new street
grid and linear park in this area would foster connectivity to industrial flex across the street along
Del Amo Boulevard and adjacent existing single-family neighborhoods. R&D and industrial flex
uses would be increased along Broadway in the northern portion of the city and sphere of
influence (SOI). This higher-density, modern industrial area can help to revitalize the low-
density, old industrial buildings currently located in this area and provide a more prominent
gateway to the city. Both of these R&D areas are in close proximity to California State
University, Dominguez Hills, and could help to provide jobs for students. In this alternative, the
Victoria Golf Course would be redeveloped as a recreational/open space area and South Bay
Pavilion would provide a location for additional housing.

As shown in Table 4-1, the Corridors Alternative is projected to result in approximately 34,106
more residents, 9,880 new housing units, and 19,222 new jobs in Carson by 2040. The Corridors
Alternative is depicted in Figure 4-2, Alternative 2 — Corridors.
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4.5 Analysis Format

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), each alternative is evaluated in
sufficient detail to determine whether the overall environmental impacts would be less than,
similar to, or greater than the corresponding impacts of the Project. Furthermore, each alternative
is evaluated to determine whether the project objectives would be substantially attained by the
alternative. The evaluation of each of the alternatives includes the following components:

e A description of the alternative.

* An assessment of the impacts of the alternative for each environmental issue area evaluated
in the EIR.

* An analysis of how the impacts of the alternative for each environmental issue area compares
to the impacts of the Project. Where the impact of the alternative would be clearly less than
the impact of the Project, the comparative impact is said to be “less.” Where the alternative’s
net impact would clearly be more than the Project, the comparative impact is said to be
“greater.” Where the impacts of the alternative and Project would be roughly equivalent, the
comparative impact is said to be “similar”.

e The comparative analysis of the impacts is followed by a general discussion of the extent to
which the project objectives could be attained by the alternative.

e At the end of this chapter, a table presenting a comparison of impacts between each of the
alternatives and the Project is provided, and pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(e)(2), an “Environmentally Superior Alternative” is identified.

4.6 Impact Analysis of the Alternatives

4.6.1 Alternative 1 — No Project Alternative
Environmental Impacts

Aesthetics
Scenic Vistas

As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not have a substantial
adverse effect on a scenic vista as land use designations under the proposed General Plan update
focus development toward portions of the Planning Area that are already developed, and thus
would relieve pressure to develop in open space and natural areas. In addition, the Project
includes several policies that would regulate scenic quality and resources. For these reasons, this
impact would be less than significant.

Development under Alternative 1 would also be directed toward portions of the Planning Area
that are already developed, and thus would relieve pressure to develop in open space and natural
areas. In addition, the existing General Plan includes several policies that also regulate scenic
quality and resources. Therefore, the impact with respect to scenic vistas would remain less than
significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be greater as policies
contained in the existing General Plan would not regulate scenic quality and resources to the
same degree as the policies contained in the proposed General Plan update.
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Scenic Resources

As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not substantially
damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings, within a state scenic highway as there are no adopted or eligible state scenic highways
located in Carson. As a result, no impact would occur.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also not damage scenic resources within a State
scenic highway for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, no impact would occur with respect
to scenic resources within a state scenic highway, similar to the Project, and the severity of this
impact would be similar.

Consistency with Applicable Zoning and Regulations Governing Scenic Quality

As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not result in
development that would conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic
quality as future development in the city would adhere to Carson Municipal Code provisions
relating to development review and subdivision design and proposed General Plan policies that
are intended to complement and further these provisions. With respect to the SOI, future
development would adhere to applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality,
including the Los Angeles County General Plan and Code of Ordinances. For these reasons, this
impact would be less than significant.

Development that would occur under Alternative 1 would also adhere to applicable zoning and
other regulations governing scenic quality in urbanized areas, including the Los Angeles County
General Plan and Code of Ordinances and Carson Municipal Code Section 9126.9. In addition,
the existing General Plan includes several policies that also regulate scenic quality and resources.
Therefore, the impact with respect to consistency with applicable zoning and other regulations
governing scenic quality would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, although the
severity of this impact would be greater as policies contained in the existing General Plan would
not regulate scenic quality and resources to the same degree as the policies contained in the
proposed General Plan update.

Light and Glare

As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not create a new
source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area
as future development would be required to comply with provisions within the Carson Municipal
Code that would limit light and glare from new non-residential and residential development. In
addition, the Project includes a policy that requires that a buffer be placed between industrial uses
and existing or permitted residential, parks, schools or other sensitive uses. For these reasons, this
impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also be required to comply with provisions
within the Carson Municipal Code that would limit light and glare from new non-residential and
residential development. In addition, the existing General Plan includes a policy that requires that
a buffer be placed between industrial uses and residential uses. Therefore, the impact with respect
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to light and glare would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this
impact would be similar.

Air Quality

Air Quality Plan

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan during construction and operation as
individual projects would be required to follow existing state and local rules and regulations to
minimize short-term and long-term emissions, and thus would be consistent with and meet or
exceed the requirements for control strategies found in the applicable air quality plan. In addition,
as the applicable air quality plan is based on growth projections derived from the general plans of
local jurisdictions with the air basin, as long as future growth in the city is consistent with the
proposed General Plan update, it would not conflict with the applicable air quality plan. For these
reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

The construction and operation of individual development projects allowed under Alternative 1
would also be required to follow existing state and local rules and regulations to minimize short-
term and long-term emissions. In addition, the growth projections contained in Alternative 1 were
included in the latest adopted air quality plan, and thus, as long as future growth in the city is
consistent with the existing General Plan, it would not conflict with the applicable air quality
plan. Therefore, the impact with respect to a conflict with the applicable air quality plan during
construction and operation would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the
severity of this impact would be similar.

Criteria Pollutants

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, the Project could result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for which the project region is non-
attainment as the construction and operation of individual future projects would generate
emissions of criteria pollutants that could exceed regional significance thresholds. Even with the
implementation of project specific mitigation measures (MM AQ-1 and MM AQ-5), this impact
would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level. As a result, this impact would be significant
and unavoidable.

It is also possible that Alternative 1 could result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
criteria pollutants for which the project region is non-attainment for the same reason as the
Project. The EIR prepared for the existing General Plan did not include any mitigation measures
to reduce construction period and operational emissions. However, future development under
Alternative 1 would be required by South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
rules to implement similar mitigation as the Project to reduce construction phase and operational
emissions. Therefore, this impact would also remain significant and unavoidable, similar to the
Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as less growth would occur under
Alternative 1 compared to the Project, and thus less traffic and VMT would be generated, which
would result in fewer emissions of criteria pollutants from motor vehicles.
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Substantial Pollutant Concentrations

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, the Project could expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations as the construction and operation of individual
future projects would generate emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx,) carbon monoxide (CO),
Particulate Matter 10 micrometers and smaller (PM10), and Particulate Matter 2.5 micrometers
and smaller (PM2.5) that could exceed localized significance thresholds (LST) established by the
SCAQMD. In addition, the construction and operation of individual future projects could expose
nearby sensitive receptors to levels of toxic air contaminants that could result in a potential
increase in cancer, acute, and/or chronic risk. Even with the implementation of project specific
mitigation measures (MM AQ-6 and MM AQ-7), this impact would not be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. As a result, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Alternative 1 could also expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations during
construction and operation for the same reasons as the Project. The EIR prepared for the existing
General Plan did not include any mitigation measures to require the evaluation of LST air quality
and health risk impacts. However, future development in the city would be required by SCAQMD
rules to implement similar mitigation as the Project to reduce LST air quality and health risk
impacts. Therefore, this impact would also remain significant and unavoidable, similar to the
Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Odors

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, the Project could result in odors
affecting a substantial number of people during both construction and operation as it is possible that
some future development allowed under the proposed General Plan update could be large enough in
scale and/or intensity such that substantial odors are generated. Therefore, project-related
construction activities could result in a significant and unavoidable impact with respect for odors.

Development permitted under Alternative 1 could also result in odors affecting a substantial
number of people during both construction and operation for the same reason as the Project. As a
result, project-related construction and operational activities could also result in a significant and
unavoidable impact with respect for odors, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact
would be similar.

Biological Resources
Special-Status Species

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project could have a
substantial adverse effect on special-status plant and wildlife species that occur within the
Planning Area. However, with adherence to proposed General Plan policies related to the
protection of biological resources, compliance with all applicable laws, regulations, and
ordinances related to the protection of special-status plant and wildlife species, and
implementation of project-specific mitigation measures (MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-9), this
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 could also have a substantial adverse effect on special-
status plant and wildlife species that occur within the Planning Area. The existing General Plan

Carson2040 4-13 SCH No. 2001091120
City of Carson September 2022



4. Alternatives

does not include policies related to the protection of biological resources, and the EIR prepared
for the existing General Plan did not include any project-specific mitigation measures that protect
special-status plant and wildlife species. However, development allowed under the existing
General Plan would still be required to comply with existing regulations related to the protection
of biological resources. Therefore, the impact to special-status plant and wildlife species under
Alternative 1 is expected to be reduced to a less-than-significant level, similar to the Project,
although, the severity of this impact would be greater as growth under the existing General
Plan would not adhere to policies contained in the proposed General Plan update.

Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Habitat

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project could have a
substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities that occur
within the Planning Area. However, with adherence to proposed General Plan policies related to
the protection of biological resources, compliance with all applicable laws, regulations, and
ordinances related to the protection of riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities, and
with the implementation of project-specific mitigation (MM BI10-10 and MM BI10-11), this
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 could also have a substantial adverse effect on riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural communities that occur within the Planning Area. As discussed
above, the existing General Plan does not include policies related to the protection of biological
resources, and the EIR prepared for the existing General Plan did not include any project-specific
mitigation measures that protect riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities. However,
development allowed under the existing General Plan would still be required to comply with the
existing regulations related to the protection of biological resources. Therefore, the impact to
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities under Alternative 1 is expected to be
reduced to a less-than-significant level, similar to the Project, although the severity of this
impact would be greater as growth under the existing General Plan would not adhere to
policies contained in the proposed General Plan update.

State or Federally Protected Wetlands

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not have a
substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands as wetlands in the city are either
deed-restricted or under the control of other governmental entities (e.g., Los Angeles County
Sanitation Districts). As a result, no impact would occur.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also not have a substantial adverse effect on
state or federally protected wetlands for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, no impact
would occur with respect to state or federally protected wetlands, similar to the Project, and the
severity of this impact would be similar.

Wildlife Corridors or Wildlife Nursery Sites

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project could 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
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wildlife nursery sites. However, with adherence to proposed General Plan policies related to the
protection of biological resources, compliance with all applicable laws, regulations, and
ordinances related to the protection of wildlife corridors or wildlife nursery sites, and
implementation of project-specific mitigation (MM BI10O-5, MM BI10-10 and MM BIO-11), this
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 could also 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. As discussed
above, the existing General Plan does not include policies related to the protection of biological
resources, and the EIR prepared for the existing General Plan did not include any project-specific
mitigation measures that protect wildlife corridors or wildlife nursery sites. However,
development allowed under the existing General Plan would still be required to comply with
existing regulations related to the protection of wildlife corridors or wildlife nursery sites.
Therefore, the impact to wildlife corridors or wildlife nursery sites under Alternative 1 is
expected to be reduced to a less-than-significant level, similar to the Project, although the
severity of this impact would be greater as growth under the existing General Plan would not
adhere to policies contained in the proposed General Plan update.

Conflict with Tree Preservation Policy or Ordinance

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not
conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance, as future development would be subject to the City’s and
County’s tree preservation ordinances. As a result, no impact would occur.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also not conflict with a tree preservation policy
or ordinance for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, no impact would occur with respect to
a conflict with a tree preservation policy or ordinance, similar to the Project, and the severity this
impact would be similar.

Conflict with Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation
Plan

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not
conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan, as there
are no such plans adopted for the Planning Area. As a result, no impact would occur.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also not conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, no
impact would occur with respect to such plans, similar to the Project, and the severity of this
impact would be similar.
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Cultural Resources
Historic Resources

As discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project could cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to 815064.5. Even
with adherence to proposed General Plan policies related to the protection of cultural resources
and implementation of MM CUL-1, this impact would not be reduced to a less-than-significant
level. As a result, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 could also cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 815064. The existing General Plan also includes
policies related to the protection of cultural resources and the EIR prepared for the existing
General Plan also included a mitigation measure requiring the preparation of site-specific historic
resources assessments. However, this impact would also remain significant and unavoidable for
the same reason listed above, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be
less as less growth would occur under Alternative 1, and thus there would be less potential to
negatively affect historic resources.

Archaeological Resource

As discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project could cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 815064.5.
However, with the implementation of MM CUL-2, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 could also cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064. The EIR prepared for the existing
General Plan also included a mitigation measure requiring the preparation of site-specific
archaeological resources assessments. Therefore, the impact to archaeological resources is
expected to be reduced to a less-than-significant level, similar to the Project, although the
severity of this impact would be less as less growth would occur under Alternative 1, and thus
there would be less potential to negatively affect archaeological resources.

Human Remains

As discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project could disturb human
remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. However, as future development
under the proposed General Plan update would adhere to existing state regulations governing the
discovery of human remains, the impact with respect to human remains would be less than
significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also adhere to existing state regulations
governing the discovery of human remains. Therefore, the impact with respect to human remains
would be less than significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would
be less as less growth would occur under Alternative 1, and thus there would be less potential to
negatively affect human remains.
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Energy
Wasteful, Inefficient, or Unnecessary Consumption of Energy Resources

As discussed in Section 3.5, Energy, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not result in a
potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources for several reasons. During the construction, electricity use
would be short-term, limited to working hours, and used only for necessary construction-related
activities. Furthermore, the use of natural gas during construction would be of limited amounts
and on a temporary basis and would specifically be used to replace or offset diesel-fueled
equipment. Finally, fuel-efficient construction equipment would be utilized and construction
equipment and vehicles would also be required to comply with anti-idling regulations. With
respect to operation, all new development under the proposed General Plan update would comply
with the applicable provisions of Title 24 and the California Green Building Standards Code
(CALGreen) Code. In addition, the location, design, and land uses of the growth anticipated with
adoption of the proposed General Plan update would implement land use and transportation
strategies aimed at reducing vehicle trips, and thus would reduce the consumption of fuel. For
these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

Alternative 1 would also not result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during construction for the
same reasons as the Project. As a result, the impact with respect to the wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources during construction would remain less than
significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

With respect to operation, Alternative 1 would not implement land use and transportation
strategies aimed at reducing vehicle trips to the same degree as the Project. In addition, growth
under the existing General Plan would also not implement applicable climate change scoping plan
GHG reduction strategies, which have co-benefits of reducing building energy and transportation
fuel demand, to the same degree as the Project, as the existing General Plan was prepared and
adopted before many of these strategies were adopted. While it is reasonable to expect the rate of
energy and fuel demand from future development anticipated by the existing General Plan would
decline over time due to regulatory initiatives and technical innovations, it would not decline at
the same rate as the Project given that Alternative 1 would not implement land use,
transportation, and energy-related GHG reduction strategies to the same degree as the Project.
Therefore, the impact with respect to the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
energy resources during operation would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, but
the severity of this impact would be greater compared to the Project.

Conflict with State or Local Renewable Energy Plan

As discussed in Section 3.5, Energy, of this Draft EIR, construction of development permitted by
the Project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency as individual projects would utilize construction contractors who must
demonstrate compliance with applicable regulations. In addition, truck fleet operators must
upgrade their fleets with vehicles that meet adopted fuel-efficiency standards for medium- and
heavy-duty trucks. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant. With respect to
operation, individual projects under the Project would be designed in a manner that is consistent
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with relevant energy conservation plans created to encourage development that results in the
efficient use of energy resources. In addition, the proposed General Plan update incorporates the
policies for energy efficiency and renewable energy that are found in the City’s Climate Action
Plan (CAP). For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

Individual projects under Alternative 1 would also not conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency for the same reasons as the Project. However,
Alternative 1 does not incorporate policies for energy efficiency and renewable energy that are
found in the City’s CAP. Therefore, while the impact with respect to a conflict with a state or
local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency during construction and operation would
remain less than significant, similar to the Project, the severity of this impact would be greater as
policies for energy efficiency and renewable energy that are found in the City’s CAP would not
be implemented.

Geology and Soils
Geologic Hazards

As discussed in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not directly
or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects involving the risk of geologic hazards as the
potential for seismic hazards due to fault rupture, ground shaking, and seismically induced
landslides in Carson is relatively low due to the limited presence of known faults and absence of
landslide hazard areas in the Planning Area. However, a significant portion of Carson is subject to
liquefaction. All future development allowed under the proposed General Plan update would be
required to prepare a geotechnical investigation report as part of the environmental and building
permit process, and follow policies listed in the Project, which require that projects adhere to state
and local regulations, such as California Building Code (CBC), to address seismic hazards. As a
result, this impact would be less than significant.

As development allowed under Alternative 1 would also occur within the Planning Area, it would
also not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects involving geologic hazards, such
as fault rupture, strong seismic ground shaking, and landslides. With respect to seismic-related
ground failure, including liquefaction, all future development under the existing General Plan
would also be required to prepare a geotechnical investigation report as part of the environmental
and building permit process. Finally, as required by mitigation listed in the EIR prepared for the
existing General Plan, development allowed under Alternative 1 would also be required to adhere
to state and local regulations, such as the CBC. For these reasons, the impact with respect to
geologic hazards would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this
impact would be similar.

Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil

As discussed in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not result in
substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil as the proposed General Plan update includes
policies that require the use of best management practices (BMPs) to control soil erosion during
and after ground-disturbing activities and the preparation of site-specific geotechnical
investigations for projects requiring grading permits. In addition, future development that disturbs
more than one acre would be subject to compliance with a National Pollution Discharge

Carson2040 4-18 SCH No. 2001091120
City of Carson September 2022



4. Alternatives

Elimination System (NPDES) permit, which would include implementation of BMPs and
preparation of a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), which would include erosion
prevention measures that have proven effective in limiting soil erosion and loss of topsoil. As a
result, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also be subject to compliance with a NPDES
permit, including the preparation of a SWPPP, and would implement mitigation contained in the
existing General Plan, which requires that grading plans for all development projects include an
approved drainage and erosion control plan. Therefore, the impact with respect to soil erosion or
loss of topsoil would be less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of the impact
would be similar.

Unstable and Expansive Soils

As discussed in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not have a
significant impact with respect to unstable soils, such as on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse, and expansive soils as the proposed General Plan
update includes policies that address risk of exposure to geologic hazards by mandating site-
specific geotechnical investigations and mitigation prior to development. As a result, this impact
would be less than significant.

Mitigation contained in the EIR for the existing General Plan also mandates site-specific
geotechnical investigations and mitigation prior to development. Therefore, the impact with
respect to unstable and expansive soils would remain less than significant, similar to the Project,
and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Paleontological Resources

As discussed in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not directly
or indirectly destroy a unigue paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature as
policies in the proposed General Plan update require the preparation of site-specific
paleontological studies prior to development and paleontological resources monitoring for any
project that has a high potential for encountering subsurface paleontological resources. As a
result, this impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation contained in the EIR for the existing General Plan also requires that an evaluation of
paleontological resources be performed prior to development. Therefore, the impact with respect
to paleontological resources would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the
severity of this impact would be similar.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Emissions

As discussed in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not
generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment during construction as each future project developed under
the proposed General Plan update would be required to comply with applicable federal, state, and
local regulations that would reduce the amount of GHG emissions generated by construction
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equipment and activities. With respect to operation, the Project would not generate GHG
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment as
the net change in operational emissions from existing conditions (2016) compared to existing plus
buildout of new development under the proposed General Plan update at 2040 buildout would be
negative compared to existing (2016) conditions. For these reasons, this impact would be less
than significant.

Alternative 1 would also not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment during construction for the same reasons as the Project.
Therefore, the impact with respect to the generation of GHG emissions during construction would
remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

With respect to operation, as less growth would occur under the existing General Plan, less traffic
would be generated and less building space would be constructed, and thus fewer GHG emissions
would be generated from motor vehicles and the heating and cooling of buildings. As the net
change in operational emissions from existing conditions (2016) compared to buildout of the
Project in 2040 would be negative compared to existing (2016) conditions, the net change in
operational emissions from existing conditions (2016) compared to buildout of Alternative 1 in
2040 would also be negative compared to existing (2016) conditions. Therefore, the impact with
respect to the generation of GHG emissions during operation would remain less than significant,
similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as less traffic would be
generated under Alternative 1, thus resulting in fewer GHG emissions compared to the Project.

Conflict with Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plans, Policies, and Regulations

As discussed in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not
conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHGs as development permitted under the proposed General Plan update would be
consistent with applicable climate change scoping plan GHG reduction strategies. In addition, it
is reasonable to expect the GHG emissions from future development anticipated by the Project
would decline over time due to regulatory initiatives and technical innovations, and thus
development permitted by the proposed General Plan update would not conflict with or interfere
with the ability of the state to achieve its GHG reduction goal of 80 percent below 1990 levels by
2050 as stated in Executive Order S-3-05. Next, the Project would be consistent with applicable
2020-2045 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) (Connect SoCal) actions and strategies,
which work to reduce GHG emissions generated by the transportation sector by aligning
transportation, land use, and housing strategies. Finally, the development permitted by the
proposed General Plan update be required to be consistent with the City’s CAP. For these
reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

Development permitted under Alternative 1 would not implement applicable climate change
scoping plan GHG reduction strategies to the same degree as the Project, as the existing General
Plan was prepared and adopted before many of these strategies were adopted. However, it is
reasonable to expect the GHG emissions from future development anticipated by the existing
General Plan would decline over time due to regulatory initiatives and technical innovations. In
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addition, it is also reasonable to expect the future development under Alternative 1 would be
designed to be consistent with 2020-2045 SCAG RTP/SCS (Connect SoCal) actions and
strategies and the City’s CAP. Therefore, while the impact with respect to a conflict with respect
to GHG reduction plans, policies, and regulations would likely remain less than significant,
similar to the Project, the severity of this impact would be greater as growth under the existing
General Plan would not implement applicable climate change scoping plan GHG reduction
strategies to the same degree as the Project.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Routine Use, Transportation, Disposal, or Accidental Release of Hazardous Materials

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft EIR, the Project
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine use,
transport, disposal, or accidental release of hazardous materials as the construction and operation
of future development allowed under the proposed General Plan update would adhere to
applicable federal, state, and local regulations governing the transportation, use, handling, and
disposal of hazardous materials. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also not create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine use, transport, disposal, or accidental release of hazardous
materials during construction and operation for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, the
impact with respect to the transportation, use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials would
remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Emit Hazardous Emissions, Handle Hazardous Materials, etc., near a School

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft EIR, the Project
would not result in hazardous emissions or the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school site as
existing and future development under the proposed General Plan update in the vicinity of an
existing or proposed school site would adhere to applicable federal, state, and local regulations
governing the transportation, use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials. As a result, this
impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also not result in hazardous emissions or the
handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile
of an existing or proposed school site for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, the impact with
respect to the transportation, use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials would remain less
than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Hazardous Materials Sites

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft EIR, the Project
would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment from a site which is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 as
future development under the proposed General Plan update would adhere to applicable federal,
state, and local regulations that provide procedures for the testing, handling, disposal, and
remediation of hazardous materials. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.
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Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also not create a significant hazard to the public
or environment from a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, the
impact with respect to creating a significant hazard to the public or environment from a site which
is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact
would be similar.

Airport Land Use Plan Conflicts

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft EIR, the Project
would not be located within an airport land use plan or, where such plan has not been adopted,
within two miles or a public airport or public use airport as future development under the
proposed General Plan update would not fall within the noise contours or airport influence area of
the Compton/Woodley Airport, which is the only airport located within two miles of the city
limits. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also not be located within an airport land use
plan or, where such plan has not been adopted, within two miles or a public airport or public use
airport for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, the impact with respect to airport land use
plan conflicts would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this
impact would be similar.

Emergency Response Plan

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft EIR, the Project
would not impair implementation of or interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan as future development under the proposed General Plan update would
be required to be consistent with policies contained in the Project that require the City to ensure
adequate emergency access. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

The existing General Plan does not include specific polices to ensure adequate emergency access.
However, development allowed under Alternative 1 would be required by existing regulations to
ensure emergency access to each project site. As a result, the impact with respect to the
impairment or interference with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact
would be similar.

Wildland Fire Hazards

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft EIR, the Project
would not expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss,
injury, or death involving wildland fires as the city is not located in a Very Fire Hazard Severity
Zone and the construction of future development under the proposed General Plan update would
comply with all applicable fire protection and prevention regulations specified in the California
Fire Code, Hazardous Materials Transportation regulations, and California Division of
Occupational Safety and Health (Cal/OSHA) regulations. As a result, no impact would occur.
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Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also not expose people or structures, either
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires for the
same reasons as the Project. Therefore, no impact would occur with respect to wildfire hazards,
similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Water Quality

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality as future development under the proposed General Plan update would adhere
to applicable federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to water quality. In addition, the Project
contains policies that promote improved water quality in the city and continued compliance with
federal, state, and local water quality regulations, which would ensure that water quality is protected
to the maximum extent practicable. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also adhere to applicable federal, state, and local
regulations pertain to water quality and be consistent with existing General Plan policies that
promote improved water quality. Therefore, the impact with respect to water quality would remain
less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Groundwater

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge as
the groundwater basins serving the city are adjudicated, and thus have limits on the amount of
groundwater that is pumped for potable use, and the replenishment of groundwater in the city is not
reliant on natural recharge or percolation. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also not substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge for the same reasons as the Project.
As a result, the impact with respect to groundwater recharge would remain less than significant,
similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Drainage

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the Project would
not substantially alter existing drainage patterns in the city as a majority of development allowed
under the proposed General Plan update would occur in areas that are already developed with
existing impervious surfaces. In addition, anticipated growth in the city would adhere to existing
local regulations governing floodplain management and runoff pollution control, and would
comply with the policies contained in the proposed General Plan update that seek to reduce
localized flooding and ensure that areas experiencing localized flooding problems are targeted for
storm drain improvements. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also occur in areas that are already developed
with existing impervious surfaces. In addition, growth that would continue under the current
General Plan would also adhere to existing local regulations governing floodplain management
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and runoff pollution control and comply with policies in the existing General Plan that govern
drainage. Therefore, the impact with respect to drainage would remain less than significant,
similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Inundation

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
risk release of pollutants due to project inundation from a flood, tsunami or seiche due to the city’s
inland location and lack of enclosed water bodies. In addition, anticipated growth in the city would
adhere to existing local regulations pertaining to flood control and would implement proposed
General Plan policies addressing flooding. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

As development allowed under Alternative 1 would also occur within the Planning Area, it would
also not be subject to inundation from a tsunami or seiche. In addition, growth anticipated under
the current General Plan would also adhere to existing local regulations and implement goals and
polices in the existing General Plan that pertain to flood control. Therefore, the impact with
respect to inundation would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of
this impact would be similar.

Water Quality Plan or Sustainable Groundwater Management Plan

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan as anticipated growth in the
city would adhere applicable federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to water quality and
would implement General Plan policies that protect water quality. In addition, the water basins
underlying the city are adjudicated and adjudicated basins are not required to prepare sustainable
groundwater management plans. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also adhere applicable federal, state, and local
regulations pertaining to water quality and would implement policies in the existing General Plan
that protect water quality. In addition, as growth anticipated under the current General Plan would
be within the same Planning Area, it would also not conflict with a sustainable groundwater
management plan as the basins under the Planning Area are adjudicated. Therefore, the impact
with respect to a water quality plan or sustainable groundwater management plan would remain
less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Land Use and Planning
Physically Divide a Community

As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
physically divide an established community as policies in the proposed General Plan update
promote improved connectivity and land use consistency within and between existing
neighborhoods. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also not physically divide an established
community as the Planning Area is largely built out and future development under the existing
General Plan would likely occur on existing lots served with existing infrastructure, and thus
development under Alternative 1 would not necessitate new roads or other infrastructure that
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would physically divide an established community. Therefore, the impact with respect to
physically dividing an established community would remain less than significant, similar to the
Project, although the severity of this impact would be greater as policies contained in the
proposed General Plan update that improve connectivity and land use consistency within and
between existing neighborhoods would not be implemented under Alternative 1.

Consistency with Applicable Land Use Plans

As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
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 as proposed
General Plan policies would not conflict with current 2004 General Plan policies or existing
planning regulations designed to implement the 2004 General Plan and subsequent amendments.
In addition, the proposed General Plan update takes into account changes to land use designations
within the boundaries of various adopted specific plans in the city. Finally, the Project would not
conflict with the region’s RTP/SCS (Connect SoCal) as policies within the proposed General Plan
update would integrate land use, housing, and transportation planning to achieve regional GHG
emission reductions by promoting compact, infill, and mixed-use development. For these reasons,
this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also not 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 as the current General Plan complies with existing
zoning and most regional and local plans; Alternative 1 would not provide sufficient land
capacity to fully meet the City’s allocation under the 6th cycle of the Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RNHA). All future growth under Alternative 1 must be consistent with the existing
General Plan, and thus would be consistent with existing zoning and regional and local plans. In
addition, all future growth in the city’s SOl must be consistent with the Los Angeles County
General Plan and Los Angeles County zoning regulations. For these reasons, the impact with
respect to consistency with applicable plans would remain less than significant, similar to the
Project, although the severity of this impact would be greater as the existing General Plan does
not integrate land use, housing, and transportation planning to the same degree as the proposed
General Plan update and thus would not implement the RTP/SCS (Connect SoCal) to the same
degree as the Project. In addition, Alternative 1 would not provide sufficient capacity to fully
meet the City’s 6th cycle RNHA allocation.

Noise and Vibration
Temporary or Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels

As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the Draft EIR, construction of future development allowed
under the Project would not result in the generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient
noise levels in excess of City standards as individual projects would be required to conduct their
own CEQA analysis and implement mitigation in the event that noise generated during
construction exceed thresholds. In addition, operation of future development allowed under the
Project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the city in
excess of City standards as future traffic noise along major roadway segments in the city would
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not be discernably different when compared to existing traffic noise levels. Therefore, this impact
would be less than significant.

Construction of future development allowed under Alternative 1 would also not result in the
generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in excess of City standards
for the same reason as the Project. As a result, the impact with respect to construction noise
would remain be less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would
be similar.

With respect to operation, as less growth would occur under the existing General Plan, less traffic
would be generated along streets in the Planning Area, and thus less noise from traffic would be
generated. As future traffic noise along major roadway segments in the city from the Project
would not be discernably different when compared to existing traffic noise levels, future traffic
noise along major roadway segments in the city from Alternative 1 would also not be discernably
different when compared to existing traffic noise levels. As a result, the impact with respect to
traffic noise would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of
this impact would be less as less traffic would be generated by Alternative 1, thus resulting in less
traffic noise compared to the Project.

Excessive Groundborne Vibration or Groundborne Noise

As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the Draft EIR, construction of future development allowed
under the Project would not result in the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise as individual projects would be required to conduct their own CEQA analysis
and implement mitigation in the event that vibration generated during construction exceed
thresholds. In addition, traffic generated by future development allowed under the Project would
not result in the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise as vibration
from vehicles is temporary and intermittent, and would be well below the thresholds for human
annoyance and structural damage. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

Construction of future development allowed under Alternative 1 would not result in the
generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise. As a result, the impact with
respect to construction vibration would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the
severity of this impact would be similar.

With respect to operation, as less growth would occur under the existing General Plan, less traffic
would be generated along streets in the Planning Area, and thus less vibration from traffic would
be generated. As vibration from vehicles associated with the Project is temporary and
intermittent, and would be well below the thresholds for human annoyance and structural
damage, vibration from vehicles associated with the Alternative 1 would also is temporary and
intermittent, and would be well below the thresholds for human annoyance and structural
damage. Therefore, the impact with respect to traffic vibration would remain less than significant,
similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as less traffic would be
generated by Alternative 1, thus resulting in less traffic vibration compared to the Project.
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Airport Noise

As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not expose people
residing or working in the Planning Area to excessive noise levels generated by aircraft as the city
is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or airport land use plan, and thus is not
within the 60 dBA Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) of any airport. Therefore, this
impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also not expose people residing or working in
the Planning Area to excessive noise levels generated by aircraft for the same reason as the
Project. As a result, the impact with respect to airport noise would remain less than significant,
similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Population and Housing
Induce Unplanned Population Growth

As discussed in Section 3.12, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, directly nor indirectly, as the
proposed General Plan update is a long-range planning effort that was designed to accommodate
regional growth requirements for the next 20 years. In addition, proposed General Plan policies
seek to provide housing that meets the diverse needs of Carson’s growing population while
preserving existing neighborhoods, as well as ensuring that public facilities, services, and
infrastructure maintain a level of service that supports a high quality of life for all residents. As a
result, this impact would be less than significant.

Alternative 1 would result in less population and housing than the Project and a similar amount of
jobs growth, due to the alternative’s lower densities, intensities, and variety of uses. Enough
development capacity remains under the existing General Plan that future growth allowed under
Alternative 1 could be accommodated within the existing framework, and thus this future growth
would not be substantial. Therefore, the impact with respect to the inducement of unplanned
population growth would be less than significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of
this impact would be less as all growth under Alternative 1 would be planned.

Construction of New Housing

As discussed in Section 3.12, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere, as proposed General Plan land use designations and policies would
increase allowable intensities and residential densities in more areas of the city, thereby increasing
capacity for new housing. Additionally, the Housing Element, which was prepared separately and
adopted as of February 1, 2022, has been designed to be consistent with the proposed General Plan
update and reflects the new land use designations that allow greater residential densities in order
to meet the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) obligation for the 2021-2029
housing element cycle. For these reasons, the impact would be less than significant.

Population growth under the existing General Plan would be less than under the proposed General
Plan update. As discussed above, enough development capacity remains under the existing
General Plan that future growth allowed under Alternative 1 could be accommodated by the
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existing framework. This would likely occur in places where properties could be developed at
higher densities under existing zoning (i.e., underutilized parcels). While some redevelopment
may occur and cause some displacement, adherence to state and County regulations that address
the displacement of residents would mitigate these effects, and it is not expected that such
development would impact substantial numbers. Therefore, the impact with respect to the
construction of new housing would remain be less than significant, similar to the Project although
the severity of this impact would be less as less growth would occur under Alternative 1
compared to the Project.

Public Services
Fire and Police Service

As discussed in Section 3.13, Public Services, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
fire and police service facilities as future development would be concentrated in areas already
well-served by existing fire and police facilities, and if new fire and police facilities are required,
the construction of these facilities would have minimal effects on the environment with
compliance with existing regulations and proposed General Plan policies. In addition, the
proposed General Plan update promotes compact development patterns through infill
development, ensuring new development would be located within close proximity to existing fire
stations and police station. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 1 compared to the Project, demand for fire and
police service would be less under the existing General Plan than under the proposed General
Plan update. In addition, growth under Alternative 1 would be subject to existing City of Carson
and County of Los Angeles policies regarding fire safety education, public safety programs, and
coordination with the County Fire and Sheriff’s departments to minimize calls for fire and police
protection services. Therefore, the impact with respect to fire and police services would remain
less than significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as
there would be less demand for these services under Alternative 1 compared to the Project.

Schools

As discussed in Section 3.13, Public Services, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
school facilities as schools in the Planning Area have sufficient facility capacity to meet projected
enrollment needs, and if school police facilities are required, the construction of these facilities
would have minimal effects on the environment with compliance with existing regulations and
proposed General Plan policies. In addition, all new development would pay school impact fees,
which fully mitigates the impacts of development on school facilities for purposes of CEQA per
State Bill (SB) 50. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 1 compared to the Project, fewer students would
attend local schools under the existing General Plan than under the proposed General Plan update.
As a result, existing facilities capacity would still be sufficient. If new school facilities are
required, the construction of these facilities would also have minimal effects on the environment
with compliance with existing regulations and existing General Plan policies. In addition, all new
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development under Alternative 1 would also be required to pay school impact fees. Therefore, the
impact with respect to schools would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, although
the severity of this impact would be less as there would be less demand for schools under
Alternative 1 compared to the Project.

Parks

A comparison of impacts to parks and recreation facilities between the Project and Alternative 1
is provided below under “Recreation.”

Other Public Facilities

As discussed in Section 3.13, Public Services, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
government facilities, such as community centers and libraries, as the construction of these
facilities, if needed, would have minimal effects on the environment with compliance with
existing regulations and proposed General Plan policies. As a result, this impact would be less
than significant.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 1 compared to the Project, demand for other public
facilities, such as community centers and libraries, would be less under the existing General Plan
than under the proposed General Plan update. If new public facilities are required, the
construction of these facilities would also have minimal effects on the environment with
compliance with existing regulations and existing General Plan policies. Therefore, the impact
with respect to public facilities would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, although
the severity of this impact would be less as there would be less demand for these facilities under
Alternative 1 compared to the Project.

Recreation
Deterioration of Existing Recreational Facilities

As discussed in Section 3.14, Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated as the Project would add more
than 180 acres of parkland to the City’s inventory, which exceeds the required 84.7 additional acres
of parkland that the City would need to meet future demand. In addition, the Project includes
provisions to ensure ongoing expansion, investment in, and maintenance of public recreation
facilities, thus minimizing substantial physical deterioration of existing or new facilities. Finally,
policies in the proposed General Plan update are designed to minimize the environmental impact of
park and recreational facility development, including the development of design and site planning
standards that consider energy and water efficiency, sustainable design elements, and habitat and
cultural resource preservation. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 1 compared to the Project, the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities would be less under the existing
General Plan than under the proposed General Plan update. However, the amount of parkland to
be added under the existing General Plan would not be enough to meet future demand of 36.0
acres of parkland under Alternative 1. While the existing General Plan does include goals,
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policies, and implementation measures to minimize substantial physical deterioration of existing
or new facilities, the impact with respect to the deterioration of existing recreational facilities
would be significant and unavoidable as no feasible mitigation is available, and thus the severity
of this impact would be greater compared to the Project.

Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities

As discussed in Section 3.14, Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the Project would result in the
development of new parks and recreational facilities. However, construction of these facilities
would not have an adverse physical effect on the environment as new parks and recreational
facilities would be subject to CEQA requirements for environmental assessment. Although
compliance would not necessarily guarantee that significant impacts would be avoided or
mitigated, it would allow for the identification and consideration of potential impacts and
mitigation. In addition, the Project includes policies that are designed to minimize the
environmental impact of development of new parks or recreational facilities. For these reasons,
this impact would be less than significant.

Growth under Alternative 1 would also result in the development of new parks and recreational
facilities. Like the Project, construction of new parks and recreational facilities would also be
subject to CEQA requirements for environmental assessment. If the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities are required, the construction of these facilities would also have minimal
effects on the environment with compliance with existing regulations and existing General Plan
policies. Therefore, the impact with respect to the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact
would be similar.

Transportation
Conflict with Adopted Circulation Program, Plan, Ordinance, or Policy

As discussed in Section 3.15, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not conflict
with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway bicycle and pedestrian facilities due to the availability of non-vehicular transportation
options for the community. In addition, policies included in the proposed General Plan update
would balance the multimodal transportation network by providing alternatives to the automobile,
improving transit service connections, and encouraging the use of alternative modes of
transportation. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Future development under Alternative 1 would also not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance
or policy addressing the circulation system as non-vehicular transportation options for the
community would also be available under continued growth as permitted by the existing General
Plan. In addition, while policies in the existing General Plan do not balance the multimodal
transportation network as well as the Project, Alternative 1 does include policies that promote the
use of alternative modes of transportation. As a result, the impact with respect to a conflict with
an adopted circulation program, plan, ordinance, or policy would remain less than significant,
similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.
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Vehicle Miles Traveled

As discussed in Section 3.15, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, the Project would conflict or be
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, Subdivision (b) as Total VMT per Service
Population associated with growth under the proposed General Plan update would not achieve a
15 percent or more reduction compared to the baseline. Although policies promoting a reduction
of VMT per capita are included in the proposed General Plan update, no feasible mitigation is
available to reach the 15 percent or more reduction threshold. As a result, this impact would be
significant and unavoidable.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 1 compared to the Project, less traffic would be
generated along streets in the Planning Area, and thus less VMT would be generated under the
existing General Plan. However, this reduction in VMT under Alternative 1 would not likely be
enough to achieve a 15 percent or more reduction compared to the baseline. In addition, although
the existing General Plan does not include policies that specifically promote a reduction of VMT
per capita, it does include policies that aim to reduce vehicle trips. As a result, this impact would
remain significant and unavoidable, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact
would be less as less traffic would be generated under Alternative 1 compared to the Project.

Design Hazards

As discussed in Section 3.15, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not substantially
increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) as access locations for future development would be
designed to the City’s standards and would provide adequate sight distance. In addition, policies
included in the proposed General Plan update that promote bicycle and pedestrian safety would help
identify and address potential safety concerns. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Access locations for future development under Alternative 1 would also be designed to the City’s
standards and would provide adequate sight distance. As a result, the impact with respect to
design hazards would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this
impact would be similar.

Emergency Access

As discussed in Section 3.15, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in
inadequate emergency access as future development would be compliant with the City’s design
guidelines that incorporate safety and emergency access needs, where applicable. As a result, this
impact would be less than significant.

Future development under Alternative 1 would also not result in inadequate emergency access for
the same reason as the Project. Therefore, the impact with respect to emergency access would
remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Tribal Cultural Resources

As discussed in Section 3.16, Tribal Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as no tribal
cultural resources were identified within or adjacent to the Planning Area. However, given the
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historic occupation of the area, it is possible that future development within the Planning Area
may result in the identification of unrecorded tribal cultural resources. However, future projects
would be required to comply with the provisions of SB 18 and Assembly Bill (AB) 52 to
incorporate tribal consultation into the CEQA process to ensure that tribal cultural resources are
properly identified and that mitigation measures are identified to reduce impacts on these
resources. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Future development under Alternative 1 would also not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, the impact
with respect to tribal cultural resources would remain less than significant, similar to the Project,
and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Utilities and Service Systems
New or Expanded Facilities

As discussed in Section 3.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, the Project would
not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water and wastewater
treatment facilities as all facilities serving the city have sufficient remaining capacity to serve
anticipated growth within the Planning Area. In addition, policies included in the proposed
General Plan update aim to conserve water by curbing demand and ensuring that the planning
water infrastructure is coordinated, thus reducing demand on existing water and wastewater
treatment infrastructure. However, the Project could require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, and
telecommunications facilities, and should upgrades to new facilities be required, the construction
of those facilities could result in adverse environmental effects, which are considered throughout
the technical sections of this Draft EIR. In addition, future facilities would be required to comply
with the City’s requirements for construction projects, including but not limited to, grading
permits and encroachment permits. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 1 compared to the Project, less water and
wastewater treatment would be required under the existing General Plan. As the water and
wastewater treatment facilities serving the city have sufficient remaining capacity to serve
anticipated growth within the Planning Area under the Project, sufficient capacity also exists to
treat water and wastewater generated by growth anticipated under Alternative 1. In addition,
development under Alternative 1 would adhere to existing General Plan policies that would aim
to conserve water. Finally, development allowed under Alternative 1 could also require or result
in the relocation or construction of new or expanded stormwater drainage, electric power, natural
gas, and telecommunications facilities, but not to the same degree as less development would
occur under the existing General Plan. Should upgrades to new facilities be required under this
alternative, the construction of those facilities could result in adverse environmental effects,
which are considered throughout the technical sections of the existing General Plan EIR. In
addition, future facilities under the existing General Plan would also be required to comply with
the City’s requirements for construction projects, including but not limited to, grading permits
and encroachment permits. For the reasons, the impact with respect to new or expanded water,
wastewater, stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, and telecommunications facilities
would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact
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would be less as there would be less demand for these facilities under Alternative 1 compared to
the Project.

Water Supply

As discussed in Section 3.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, sufficient water
supplies are available to serve the Project, as well as reasonably foreseeable future development,
during normal, dry and multiple dry years as the city’s water service providers have indicated that
they have reliable supplies to meet anticipated demand under each of these scenarios. In addition,
each individual development proposal would be required to address water supply as part of the
CEQA process. Next, future development allowed under the Project would adhere to state and
local regulations that promote water conservation and policies in the proposed General Plan
update that aim to conserve water by curbing demand for domestic and commercial purposes and
promoting water conservation strategies, thus reducing demand for water. Finally, the water
suppliers serving the city have water contingency plans that would be implemented in case of a
water shortage event or drought. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 1 compared to the Project, demand for water would
be less under the existing General Plan. As the city’s water service providers have indicated that
they have reliable supplies to meet anticipated demand under the Project, sufficient water supplies
also exist to serve growth anticipated under Alternative 1. In addition, each individual
development proposal under this alternative would also be required to address water supply as
part of the CEQA process. Next, future development under Alternative 1 would continue to
adhere to state and local regulations that promote water conservation, and existing General Plan
policies that aim to conserve water. Finally, the water suppliers serving the city have water
contingency plans that would be implemented in case of a water shortage event or drought.
Therefore, the impact with respect to water supply would remain less than significant, similar to
the Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as there would be less demand for
water under Alternative 1 compared to the Project.

Wastewater Service Capacity

As discussed in Section 3.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, the Project would
not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments as the wastewater treatment plant serving the Planning Area has
sufficient remaining capacity to treat the full increase in sewage attributable to future growth
anticipated under the proposed General Plan update. In addition, policies in the proposed General
Plan update aim to conserve water by curbing demand for domestic and commercial purposes and
promoting water conservation strategies, thus reducing demand for water, and in turn, the
generation of wastewater. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 1 compared to the Project, less wastewater would
be generated under the existing General Plan. As the wastewater treatment plant serving the
Planning Area has sufficient remaining capacity to treat the full increase in sewage attributable to
the Project, sufficient capacity also exists to treat wastewater generated by growth anticipated
under Alternative 1. In addition, future development under Alternative 1 would continue to
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adhere to existing General Plan policies that aim to conserve water, which in turn, would reduce
the amount of wastewater generated. As a result, the impact with respect to wastewater service
capacity would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this
impact would be less as there would be less wastewater generated under Alternative 1 compared
to the Project.

Solid Waste

As discussed in Section 3.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
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 as the landfills that
currently serve the city have adequate capacity to dispose of the full increase in solid waste
attributable to future growth anticipated under the proposed General Plan update. In addition,
compliance with existing solid waste regulations and policies in the proposed General Plan update
would further address potential impacts. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

As less growth would occur under the existing General Plan compared to the Project, less solid
waste would be generated under the existing General Plan. As the landfills serving the Planning
Area currently have adequate capacity to dispose of the full increase in solid waste attributable to
Project, sufficient capacity also exists to treat solid waste generated by growth anticipated under
Alternative 1. In addition, future development under Alternative 1 would continue to adhere to
existing solid waste regulations and existing General Plan policies that aim to reduce solid waste.
As a result, the impact with respect to solid waste disposal capacity would remain less than
significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as there
would be less solid waste generated under Alternative 1 compared to the Project.

Solid Waste Regulations

As discussed in Section 3.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, the Project would
comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to
solid waste. In addition, the policies in the proposed General Plan update regarding solid waste
disposal and associated public facilities would further ensure compliance with applicable
regulations. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 1 would also comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste. In addition, future
development under Alternative 1 would continue to adhere to existing General Plan policies that
aim to reduce solid waste. As a result, the impact with respect to solid waste regulations would
remain less than significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be
less as there would be less solid waste generated under Alternative 1 compared to the Project.

Relationship of the Alternative to the Project Objectives

As described above, under the No Project Alternative growth in the city would occur based on land
use designations and policies found in the existing 2004 General Plan. As a result, none of the land
use designations and policies in the proposed General Plan update designed to foster a vibrant and
sustainable community, respond to an increasingly diverse and aging population, and address a
myriad of physical, environmental, and other challenges that the city faces would be
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implemented. Therefore, this alternative would either not accomplish some of the project
objectives (e.g., work with the community to articulate a vision for the city, and translating this
vision into a viable implementation program.) or accomplish some of the project objectives but
not to the same degree as the Project (e.g., reduce community-wide GHG emissions consistent
with statewide targets).

4.6.2 Alternative 2 — Corridors Alternative

Environmental Impacts

Aesthetics
Scenic Vistas

As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not have a substantial
adverse effect on a scenic vista as land use designations under the proposed General Plan update
focus development toward portions of the Planning Area that are already developed, and thus
relieves pressure to develop in open space and natural areas. In addition, the Project includes
several policies that would regulate scenic quality and resources. For these reasons, this impact
would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also be directed toward portions of the Planning
Avrea that are already developed, and thus would relieve pressure to develop in open space and
natural areas. In addition, the Corridors Alternative would include the same policies that regulate
scenic quality and resources as are found in the Project. Therefore, the impact with respect to
scenic vistas would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this
impact would be similar.

Scenic Resources

As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not substantially
damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings, within a state scenic highway as there are no adopted or eligible state scenic highways
are located in Carson. As a result, no impact would occur.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also not damage scenic resources within a state
scenic highway for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, no impact would occur with respect
to scenic resources within a state scenic highway, similar to the Project, and the severity of this
impact would be similar.

Consistency with Applicable Zoning and Regulations Governing Scenic Quality

As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not result in
development that would conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic
quality as future development in the city would adhere to Carson Municipal Code provisions
relating to development review and subdivision design and proposed General Plan policies that
are intended to complement and further these provisions. With respect to the SOI, future
development would adhere to applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality,
including the Los Angeles County General Plan and Code of Ordinances. For these reasons, this
impact would be less than significant.
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Development that would occur under Alternative 2 would also adhere to applicable zoning and
other regulations governing scenic quality in urbanized areas, including the Los Angeles County
General Plan and Code of Ordinances and Carson Municipal Code Section 9126.9. In addition,
the Corridors Alternative would include the same policies that regulate scenic quality and
resources as are found in the Project. Therefore, the impact with respect to consistency with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality would remain less than
significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Light and Glare

As discussed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not create a new
source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area
as a future development would be required to comply with provisions within the Carson
Municipal Code that would limit light and glare from new non-residential and residential
development. In addition, the Project includes a policy that requires that a buffer be placed
between industrial uses and existing or permitted residential, parks, schools or other sensitive
uses. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

Most new development allowed under Alternative 2 would take place in or near developed and
urbanized major thoroughfares throughout the city, where moderate light and glare already exist,
and would not be out of character with the urban environment. Under Alternative 2, higher
density, modern industrial uses are increased along Broadway in the northern portion of the city
and SOI and would therefore increase light and glare in the area compared to existing conditions.
However, any development associated with Alternative 2 would also be required to comply with
provisions within the Carson Municipal Code that would limit light and glare for new non-
residential and residential development. In addition, the Corridors Alternative would include the
same policy that requires that a buffer be placed between industrial uses and existing or permitted
residential, parks, schools or other sensitive uses. Therefore, the impact with respect to light and
glare would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact
would be similar.

Air Quality

Air Quality Plan

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan during construction and operation as
individual projects would be required to follow existing state and local rules and regulations to
minimize short-term and long-term emissions, and thus would be consistent with and meet or
exceed the requirements for control strategies found in the applicable air quality plan. In addition,
as the applicable air quality plan is based on growth projections derived from the general plans of
local jurisdictions with the air basin, as long as future growth in the city is consistent with the
proposed General Plan update, it would not conflict with the applicable air quality plan. For these
reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

The construction and operation of individual development projects allowed under Alternative 2
would also be required to follow existing state and local rules and regulations to minimize short-
term and long-term emissions. In addition, as long as future growth in the city is consistent with
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the Corridors Alternative, it would not conflict with the applicable air quality plan. Therefore, the
impact with respect to a conflict with the applicable air quality plan during construction and
operation would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact
would be similar.

Criteria Pollutants

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, the Project could result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for which the project region is non-
attainment as the construction and operation of individual future projects would generate
emissions of criteria pollutants that could exceed regional significance thresholds. Even with the
implementation of project specific mitigation measures (MM AQ-1 and MM AQ-5), this impact
would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level. As a result, this impact would be significant
and unavoidable.

It is also possible that Alternative 2 could result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
criteria pollutants for which the project region is non-attainment for the same reason as the
Project. Development under the Corridors Alternative was also implement mitigation measures
MM-AQ-1 through MM-AQ-5. However, even with mitigation, this impact would also remain
significant and unavoidable, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be
less as less growth would occur under Alternative 2 compared to the Project, and thus less traffic
and VMT would be generated, which would result in fewer emissions of criteria pollutants from
motor vehicles compared to the Project.

Substantial Pollutant Concentrations

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, the Project could expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations as the construction and operation of individual
future projects would generate emissions of NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 that could exceed LST
established by the SCAQMD. In addition, the construction and operation of individual future
projects could expose nearby sensitive receptors to levels of toxic air contaminants that could result
in a potential increase in cancer, acute, and/or chronic risk. Even with the implementation of project
specific mitigation measures (MM AQ-6 and MM AQ-7), this impact would not be reduced to a
less-than-significant level. As a result, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Alternative 2 could also expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations during
construction and operation for the same reasons as the Project. Development under the Corridors
Alternative was also implement mitigation measures MM-AQ-6 and MM-AQ-7. However, even
with mitigation, this impact would also remain significant and unavoidable, similar to the Project,
and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Odors

As discussed in Section 3.2, Air Quality, of this Draft EIR, the Project could result in odors
affecting a substantial number of people during both construction and operation as it is possible that
some future development allowed under the proposed General Plan update could be large enough in
scale and/or intensity such that substantial odors are generated. Therefore, project-related
construction activities could result in a significant and unavoidable impact with respect for odors.
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Development permitted under Alternative 2 could also result in odors affecting a substantial
number of people during both construction and operation for the same reason as the Project. As a
result, project-related construction and operational activities could also result in a significant and
unavoidable impact with respect for odors, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact
would be similar.

Biological Resources
Special-Status Species

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project could have a
substantial adverse effect on special-status plant and wildlife species that occur within the
Planning Area. However, with adherence to proposed General Plan policies related to the
protection of biological resources, compliance with all applicable laws, regulations, and
ordinances related to the protection of special-status plant and wildlife species, and
implementation of project-specific mitigation measures (MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-9), this
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 could also have a substantial adverse effect on special-
status plant and wildlife species that occur within the Planning Area. Development allowed under
the Corridors Alternative would also adhere to proposed General Plan policies related to the
protection of biological resources, comply with all existing regulations related to the protection of
biological resources, and implement mitigation measures MM BIO-1 through MM BIO-9.
Therefore, the impact to special-status plant and wildlife species under Alternative 2 is
expected to be reduced to a less-than-significant level, similar to the Project, and the severity
of this impact would be similar.

Riparian Habitat or Sensitive Natural Habitat

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project could have a
substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities that occur
within the Planning Area. However, with adherence to proposed General Plan policies related to
the protection of biological resources, compliance with all applicable laws, regulations, and
ordinances related to the protection of riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities, and
with the implementation of project-specific mitigation (MM BI10-10 and MM BIO-11), this
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 could also have a substantial adverse effect on riparian
habitat or other sensitive natural communities that occur within the Planning Area. Development
allowed under the Corridors Alternative would also adhere to proposed General Plan policies
related to the protection of biological resources, comply with all existing regulations related to the
protection of biological resources, and implement mitigation measures MM B10-10 and

MM BIO-11. Therefore, the impact to riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities
under Alternative 2 is expected to be reduced to a less-than-significant level, similar to the
Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.
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State or Federally Protected Wetlands

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not have a
substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands as wetlands in the city are either
deed-restricted or under the control of other governmental entities (e.g., Los Angeles County
Sanitation Districts). As a result, no impact would occur.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also not have a substantial adverse effect on
state or federally protected wetlands for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, no impact
would occur with respect to state or federally protected wetlands, similar to the Project, and the
severity of this impact would be similar.

Wildlife Corridors or Wildlife Nursery Sites

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project could 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. However, with adherence to proposed General Plan policies related to the
protection of biological resources, compliance with all applicable laws, regulations, and
ordinances related to the protection of wildlife corridors or wildlife nursery sites, and
implementation of project-specific mitigation (MM B10-5, MM BIO-10 and MM BI10-11), this
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 could also 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. Development
allowed under the Corridors Alternative would also adhere to proposed General Plan policies
related to the protection of biological resources, comply with all existing regulations related to the
protection of wildlife corridors or wildlife nursery sites, and implement mitigation measures

MM BIO-5, MM BIO-10 and MM BIO-11. Therefore, the impact to wildlife corridors or
wildlife nursery sites under Alternative 2 is expected to be reduced to a less-than-significant
level, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Conflict with Tree Preservation Policy or Ordinance

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not
conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance, as future development would be subject to the City’s and
County’s tree preservation ordinances. As a result, no impact would occur.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also not conflict with a tree preservation policy
or ordinance for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, no impact would occur with respect to
a conflict with a tree preservation policy or ordinance, similar to the Project, and the severity this
impact would be similar.

Conflict with Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation
Plan

As discussed in Section 3.3, Biological Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not
conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community

Carson2040 4-39 SCH No. 2001091120
City of Carson September 2022



4. Alternatives

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan, as there
are no such plans adopted for the Planning Area. As a result, no impact would occur.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also not conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, no
impact would occur with respect to such plans, similar to the Project, and the severity of this
impact would be similar.

Cultural Resources
Historic Resources

As discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project could cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to 815064.5. Even
with adherence to proposed General Plan policies related to the protection of cultural resources
and implementation of MM-CUL-1, this impact would not be reduced to a less-than-significant
level. As a result, this impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 could also cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 815064. Development allowed under the
Corridors Alternative would also adhere to proposed General Plan policies related to the
protection of cultural resources and implement mitigation measure MM CUL-1. However, this
impact would also remain significant and unavoidable for the same reason listed above, similar to
the Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as less growth would occur under
Alternative 1, and thus there would be less potential to negatively affect historic resources.

Archaeological Resource

As discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project could cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 815064.5.
However, with the implementation of MM CUL-2, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 could also cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064. Development allowed under the
Corridors Alternative would also implement mitigation measure MM CUL-2. Therefore, the
impact to archaeological resources is expected to be reduced to a less-than-significant level,
similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as less growth would
occur under Alternative 1, and thus there would be less potential to negatively affect archaeological
resources.

Human Remains

As discussed in Section 3.4, Cultural Resources, of this Draft EIR, the Project could disturb human
remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. However, as future development
under the proposed General Plan update would adhere to existing state regulations governing the
discovery of human remains, the impact with respect to human remains would be less than
significant.
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Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also adhere to existing state regulations
governing the discovery of human remains. Therefore, the impact with respect to human remains
would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact
would be less as less growth would occur under Alternative 1, and thus there would be less
potential to negatively affect human remains.

Energy
Wasteful, Inefficient, or Unnecessary Consumption of Energy Resources

As discussed in Section 3.5, Energy, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not result in a potentially
significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of
energy resources for several reasons. During the construction, electricity use would be short-term,
limited to working hours, and used only for necessary construction-related activities. Furthermore,
the use of natural gas during construction would be of limited amounts and on a temporary basis
and would specifically be used to replace or offset diesel-fueled equipment. Finally, fuel-efficient
construction equipment would be utilized and construction equipment and vehicles would also be
required to comply with anti-idling regulations. With respect to operation, all new development
under the proposed General Plan update would comply with the applicable provisions of Title 24
and the CALGreen Code. In addition, the location, design, and land uses of the growth anticipated
with adoption of the proposed General Plan update would implement land use and transportation
strategies aimed at reducing vehicle trips, and thus would reduce the consumption of fuel. For
these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

Alternative 2 would also not result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources during construction and
operation for the same reasons as the Project. The Corridors Alternative would implement similar
land use and transportation strategies aimed at reducing vehicle trips as the Project. Alternative 2
would also implement similar applicable climate change scoping plan GHG reduction strategies,
which have co-benefits of reducing building energy and transportation fuel demand, as the
Project. As a result, the impact with respect to the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources during construction and operation would remain less than
significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as less
growth would occur under Alternative 2 compared to the Project, and thus less traffic would be
generated, which would result in the consumption of less fuel compared to the Project.

Conflict with State or Local Renewable Energy Plan

As discussed in Section 3.5, Energy, of this Draft EIR, construction of development permitted by
the Project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency as individual projects would utilize construction contractors who must
demonstrate compliance with applicable regulations. In addition, truck fleet operators must
upgrade their fleets with vehicles that meet adopted fuel-efficiency standards for medium- and
heavy-duty trucks. With respect to operation, individual projects would be designed in a manner
that is consistent with relevant energy conservation plans created to encourage development that
results in the efficient use of energy resources. In addition, the proposed General Plan update
incorporates the policies for energy efficiency and renewable energy that are found in the City’s
CAP. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.
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Individual projects under Alternative 2 would also not conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency for the same reasons as the Project. In addition,
the Corridors Alternative also incorporates the policies for energy efficiency and renewable
energy that are found in the City’s CAP. Therefore, the impact with respect to a conflict with a
state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency during operation would remain less
than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Geology and Soils
Geologic Hazards

As discussed in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not directly
or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects involving the risk of geologic hazards as the
potential for seismic hazards due to fault rupture, ground shaking, and seismically induced
landslides in Carson is relatively low due to the limited presence of known faults and absence of
landslide hazard areas in the Planning Area. However, a significant portion of Carson is subject to
liquefaction. All future development allowed under the proposed General Plan update would be
required to prepare a geotechnical investigation report as part of the environmental and building
permit process, and follow policies listed in the Project, which require that projects adhere to state
and local regulations, such as CBC, to address seismic hazards. As a result, this impact would be
less than significant.

As development allowed under Alternative 2 would also occur within the Planning Area, it would
also not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects involving geologic hazards, such
as fault rupture, strong seismic ground shaking, and landslides. With respect to seismic-related
ground failure, including liquefaction, all future development under the Corridors Alternative
would also be required to prepare a geotechnical investigation report as part of the environmental
and building permit process. Finally, development allowed under Alternative 2 would also be
required to adhere to state and local regulations, such as the CBC. For these reasons, the impact
with respect to geologic hazards would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the
severity of this impact would be similar.

Soil Erosion or Loss of Topsoil

As discussed in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not result in
substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil as the proposed General Plan update includes policies
that require the use of BMPs to control soil erosion during and after ground-disturbing activities
and the preparation of site-specific geotechnical investigations for projects requiring grading
permits. In addition, future development that disturbs more than one acre would be subject to
compliance with a NPDES permit, which would include implementation of BMPs and preparation
of a SWPPP, which would include erosion prevention measures that have proven effective in
limiting soil erosion and loss of topsoil. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also be required to adhere to policies found in
the proposed General Plan update that require the use of BMPs to control soil erosion during and
after ground-disturbing activities and the preparation of site-specific geotechnical investigations
for projects requiring grading permits. Development allowed under the Corridors Alternative
would also be subject to compliance with a NPDES permit, including the preparation of a
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SWPPP. Therefore, the impact with respect to soil erosion or loss of topsoil would be less than
significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of the impact would be similar.

Unstable and Expansive Soils

As discussed in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not have a
significant impact with respect to unstable soils, such as on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse, and expansive soils as the proposed General Plan
update includes policies that address risk of exposure to geologic hazards by mandating site-
specific geotechnical investigations and mitigation prior to development. As a result, this impact
would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also be required to adhere to policies found in
the proposed General Plan update that mandate the preparation of site-specific geotechnical
investigations and mitigation prior to development. Therefore, the impact with respect to unstable
and expansive soils would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of
this impact would be similar.

Paleontological Resources

As discussed in Section 3.6, Geology and Soils, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not directly
or indirectly destroy a unigue paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature as
policies in the proposed General Plan update require the preparation of site-specific
paleontological studies prior to development and paleontological resources monitoring for any
project that has a high potential for encountering subsurface paleontological resources. As a
result, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also be required to adhere to policies found in
the proposed General Plan update that required the preparation of site-specific paleontological
studies prior to development and paleontological resources monitoring. Therefore, the impact
with respect to paleontological resources would remain less than significant, similar to the
Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Emissions

As discussed in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not
generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment during construction as each future project developed under the proposed General Plan
update would be required to comply with applicable federal, state, and local regulations that would
reduce the amount of GHG emissions generated by construction equipment and activities. With
respect to operation, the Project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly,
that may have a significant impact on the environment as the net change in operational emissions
from existing conditions (2016) compared to existing plus buildout of new development under the
proposed General Plan update at 2040 buildout would be negative compared to existing (2016)
conditions. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.
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Alternative 2 would also not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment during construction for the same reasons as the Project.
Therefore, the impact with respect to the generation of GHG emissions during construction would
remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

With respect to operation, as less growth would occur under Alternative 2, less traffic would be
generated and less building space would be constructed, and thus fewer GHG emissions would be
generated from motor vehicles and the heating and cooling of buildings. As the net change in
operational emissions from existing conditions (2016) compared to buildout of the Project in
2040 would be negative compared to existing (2016) conditions, the net change in operational
emissions from existing conditions (2016) compared to buildout of Alternative 2 in 2040 would
also be negative compared to existing (2016) conditions. Therefore, the impact with respect to the
generation of GHG emissions during operation would remain less than significant, similar to the
Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as less traffic would be generated
under Alternative 2, thus resulting in fewer GHG emissions compared to the Project.

Conflict with Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plans, Policies, and Regulations

As discussed in Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of this Draft EIR, the Project would not
conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHGs as development permitted under the proposed General Plan update would be
consistent with applicable climate change scoping plan GHG reduction strategies. In addition, it
is reasonable to expect the GHG emissions from future development anticipated by the Project
would decline over time due to regulatory initiatives and technical innovations, and thus
development permitted by the proposed General Plan update would not conflict with or interfere
with the ability of the state to achieve its GHG reduction goal of 80 percent below 1990 levels by
2050 as stated in Executive Order S-3-05. Next, the Project would be consistent with applicable
2020-2045 SCAG RTP/SCS (Connect SoCal) actions and strategies, which work to reduce GHG
emissions generated by the transportation sector by aligning transportation, land use, and housing
strategies. Finally, the development permitted by the proposed General Plan update be required to
be consistent with the City’s CAP. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

Development permitted under Alternative 2 would also implement similar applicable climate
change scoping plan GHG reduction strategies as the Project. In addition, it is also reasonable to
expect the GHG emissions from future development anticipated by the Corridors Alternative
would decline over time due to regulatory initiatives and technical innovations. Finally, future
development under Alternative 2 would be designed to be consistent with 2020-2045 SCAG
RTP/SCS (Connect SoCal) actions and strategies and the City’s CAP. Therefore, the impact with
respect to a conflict with respect to GHG reduction plans, policies, and regulations would likely
remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Routine Use, Transportation, Disposal, or Accidental Release of Hazardous Materials

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft EIR, the Project
would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine use,
transport, disposal, or accidental release of hazardous materials as the construction and operation
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of future development allowed under the proposed General Plan update would adhere to
applicable federal, state, and local regulations governing the transportation, use, handling, and
disposal of hazardous materials. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also not create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine use, transport, disposal, or accidental release of hazardous
materials during construction and operation for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, the
impact with respect to the transportation, use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials would
remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Emit Hazardous Emissions, Handle Hazardous Materials, etc., near a School

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft EIR, the Project
would not result in hazardous emissions or the handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school site as
existing and future development under the proposed General Plan update in the vicinity of an
existing or proposed school site would adhere to applicable federal, state, and local regulations
governing the transportation, use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials. As a result, this
impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also not result in hazardous emissions or the
handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile
of an existing or proposed school site for the same reasons the Project. Therefore, the impact with
respect to the transportation, use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials would remain less
than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Hazardous Materials Sites

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft EIR, the Project
would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment from a site which is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 as
future development under the proposed General Plan update would adhere to applicable federal,
state, and local regulations that provide procedures for the testing, handling, disposal, and
remediation of hazardous materials. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also not create a significant hazard to the public or
environment from a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, the impact with
respect to creating a significant hazard to the public or environment from a site which is included on
a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 would
remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Airport Land Use Plan Conflicts

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft EIR, the Project
would not be located within an airport land use plan or, where such plan has not been adopted,
within two miles or a public airport or public use airport as future development under the
proposed General Plan update would not fall within the noise contours or airport influence area of
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the Compton/Woodley Airport, which is the only airport located within two miles of the city
limits. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also not be located within an airport land use
plan or, where such plan has not been adopted, within two miles or a public airport or public use
airport for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, the impact with respect to airport land use
plan conflicts would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this
impact would be similar.

Emergency Response Plan

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft EIR, the Project
would not impair implementation of or interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan as future development under the proposed General Plan update would
be required to be consistent with policies contained in the Project that require the City to ensure
adequate emergency access. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also be required to be consistent with policies
contained in the Project that require the City to ensure adequate emergency access. As a result,
the impact with respect to the impairment or interference with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and
the severity of this impact would be similar.

Wildland Fire Hazards

As discussed in Section 3.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Draft EIR, the Project would
not expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving wildland fires as the city is not located in a Very Fire Hazard Severity Zone and the
construction of future development under the proposed General Plan update would comply with all
applicable fire protection and prevention regulations specified in the California Fire Code, Hazardous
Materials Transportation regulations, and Cal/OSHA regulations. As a result, no impact would occur.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also not expose people or structures, either
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires for the
same reasons as the Project. Therefore, no impact would occur with respect to wildfire hazards,
similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Hydrology and Water Quality
Water Quality

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade water quality as future development under the proposed General Plan update would adhere
to applicable federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to water quality. In addition, the Project
contains policies that promote improved water quality in the city and continued compliance with
federal, state, and local water quality regulations, which would ensure that water quality is protected
to the maximum extent practicable. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.
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Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also adhere to applicable federal, state, and local
regulations pertain to water quality and be consistent with proposed General Plan policies that
promote improved water quality. Therefore, the impact with respect to water quality would remain
less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Groundwater

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge as
the groundwater basins serving the city are adjudicated, and thus have limits on the amount of
groundwater that is pumped for potable use, and the replenishment of groundwater in the city is
not reliant on natural recharge or percolation. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also not substantially deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge for the same reason as the Project.
As a result, the impact with respect to groundwater recharge would remain less than significant,
similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Drainage

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the Project would
not substantially alter existing drainage patterns in the city as majority of development allowed
under the proposed General Plan update would occur in areas that are already developed with
existing impervious surfaces. In addition, anticipated growth in the city would adhere to existing
local regulations governing floodplain management and runoff pollution control, and would
comply with the policies contained in the proposed General Plan update that seek to reduce
localized flooding and ensure that areas experiencing localized flooding problems are targeted for
storm drain improvements. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also occur in areas that are already developed
with existing impervious surfaces. In addition, growth under the Corridors Alternative would also
adhere to existing local regulations governing floodplain management and runoff pollution
control and comply with policies contained in the proposed General Plan update. Therefore, the
impact with respect to drainage would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the
severity of this impact would be similar.

Inundation

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
risk release of pollutants due to project inundation from a flood, tsunami or seiche due to the city’s
inland location and lack of enclosed water bodies. In addition, anticipated growth in the city would
adhere to existing local regulations pertaining to flood control and would implement proposed
General Plan policies addressing flooding. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

As development allowed under Alternative 2 would also occur within the Planning Area, it would
also not be subject to inundation from a tsunami or seiche. In addition, growth anticipated under
the Corridor Alternatives would also adhere to existing local regulations and implement goals and
implement proposed General Plan policies addressing flooding. Therefore, the impact with
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respect to inundation would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of
this impact would be similar.

Water Quality Plan or Sustainable Groundwater Management Plan

As discussed in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan as anticipated growth in the
city would adhere applicable federal, state, and local regulations pertaining to water quality and
would implement General Plan policies that protect water quality. In addition, the water basins
underlying the city are adjudicated and adjudicated basins are not required to prepare sustainable
groundwater management plans. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also adhere applicable federal, state, and local
regulations pertaining to water quality and would implement General Plan policies that protect
water quality. In addition, as growth anticipated under the current General Plan would be within
the same Planning Area, it would not conflict with a sustainable groundwater management plan
as the basins under the Planning Area are adjudicated. Therefore, the impact with respect to a
water quality plan or sustainable groundwater management plan would remain less than
significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Land Use and Planning
Physically Divide a Community

As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
physically divide an established community as policies in the proposed General Plan update
promote improved connectivity and land use consistency within and between existing
neighborhoods. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Mixed-use development along the main corridors under Alternative 2 would foster more linkages
and connectivity throughout the city as well as support multimodal connectivity to the region.
Moreover, the Planning Area is largely built out and new development would occur within areas that
are already served by infrastructure, and thus development under the Corridors Alternative would not
necessitate new roads or other infrastructure that would physically divide an established community.
Therefore, the impact with respect to physically dividing an established community would remain
less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Consistency with Applicable Land Use Plans

As discussed in Section 3.10, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
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 as proposed
General Plan policies would not conflict with current 2004 General Plan policies or existing
planning regulations designed to implement the 2004 General Plan and subsequent amendments.
In addition, the proposed General Plan update takes into account changes to land use designations
within the boundaries of various adopted specific plans in the city. Finally, the Project would not
conflict with the region’s RTP/SCS (Connect SoCal) as policies within the proposed General Plan
update would integrate land use, housing, and transportation planning to achieve regional GHG
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emission reductions by promoting compact, infill, and mixed-use development. For these reasons,
this impact would be less than significant.

While many of the concepts for the land use designations of Alternative 2 are similar to those of
the Project, the way in which they are achieved differ slightly. The Corridors Alternative
introduces mixed-use designations such as Downtown High Density Mixed-Use, Mixed-Use, and
Industrial Flex, which are similar to the Downtown Mixed Use, Corridor Mixed Use, and Flex
District designations of the Project. Likewise, R&D in Alternative 2 is similar to Business
Residential Mixed Use of the Project, without the residential component. However, the Corridors
Alternative retains characteristics of the existing General Plan, including multiple commercial
designations (Commercial and Visitor Commercial), as well as a distinct Office designation. Aside
from these designations and consolidation of General and Recreational open space into
Parks/Open Space, Alternative 2 maintains the industrial and single-family designations that make
up the vast majority of the remaining Planning Area; this approach is also reflected in the Project.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also not 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 for the same reasons listed above. However, Alternative 2
would not provide sufficient land capacity to fully meet the City’s housing allocation under the 6"
cycle of the RNHA. In addition, all future growth in the city’s SOI must be consistent with the Los
Angeles County General Plan and Los Angeles County zoning regulations. Therefore, the impact
with respect to consistency with applicable plans would remain less than significant, similar to the
Project, although the severity of this impact would be greater as Alternative 2 would not provide
the capacity to fully meet the City’s 6" cycle RNHA allocation.

Noise and Vibration
Temporary or Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels

As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the Draft EIR, construction of future development allowed
under the Project would not result in the generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient
noise levels in excess of City standards as individual projects would be required to conduct their
own CEQA analysis and implement mitigation in the event that noise generated during
construction exceed thresholds. In addition, operation of future development allowed under the
Project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the city in
excess of City standards as future traffic noise along major roadway segments in the city would
not be discernably different when compared to existing traffic noise levels. Therefore, this impact
would be less than significant.

Construction of future development allowed under Alternative 2 would also not result in the
generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in excess of City standards
for the same reason as the Project. As a result, the impact with respect to construction noise
would remain be less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would
be similar.

With respect to operation, as less growth would occur under Alternative 2, less traffic would be
generated along streets in the Planning Area, and thus less noise from traffic would be generated.

Carson2040 4-49 SCH No. 2001091120
City of Carson September 2022



4. Alternatives

As future traffic noise along major roadway segments in the city from the Project would not be
discernably different when compared to existing traffic noise levels, future traffic noise along
major roadway segments in the city from Alternative 2 would also not be discernably different
when compared to existing traffic noise levels. As a result, the impact with respect to traffic noise
would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact
would be less as less traffic would be generated by Alternative 2, thus resulting in less traffic
noise compared to the Project.

Excessive Groundborne Vibration or Groundborne Noise

As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the Draft EIR, construction of future development allowed
under the Project would not result in the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise as individual projects would be required to conduct their own CEQA analysis
and implement mitigation in the event that vibration generated during construction exceed
thresholds. In addition, traffic generated by future development allowed under the Project would
not result in the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise as vibration
from vehicles is temporary and intermittent, and would be well below the thresholds for human
annoyance and structural damage. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

Construction of future development allowed under Alternative 2 would not result in the
generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise. As a result, the impact with
respect to construction vibration would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the
severity of this impact would be similar.

With respect to operation, as less growth would occur under Alternative 2, less traffic would be
generated along streets in the Planning Area, and thus less vibration from traffic would be
generated. As vibration from vehicles associated with the Project is temporary and intermittent,
and would be well below the thresholds for human annoyance and structural damage, vibration
from vehicles associated with the Alternative 2 would also is temporary and intermittent, and
would be well below the thresholds for human annoyance and structural damage. Therefore, the
impact with respect to traffic vibration would remain less than significant, similar to the Project,
although the severity of this impact would be less as less traffic would be generated by
Alternative 2, thus resulting in less traffic vibration compared to the Project.

Airport Noise

As discussed in Section 3.11, Noise, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not expose people
residing or working in the Planning Area to excessive noise levels generated by aircraft as the city
is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or airport land use plan, and thus is not
within the 60 dBA CNEL of any airport. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also not expose people residing or working in
the Planning Area to excessive noise levels generated by aircraft for the same reason as the
Project. As a result, the impact with respect to airport noise would remain less than significant,
similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.
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Population and Housing
Induce Unplanned Population Growth

As discussed in Section 3.12, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, directly nor indirectly, as the
proposed General Plan update is a long-range planning effort that was designed to accommodate
regional growth requirements for the next 20 years. In addition, proposed General Plan policies
seek to provide housing that meets the diverse needs of Carson’s growing population while
preserving existing neighborhoods, as well as ensuring that public facilities, services, and
infrastructure maintain a level of service that supports a high quality of life for all residents. As a
result, this impact would be less than significant.

Alternative 2 would result in less population and housing but more jobs growth than the Project,
which would further inflate the jobs to housing ratio. In comparison, the Project provides a more
balanced jobs to housing ratio by allowing more housing development while maintaining a
healthy growth in employment opportunities. Further, because Alternative 2 includes more
single-use designations such as Visitor Commercial, Office, and R&D, it would result in less
variety of uses, including residential, in these areas than would occur under the Project.

The Corridors Alternative was also designed to accommodate regional growth requirements for
the next 20 years. In addition, Alternative 2 would adhere to proposed General Plan policies that
balance the city’s existing and future needs. Therefore, the impact with respect to the inducement
of unplanned population growth would remain be less than significant, similar to the Project,
although the severity of this impact would be less as less growth would occur under Alternative 2
compared to the Project.

Construction of New Housing

As discussed in Section 3.12, Population and Housing, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere, as proposed General Plan land use designations and policies would
increase allowable intensities and residential densities in more areas of the city, thereby increasing
capacity for new housing. Additionally, the Housing Element, which was prepared separately and
adopted as of February 1, 2022, has been designed to be consistent with the proposed General Plan
update and reflects the new land use designations that allow greater residential densities in order
to meet the City’s RHNA obligation for the 2021-2029 housing element cycle. For these reasons,
the impact would be less than significant.

Alternative 2 would adhere to proposed General Plan land use designations and policies would
increase allowable intensities and residential densities in more areas of the city, thereby
increasing capacity for new housing. Additionally, the Corridors Alternative would provide
adequate supply of housing at all income levels, including replacement of any existing or
protected units demolished during redevelopment, as well as adequate mitigation of impacts on
displaced residents, such as those living in mobile home parks, per state law. Therefore, the
impact with respect to the construction of new housing would remain be less than significant,
similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as less growth would
occur under Alternative 2 compared to the Project.
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Public Services
Fire and Police Service

As discussed in Section 3.13, Public Services, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
fire and police service facilities as future development would be concentrated in areas already
well-served by existing fire and police facilities, and if new fire and police facilities are required,
the construction of these facilities would have minimal effects on the environment with
compliance with existing regulations and proposed General Plan policies. In addition, the
proposed General Plan update promotes compact development patterns through infill
development, ensuring new development would be located within close proximity to existing fire
stations and police station. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 2 compared to the Project, demand for fire and
police service would be less under the Corridors Alternative than under the proposed General
Plan update. In addition, growth under Alternative 2 would comply with policies in the existing
General Plan regarding fire safety education, public safety programs, coordination with the
County Fire and Sheriff’s departments, compact development, and emergency access similar to
the Project. Therefore, the impact with respect to fire and police services would remain less than
significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as there
would be less demand for these services under Alternative 2 compared to the Project.

Schools

As discussed in Section 3.13, Public Services, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
school facilities as schools in the Planning Area have sufficient facility capacity to meet projected
enrollment needs. As a result, existing facilities capacity would still be sufficient. If new school
facilities are required, the construction of these facilities would have minimal effects on the
environment with compliance with existing regulations and proposed General Plan policies. In
addition, all new development would pay school impact fees, which fully mitigates the impacts of
development on school facilities for purposes of CEQA per SB 50. For these reasons, this impact
would be less than significant.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 2 compared to the Project, fewer students would
attend local schools under the Corridors Alternative than under the proposed General Plan update.
If new school facilities are required, the construction of these facilities would also have minimal
effects on the environment with compliance with existing regulations and proposed General Plan
policies. In addition, all new development under Alternative 2 would also be required to pay
school impact fees. Therefore, the impact with respect to schools would remain less than
significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as there
would be less demand for schools under Alternative 2 compared to the Project.

Parks

A comparison of impacts to parks and recreation facilities between the Project and Alternative 2
is provided below under “Recreation.”
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Other Public Facilities

As discussed in Section 3.13, Public Services, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
government facilities, such as community centers and libraries, as the construction of these
facilities, if needed, would have minimal effects on the environment with compliance with
existing regulations and proposed General Plan policies. As a result, this impact would be less
than significant.

As less growth occur under Alternative 2, demand for other public facilities, such as community
centers and libraries, would be less under the Corridors Alternative than under the proposed
General Plan update. If new public facilities are required, the construction of these facilities would
also have minimal effects on the environment with compliance with existing regulations and
proposed General Plan policies. Therefore, the impact with respect to public facilities would
remain less than significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be
less as there would be less demand for these facilities under Alternative 2 compared to the Project.

Recreation
Deterioration of Existing Recreational Facilities

As discussed in Section 3.14, Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated as the Project would add more
than 180 acres of parkland to the City’s inventory, which exceeds the required 84.7 additional acres
of parkland that the city would need to meet future demand. In addition, the Project includes
provisions to ensure ongoing expansion, investment in, and maintenance of public recreation
facilities, thus minimizing substantial physical deterioration of existing or new facilities. Finally,
policies in the proposed General Plan update are designed to minimize the environmental impact of
park and recreational facility development, including the development of design and site planning
standards that consider energy and water efficiency, sustainable design elements, and habitat and
cultural resource preservation. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 2 compared to the Project, the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities would be less under the Corridors
Alternative than under the proposed General Plan update. However, the amount of parkland to be
added under Alternative 2 would not be enough to meet future demand of 64.8 acres of parkland
under the Corridors Alternative. Therefore, while development under Alternative 2 would adhere
to provisions in the proposed General Plan update to ensure ongoing expansion, investment in,
and maintenance of public recreation facilities, the impact with respect to the deterioration of
existing recreational facilities would be significant and unavoidable as no feasible mitigation is
available, and thus the severity of this impact would be greater compared to the Project.

Construction or Expansion of Recreational Facilities

As discussed in Section 3.14, Recreation, of the Draft EIR, the Project would result in the
development of new parks and recreational facilities. However, construction of these facilities
would not have an adverse physical effect on the environment as new parks and recreational
facilities would be subject to CEQA requirements for environmental assessment. Although
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compliance would not necessarily guarantee that significant impacts would be avoided or
mitigated, it would allow for the identification and consideration of potential impacts and
mitigation. In addition, the Project includes policies that are designed to minimize the
environmental impact of development of new parks or recreational facilities. For these reasons,
this impact would be less than significant.

Growth under Alternative 2 would also result in the development of new parks and recreational
facilities. Like the Project, construction of new parks and recreational facilities would also be
subject to CEQA requirements for environmental assessment. If the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities are required, the construction of these facilities would also have minimal
effects on the environment with compliance with existing regulations and proposed General Plan
policies. Therefore, the impact with respect to the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact
would be similar.

Transportation
Conflict with Adopted Circulation Program, Plan, Ordinance, or Policy

As discussed in Section 3.15, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not conflict
with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway bicycle and pedestrian facilities due to the availability of non-vehicular transportation
options for the community. In addition, policies included in the proposed General Plan update
would balance the multimodal transportation network by providing alternatives to the automobile,
improving transit service connections, and encouraging the use of alternative modes of
transportation. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Future development under Alternative 2 would also not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance
or policy addressing the circulation system as non-vehicular transportation options for the
community would also be available under continued growth as permitted by the Corridors
Alternative. In addition, development under Alternative 2 would adhere to policies included in
the proposed General Plan update that balance the multimodal transportation network. As a result,
the impact with respect to a conflict with an adopted circulation program, plan, ordinance, or
policy would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact
would be similar.

Vehicle Miles Traveled

As discussed in Section 3.15, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, the Project would conflict or be
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, Subdivision (b) as Total VMT per Service
Population associated with growth under the proposed General Plan update would not achieve a
15 percent or more reduction compared to the baseline. Although policies promoting a reduction
of VMT per capita are included in the proposed General Plan update, no feasible mitigation is
available to reach the 15 percent or more reduction threshold. As a result, this impact would be
significant and unavoidable.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 2 compared to the Project, less traffic would be
generated along streets in the Planning Area, and thus less VMT would be generated under the
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Corridors Alternative. However, this reduction in VMT under Alternative 2 would not likely be
enough to achieve a 15 percent or more reduction compared to the baseline. Therefore, while
development under Alternative 2 would adhere to policies promoting a reduction of VMT per
capita are included in the proposed General Plan update, this impact would remain significant and
unavoidable, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as less
traffic would be generated under Alternative 2 compared to the Project.

Design Hazards

As discussed in Section 3.15, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not substantially
increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) as access locations for future development would be
designed to the City’s standards and would provide adequate sight distance. In addition, policies
included in the proposed General Plan update that promote bicycle and pedestrian safety would help
identify and address potential safety concerns. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Access locations for future development under Alternative 2 would also be designed to the City’s
standards and would provide adequate sight distance. In addition, development under the Corridors
Alternative would also adhere to policies included in the proposed General Plan update that
promote bicycle and pedestrian safety. As a result, the impact with respect to design hazards would
remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Emergency Access

As discussed in Section 3.15, Transportation, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not result in
inadequate emergency access as future development would be compliant with the City’s design
guidelines that incorporate safety and emergency access needs, where applicable. As a result, this
impact would be less than significant.

Future development under Alternative 2 would also not result in inadequate emergency access for
the same reason as the Project. Therefore, the impact with respect to emergency access would
remain less than significant, similar to the Project, and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Tribal Cultural Resources

As discussed in Section 3.16, Tribal Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as no tribal
cultural resources were identified within or adjacent to the Planning Area. However, given the
historic occupation of the area, it is possible that future development within the Planning Area
may result in the identification of unrecorded tribal cultural resources. However, future projects
would be required to comply with the provisions of SB 18 and AB 52 to incorporate tribal
consultation into the CEQA process to ensure that tribal cultural resources are properly identified
and that mitigation measures are identified to reduce impacts on these resources. As a result, this
impact would be less than significant.

Future development under Alternative 2 would also not cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource for the same reason as the Project. Therefore, the impact
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with respect to tribal cultural resources would remain less than significant, similar to the Project,
and the severity of this impact would be similar.

Utilities and Service Systems
New or Expanded Facilities

As discussed in Section 3.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, the Project would
not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water and wastewater
treatment facilities as all facilities serving the city have sufficient remaining capacity to serve
anticipated growth within the Planning Area. In addition, policies included in the proposed
General Plan update aim to conserve water by curbing demand and ensuring that the planning
water infrastructure is coordinated, thus reducing demand on existing water and wastewater
treatment infrastructure. However, the Project could require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, and
telecommunications facilities, and should upgrades to new facilities be required, the construction
of those facilities could result in adverse environmental effects, which are considered throughout
the technical sections of this Draft EIR. In addition, future facilities would be required to comply
with the City’s requirements for construction projects, including but not limited to, grading
permits and encroachment permits. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 2 compared to the Project, less water and
wastewater treatment would be required under the Corridors Alternative. As the water and
wastewater treatment facilities serving the city have sufficient remaining capacity to serve
anticipated growth within the Planning Area under the Project, sufficient capacity also exists to
treat water and wastewater generated by growth anticipated under the Corridors Alternative. In
addition, development under Alternative 2 would adhere to ped General Plan policies that would
aim to conserve water. Finally, development allowed under the Corridors Alternative could also
require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded stormwater drainage,
electric power, natural gas, and telecommunications facilities, but not to the same degree as less
development would occur under the existing General Plan. Should upgrades to new facilities be
required under this alternative, the construction of those facilities could result in adverse
environmental effects, which are considered throughout the technical sections of this Draft EIR.
In addition, future facilities under the Corridors Alternative would also be required to comply
with the City’s requirements for construction projects, including but not limited to, grading
permits and encroachment permits. For the reasons, the impact with respect to new or expanded
water, wastewater, stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, and telecommunications
facilities would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this
impact would be less as there would be less demand for these facilities under Alternative 2
compared to the Project.

Water Supply

As discussed in Section 3.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, sufficient water
supplies are available to serve the Project, as well as reasonably foreseeable future development,
during normal, dry and multiple dry years as the city’s water service providers have indicated that
they have reliable supplies to meet anticipated demand under each of these scenarios. In addition,
each individual development proposal would be required to address water supply as part of the

Carson2040 4-56 SCH No. 2001091120
City of Carson September 2022



4. Alternatives

CEQA process. Next, future development allowed under the Project would adhere to state and
local regulations that promote water conservation and policies in the proposed General Plan
update that update aim to conserve water by curbing demand for domestic and commercial
purposes and promoting water conservation strategies, thus reducing demand for water. Finally,
the water suppliers serving the City have water contingency plans that would be implemented in
case of a water shortage event or drought. For these reasons, this impact would be less than
significant.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 2 compared to the Project, demand for water would
be less under the Corridors Alternative. As the city’s water service providers have indicated that
they have reliable supplies to meet anticipated demand under the Project, sufficient water supplies
also exist to serve growth anticipated under the Corridors Alternative. In addition, each individual
development proposal under this alternative would also be required to address water supply as
part of the CEQA process. Next, future development under Alternative 2 would continue to
adhere to state and local regulations that promote water conservation and proposed General Plan
policies that aim to conserve water. Finally, the water suppliers serving the City have water
contingency plans that would be implemented in case of a water shortage event or drought.
Therefore, the impact with respect to water supply would remain less than significant, similar to
the Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as there would be less demand for
water under Alternative 2 compared to the Project.

Wastewater Service Capacity

As discussed in Section 3.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, the Project would
not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the
project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments as the wastewater treatment plant serving the Planning Area has
sufficient remaining capacity to treat the full increase in sewage attributable to future growth
anticipated under the proposed General Plan update. In addition, policies in the proposed General
Plan update aim to conserve water by curbing demand for domestic and commercial purposes and
promoting water conservation strategies, thus reducing demand for water, and in turn, the
generation of wastewater. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 2 compared to the Project, less wastewater would
be generated under the Corridors Alternative. As the wastewater treatment plant serving the
Planning Area has sufficient remaining capacity to treat the full increase in sewage attributable to
the Project, sufficient capacity also exists to treat wastewater generated by growth anticipated
under the Corridors Alternative. In addition, future development under Alternative 2 would
continue to adhere to proposed General Plan policies that aim to conserve water, which and in
turn, would reduce the amount of wastewater generated. As a result, the impact with respect to
wastewater service capacity would remain less than significant, similar to the Project, although
the severity of this impact would be less as there would be less wastewater generated under
Alternative 2 compared to the Project.

Carson2040 4-57 SCH No. 2001091120
City of Carson September 2022



4. Alternatives

Solid Waste

As discussed in Section 3.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not
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 as the landfills that
currently serve the city have adequate capacity to dispose of the full increase in solid waste
attributable to future growth anticipated under the proposed General Plan update. In addition,
compliance with existing solid waste regulations and policies in the proposed General Plan update
would further address potential impacts. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

As less growth would occur under Alternative 2 compared to the Project, less solid waste would
be generated under the Corridors Alternative. As the landfills currently serving the Planning Area
have adequate capacity to dispose of the full increase in solid waste attributable to Project,
sufficient capacity also exists to treat solid waste generated by growth anticipated under
Alternative 2. In addition, future development under Alternative 2 would continue to adhere to
existing solid waste regulations and proposed General Plan policies that aim to reduce solid
waste. As a result, the impact with respect to solid waste disposal capacity would remain less than
significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be less as there
would be less solid waste generated under Alternative 2 compared to the Project.

Solid Waste Regulations

As discussed in Section 3.17, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR, the Project would
comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to
solid waste. In addition, the policies in the proposed General Plan update regarding solid waste
disposal and associated public facilities would further ensure compliance with applicable
regulations. As a result, this impact would be less than significant.

Development allowed under Alternative 2 would also comply with federal, state, and local
management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste. In addition, future
development under Alternative 2 would continue to adhere to proposed General Plan policies that
aim to reduce solid waste. As a result, the impact with respect to solid waste regulations would
remain less than significant, similar to the Project, although the severity of this impact would be
less as there would be less solid waste generated under Alternative 2 compared to the Project.

Relationship of the Alternative to the Project Objectives

The primary objective of the Project is to foster a vibrant and sustainable community, respond to
an increasingly diverse and aging population, and address a myriad of physical, environmental,
and other challenges that the city faces. Alternative 2 would achieve all of the objectives for the
Project, although to a lesser degree. For example, the Corridors Alternative would not meet future
needs based on the projected population and job growth to the same degree as the Project nor
would it reduce community-wide GHG emissions consistent with statewide targets to the same
degree as the Project.
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4.7 Environmentally Superior Alternative

Section 15126.6(¢e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that an analysis of alternatives to a
proposed project shall identify an environmentally superior alternative among the alternatives
evaluated in an EIR and that if the “no project” alternative is the environmentally superior
alternative, the EIR shall identify another environmentally superior alternative among the
remaining alternatives.

With respect to identifying an Environmentally Superior Alternative among those analyzed in this
EIR, the range of feasible Alternatives includes Alternative 1 — No Project Alternative and
Alternative 2 — Corridors Alternative. A comparative summary of the environmental impacts of
the Project and of each of these alternatives is provided in Table 4-2, Comparison of Impacts of
the Project and Alternatives. As shown in Table 4-2, the environmental impacts for each
alternative are as follows:

e Alternative 1 would, in comparison to the Project, result in reduced environmental impacts
related to air quality, cultural resources, GHG emissions (operational), noise and vibration
(operational), population and housing, public services, VMT, and utilities, but would result in
greater impacts with respect to aesthetics, biological resources, energy (operational), land use
planning, and recreation.

< Alternative 2 would, in comparison to the Project, result in reduced environmental impacts
related to air quality, cultural resources, energy (operational), GHG emissions (operational),
noise and vibration (operational), population and housing, public services, VMT, and utilities,
but would result in greater impacts with respect to land use planning and recreation.

Therefore, of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR, Alternative 2 is considered the
environmentally superior alternative.

According to Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of an Alternatives
analyses is to identify alternative developments that would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project but that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects
of the project. Neither Alternative 1 nor Alternative 2 would avoid the Project’s potentially
significant and unavoidable with respect to air quality, historical resources, and VMT. On the
contrary, both Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 would result in an additional significant and
unavoidable impact with respect to the deterioration of recreational facilities as not enough
parkland would be provided by these alternatives to meet demand. However, Alternative 2 would
achieve all of the objectives for the Project, although not to the same degree, while Alternative 1
would either not meet or only partially meet the objectives for the Project.
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TABLE 4-2
COMPARISON OF IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES

Impact

Project

Alternative 1:
No Project

Alternative 2:
Corridors Alternative

Aesthetics

AES-1: The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

AES-2: The Project would not substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway.

AES-3: The Project would not result in development that would conflict with applicable zoning
and other regulations governing scenic quality.

AES-4: The Project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

LTS
NI

LTS

LTS

LTS+
NI=

LTS+

LTS=

LTS=
NI=

LTS=

LTS=

Air Quality

AQ-1: The Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan.

AQ-2: The Project would 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.

AQ-3: The Project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

AQ-4: The Project would result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) affecting a
substantial number of people.

LTS

SuU

SuU
SuU

LTS=

SuU-

SuU=
SuU=

LTS=

SU-

SuU=
Su=

Biological Resources

BIO-1: The Project would not 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 CDFW or USFWS.

BIO-2: The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the
CDFW or USFWS.

BIO-3: The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pools, coastal saltmarsh, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means.

BIO-4: The Project would not 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

BIO-5: The Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.

LTS

LTS

NI

LTS

NI

LTS+

LTS+

NI=

LTS+

NI=

LTS=

LTS=

NI=

LTS=

NI=
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Alternative 1: Alternative 2:
Impact Project No Project Corridors Alternative
BIO-6: The Project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation NI NI= NI=
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan.
Cultural Resources
CUL-1: The Project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical SuU SU- SU-
resource pursuant to §15064.5.
CUL-2: The Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an LTS LTS- LTS-
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5.
CUL-3: The Project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of LTS LTS- LTS-
formal cemeteries.
Energy
ENG-1: The Project would not result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to LTS LTS=/+ LTS-
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources.
ENG-2: The Project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy LTS LTS+ LTS=
or energy efficiency.
Geology and Soils
GEO-1: The Project would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects LTS LTS= LTS=
involving the risk of geologic hazards.
GEO-2: The Project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. LTS LTS= LTS=
GEO-3: The Project would not have a significant impact due to hazards associated with LTS LTS= LTS=
unstable soils, such as on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or
collapse.
GEO-4: The Project would not create substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property due to LTS LTS= LTS=
the presence of expansive soils.
GEO-5: The Project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or LTS LTS= LTS=
site or unique geologic feature.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
GHG-1: The Project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may LTS LTS=/- LTS=/-
have a significant impact on the environment.
GHG-2: The Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for LTS LTS+ LTS=

the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs.
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Impact

Project

Alternative 1:
No Project

Alternative 2:
Corridors Alternative

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

HAZ-1: The Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine use, transport, disposal, or accidental release of hazardous materials.

HAZ-2: The Project would not result in hazardous emissions or the handling of hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school.

HAZ-3: The Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment from a
site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5.

HAZ-4: The Project would not be located within an airport land use plan or, where such plan
has not been adopted, within two miles or a public airport or public use airport.

HAZ-5: The Project would not impair implementation of or interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

HAZ-6: The Project would not expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

NI

LTS=

LTS=

LTS=

LTS=

LTS=

NI=

LTS=

LTS=

LTS=

LTS=

LTS=

NI=

Hydrology and Water Quality

HYD-1: The Project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

HYD-2: The Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater table level.

HYD-3: The Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area
in a manner that 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; and
impede or redirect flood flows

HYD-4: The Project would not risk release of pollutants due to project inundation.

HYD-5: The Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS
LTS

LTS=

LTS=

LTS=

LTS=
LTS=

LTS=

LTS=

LTS=

LTS=
LTS=

Land Use and Planning

LU-1: The Project would not physically divide an established community.

LU-2: The Project would not 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.

LTS
LTS

LTS+
LTS+

LTS=
LTS+
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5. Alternatives

Impact

Project

Alternative 1: Alternative 2:
No Project Corridors Alternative

Noise

NOI-1: The Project would not result in the 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.

NOI-2: The Project would not generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise.

NOI-3: The Project would not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive
noise levels generated by aircraft.

LTS

LTS
LTS

LTS=/- LTS=/-

LTS=/- LTS=/-
LTS= LTS=

Population and Housing

POP-1: The Project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area,
directly nor indirectly.

POP-2: The Project would not displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

LTS

LTS

LTS- LTS-

LTS- LTS-

Public Services

PUB-1: The Project would not 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 service: (i) fire protection, (ii) police protection, (iii) schools, (iv) parks, (v)
other public facilities.

LTS

LTS- LTS-

Recreation

REC-1: The Project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated.

REC-2: The Project would not have a significant impact due to inclusion of recreational facilities
or required construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment.

LTS

LTS

SU+ SU+

LTS= LTS=

Transportation

TR-1: The Project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, roadway bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

TR-2: The Project would conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3,
Subdivision (b).

TR-3: The Project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment).

TR-4: The Project would not result in inadequate emergency access.

LTS

SuU

LTS

LTS

LTS= LTS=

SuU- SuU-

LTS= LTS=

LTS= LTS=
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4. Alternatives

Impact

Project

Alternative 1:
No Project

Alternative 2:
Corridors Alternative

Tribal Cultural Resources

TCR-1: The Project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource.

LTS

LTS=

LTS=

Utilities and Service Systems

UTL-1: While the Project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water and wastewater treatment facilities, it could require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, and
telecommunications facilities. However, the construction or relocation of these facilities would
not cause significant environmental effects.

UTL-2: Sufficient water supplies are available to serve future development allowed by the
Project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years.

UTL-3: The Project would not result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider
which serves or may serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the Project’s
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments.

UTL-4: The Project would not 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.

UTL-5: The Project would comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction
statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS

LTS-

LTS-

LTS-

LTS-

LTS-

LTS-

LTS-

LTS-

LTS-

LTS-

NOTES: NI — No Impact; LTS — Less than Significant; SU - Significant and Unavoidable; = - Similar Impact; - - Reduced Impact; + - Greater Impact
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https://www.socalgas.com/sites/default/files/2020-10/2020_California_Gas_Report_Joint_Utility_Biennial
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/
https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/media/6705/fhszs_map19.pdf
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